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Preface
The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official 

documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and 
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The 
series documents the facts and events that contributed to the formu-
lation of policies and includes evidence of supporting and alternative 
views to the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The Historian of the Department of State is charged with the respon-
sibility for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of 
the Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, plans, researches, 
compiles, and edits the volumes in the series. This documentary editing 
proceeds in full accord with the generally accepted standards of histor-
ical scholarship. Official regulations codifying specific standards for the 
selection and editing of documents for the series were first promulgated 
by Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925. These regula-
tions, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

A new statutory charter for the preparation of the series was 
established by Public law 102–138, the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, which was signed by President 
George Bush on October 28, 1991. Section 198 of P.L. 102–138 added a 
new Title IV to the Department of State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 
(22 USC 4351 et seq. ).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough, 
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of 
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive 
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the 
United States Government, including facts that contributed to the for-
mulation of policies and records that provided supporting and alterna-
tive views to the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The statute confirms the editing principles established by Secre-
tary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is guided by the principles of 
historical objectivity and accuracy; records should not be altered or 
deletions made without indicating in the published text that a dele-
tion has been made; the published record should omit no facts that 
were of major importance in reaching a decision; and nothing should 
be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in policy. The stat-
ute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be published not more 
than 30 years after the events recorded. The editors of this microfiche 
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supplement are convinced that it meets all regulatory, statutory, and 
scholarly standards of selection and editing.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This microfiche supplement is part of a subseries of the Foreign Rela-
tions series for the years 1958–1960. The subseries presents in 19 volumes 
and 2 microfiche supplements a documentary record of major foreign 
policy decisions and actions of the final 3 years of the administration 
of President Dwight D. Eisenhower. This supplement to volume III, 
National Security Policy; Arms Control and Disarmament, is the last part 
of the subseries published covering the 1958–1960 triennium.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record 
in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide 
comprehensive documentation on major foreign policy decisions and 
actions of the U.S. Government. It further requires that government 
agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government coop-
erate with the Department of State Historian by providing full and com-
plete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions 
and by providing copies of selected records. The editors believe that in 
terms of access this supplement was prepared in accordance with the 
standards and mandates of the statute, although access to some records 
was restricted, as noted below.

The editors have had complete access to all the retired records and 
papers in the Department of State. The Department’s collections of NSC 
papers and correspondence were of the highest value. Some of these 
documents are available in the central (decimal) files and lot (office) 
files deposited at the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA) at College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Over the last several 
years, all the Department’s indexed central files for these 3 years, as 
well as several of the lot files, have been permanently transferred to 
Archives II. The remaining Department lot files covering this triennium 
are scheduled to be transferred to Archives II in the near future.

Records of the Central Intelligence Agency and certain intelligence- 
related files maintained in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research of the 
Department of State became available to the Department historians only 
after this supplement was compiled. Arrangements have been made for 
Department historians to have access to these records for future volumes.

The major decisions on national security and arms control ques-
tions were made by President Eisenhower, usually after recommen-
dations from and discussion in the National Security Council (NSC) 
and his Committee of Principals, established in 1958 to advise him on 
disarmament matters. The most important Presidential records are the 
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relevant White House files at the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library in 
Abilene, Kansas, to which the editors had complete access. The Eisen-
hower Library contains, among other important collections, the memo-
randa of discussion at the NSC meetings, usually prepared by Deputy 
Executive Secretary S. Everett Gleason, and the memoranda of confer-
ence with the President, prepared by the President’s Staff Secretary, 
Andrew J. Goodpaster.

Records of the National Security Council located at NARA include 
the numbered NSC papers and related documentation. Because White 
House and Department of State records contain many significant Depart-
ment of Defense documents, the editors sought only selected access to the 
Department of Defense files. The editors also perused the records of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the official papers of General Nathan F.  Twining, 
General Thomas D. White, and Admiral Arleigh A. Burke.

The List of Sources (pp. 1–6) lists the files consulted both in gov-
ernment repositories and in private collections for the print volume 
and the microfiche supplement.

Principles of Document Selection for the Foreign Relations Series

In preparing each volume of the Foreign Relations series, the editors 
are guided by some general principles for the selection of documents. 
Each editor, in consultation with the General Editor and other senior 
editors, determines the particular issues and topics to be documented 
either in detail, in brief, or in summary. Some general decisions are 
also made regarding issues that cannot be documented in the volume 
but will be addressed in a microfiche supplement or in editorial or 
bibliographical notes.

The following general selection criteria are used in preparing vol-
umes in the Foreign Relations series. Individual compiler- editors vary 
these criteria in accordance with the particular issues and the available 
documentation. The compiler- editors also tend to apply these selec-
tion criteria in accordance with their own interpretation of the gener-
ally accepted standards of scholarship. In selecting documentation for 
publication, the editors give priority to unpublished classified records, 
rather than previously published records (which are accounted for in 
appropriate bibliographical notes).

Selection Criteria (in general order of priority):
1. Major foreign affairs commitments made on behalf of the 

United States to other governments, including those that define or 
identity the principal foreign affairs interests of the United States;

2. Major foreign affairs issues, commitments, negotiations, and 
activities, whether or not major decisions were made, and including 
dissenting or alternative opinions to the process ultimately adopted;
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3. The decisions, discussions, actions, and considerations of the 
President, as the official constitutionally responsible for the direction 
of foreign policy;

4. The discussions and actions of the National Security Council, 
the Cabinet, and special Presidential policy groups, including the pol-
icy options brought before these bodies or their individual members;

5. The policy options adopted by or considered by the Secretary 
of State and the most important actions taken to implement  Presidential 
decisions or policies;

6. Diplomatic negotiations and conferences, official correspond-
ence, and other exchanges between U.S. representatives and those of 
other governments that demonstrate the main lines of policy imple-
mentation on major issues;

7. Important elements of information that attended Presidential 
decisions and policy recommendations of the Secretary of State;

8. Major foreign affairs decisions, negotiations, and commitments 
undertaken on behalf of the United States by government officials and 
representatives in other agencies in the foreign affairs community or 
other branches of government made without the involvement (or even 
knowledge) of the White House or the Department of State;

9. The role of the Congress in the preparation and execution of 
particular foreign policies or foreign affairs actions;

10. Economic aspects of foreign policy;
11. The main policy lines of U.S. military and economic assistance 

as well as other types of assistance;
12. The political- military recommendations, decisions, and activ-

ities of the military establishment and major regional military com-
mands as they bear upon the formulation or execution of major U.S. 
foreign policies;

13. The main policy lines of intelligence activities if they constituted 
major aspects of U.S. foreign policy toward a nation or region or if they 
provided key information in the formulation of major U.S. policies;

14. Diplomatic appointments that reflect major policies or affect 
policy changes.

Scope and Focus of Documents Researched and Selected for the Microfiche 
Supplement to Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III

Most of the research for the print volume and this supplement was 
completed in 1988, prior to a protracted declassification review. The 
principles of selection followed by the editors for the print volume are 
described in the preface of the volume. The print volume may be used 
without this supplement, but the supplement should be used in con-
junction with the print volume.

The documents selected for this microfiche publication by the 
editors of volume III provide additional details on the major issues 
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covered, as well as some lengthy documents and attachments which 
could not be printed because of lack of space, such as the full texts of 
National Security Council reports, National Intelligence Estimates, and 
Special National Intelligence Estimates.

Editorial Methodology

The documents in this microfiche supplement are arranged in two 
sections: national security policy and arms control and disarmament. 
Within each of these sections, the documents are presented chrono-
logically, according to Washington time or in the order of individual 
meetings. Incoming telegrams from U.S. Missions are placed accord-
ing to time of receipt in the Department of State or other receiving 
agency, rather than the time of transmission; memoranda of conver-
sation are placed according to the time and date of the conversation, 
rather than the date the memorandum was drafted.

The documents are numbered at the top of the first page of the 
document. The List of Documents is ordered according to these num-
bers. The documents are not annotated nor is there any other editorial 
apparatus. Material not declassified has been blacked out; for each doc-
ument not declassified, a page has been inserted that shows a title, date, 
classification, number of pages, and source citation.

The List of Documents, which includes for each document the title, 
date, participants (for memoranda of conversation), from/to informa-
tion, classification, number of pages, and source citation, as well as a 
brief summary, is part of this printed guide and appears on the first 
two microfiche cards. The printed guide also includes Lists of Sources, 
Abbreviations, and Persons.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records, 
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations 
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and 
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepara-
tion and declassification of the series. Although the Advisory Committee 
does not attempt to review the contents of individual volumes in the 
series, it does monitor the overall process and makes recommendations 
on particular problems that come to its attention.

The Advisory Committee has not reviewed this microfiche 
supplement.

Declassification Review

The declassification review process for this volume was particularly 
lengthy, requiring 8 years to complete. It resulted in the withholding 
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from publication of about 5 percent of the documentation selected for 
publication by the editors; 6 documents were denied in full. Documen-
tation withheld from the volume consists largely of certain still classi-
fied information pertaining to intelligence and nuclear weapons. The 
declassified documentation provides an accurate account of the major 
foreign policy issues and the major policies undertaken by the U.S. 
Government on national security policy and arms control during this 
period.

The Information Response Branch of the Office of IRM Programs 
and Services, Bureau of Administration, Department of State, con-
ducted the declassification review of the documents published in this 
volume. The review was conducted in accordance with the standards 
set forth in Executive Order 12356 on National Security Information, 
which was superseded by Executive Order 12958 on April 20, 1995, and 
applicable laws.

Under Executive Order 12356, information that concerns one or 
more of the following categories, and the disclosure of which rea-
sonably could be expected to cause damage to the national security, 
requires classification:

1) military plans, weapons, or operations;
2) the vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations, proj-
ects, or plans relating to the national security;
3) foreign government information;
4) intelligence activities (including special activities), or intelli-
gence sources or methods;
5) foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States;
6) scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to 
national security;
7) U.S. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials 
or facilities;
8) cryptology; or
9) a confidential source.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security and 
law. Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate 
geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State, other 
concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and the appropriate for-
eign governments regarding specific documents of those governments.
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Summary of Print Volume III
Following is a summary of the contents of print volume III, National 

Security Policy; Arms Control and Disarmament. Parenthetical citations 
are to numbered documents in the text. Volume III, published in 1996, is 
available from the U.S. Government Printing Office.

National Security Policy

A major focus of the first part of the compilation on national secu-
rity policy is the Eisenhower administration’s response to the Gaither 
Panel, which in November 1957 had submitted its report, “Deterrence 
and Survival in the Nuclear Age.” (See Foreign Relations, 1955–1957, 
Volume XIX.) The main thrust of the report was that during the next 
2–3 years the U.S. strategic position relative to the Soviet Union would 
be at its strongest, but that within 12–20 years both the United States and 
the Soviet Union would be capable of annihilating one another and that 
the very real dangers of miscalculation that would then exist in estimat-
ing whether or not an attack was occurring required urgent study. (1) In 
response to the report, the National Security Council (NSC) in early 
1958 held lengthy discussions on the nation’s strategic offensive and 
defensive weapons systems. One result was President  Eisenhower’s 
directive that the Defense Department should report back on the fea-
sibility and desirability of supplemental “active” military measures 
to reduce the vulnerability of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) to a 
hypothetical Soviet surprise bomber attack. (2)

In response to the Gaither Panel’s concerns about the status of the 
nation’s active defenses, the Eisenhower administration held several 
meetings on various aspects of the problem. One was devoted to SAC 
alert forces. Discussions about procedures involving the deployment 
of these forces under emergency conditions, initially called “Fail Safe” 
and renamed “Positive Control,” centered on the readiness and rapid 
launching of SAC planes as well as procedures to recall them before 
attack if the alarm proved to be false. Eisenhower seemed to be gener-
ally satisfied with the SAC’s preparedness and emergency safeguards. 
(9, 16, 25)

A related question was the military’s coordinated targeting strat-
egy in the event of nuclear war. In August 1959 the President approved 
the use of an “optimum mix” of military and urban- industrial targets, 
which in the event of general war was to include all vital strategic 
elements of the enemy’s known nuclear offensive capability and to 
achieve a 75 percent assurance of delivering one weapon at each target. 
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(90, 91) He also initially agreed with Defense Secretary McElroy that 
the Strategic Air Command, under JCS supervision, was the best single 
authority to plan the targeting of what was a complex, technical prob-
lem and required computer programs. (72, 107) But when McElroy’s 
successor, Thomas Gates, attempted to implement a single integrated 
plan in August 1960, he ran into stiff resistance from the Navy. Admiral 
Arleigh Burke, Chief of Naval Operations, opposed a detailed plan. He 
wanted more flexibility of arsenal as well as delivery for the unified 
commanders during a first retaliatory strike. (18, 113)

President Eisenhower rejected these arguments, however, and 
stressed the importance of having a single, rigid plan. While plans 
for a second strike might allow commanders more leeway, he argued, 
“you can and must have a firm plan for the first strike” to make it 
simultaneous and avoid duplication of effort. Although the issue was 
somewhat different from the legislation to further centralize author-
ity in the Secretary of Defense, in order to tame interservice rivalries 
on budgetary and personnel matters, which Eisenhower had pushed 
through Congress in 1958 (3), the need for organizational reform of 
the military services was similar, and the President lectured the Joint 
Chiefs on their responsibility to subordinate their bureaucratic self- 
interest to “the nation’s interest.” (113) Believing that “something 
must be done before he leaves office, because he did not want to leave 
his successor with the monstrosity we now see in prospect as Polaris 
and other new weapons come into operating status,” he authorized 
Gates to set up a Joint Strategic Planning Staff (JSPS) under the direc-
tion of the SAC Commander in Omaha. By the end of the year the 
JSPS had developed a methodology for preparing a Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (SIOP), but Eisenhower expressed dismay over the 
emerging SIOP’s potential for “overkill.” (125, 127)

Another concern was the status of the various U.S. missile systems. 
President Eisenhower frequently discussed with his senior defense 
advisers the progress in the Atlas, Thor-Jupiter, Polaris, Minuteman, 
and Titan programs, to all of which he gave “the highest priority” for 
research and development. (56, 72, 123) These conversations allowed 
him to monitor closely the progress in the entire missile field and to 
suggest improvements. He argued, for instance, that the NSC “ought 
to look at the costs, what we are doing, how we are doing it, and leave 
a legacy of thought, if not organization, on this subject.” (72) He was 
especially concerned that the missile race with the Soviet Union might 
undermine the U.S. economy. “We must cut the cost of our missile pro-
grams or go broke,” he warned. (56)

During the triennium the administration received periodic intel-
ligence estimates of the Soviet Union’s military capabilities, especially 
its missile systems. (33, 48, 52, 75, 82, 84, 97, 98, 120) But because these 
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estimates tended to overstate Soviet progress in the missile field, by 
early 1960 the notion of future “missile gap” developed, which Con-
gress sought to explore. Eisenhower and General Nathan F. Twining, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, believed that if such a gap developed 
by 1961, new U.S. missile systems would be ready by 1962 to close it. 
(82) (They proved more than correct in this judgment for Soviet ICBM 
deployments lagged behind those of the United States until the late 
1960s.) While Eisenhower was willing to approve modest increases in 
defense spending and to expedite certain important programs such as 
the development of reconnaissance satellites, he opposed any programs 
“on a crash basis until scientific analysis demonstrates real promise of 
success.” (102, 129) And despite political and demagogic attacks on his 
administration’s defense programs, he believed there was little public 
uneasiness about them. (93)

The NSC also discussed the status of U.S. continental defense pol-
icy. Following a January 30, 1958, briefing on ballistic missile programs 
(6), the NSC drafted a new position paper on continental defense pol-
icy, NSC 5802, which updated and superseded NSC 5408. While NSC 
5802 called for “an anti-ICBM weapons system as a matter of the high-
est national priority,” it still emphasized the importance of defensive 
measures against a hypothetical Soviet bomber attack. (8) Because of 
rapid advances in missile development, however, by 1960 discussion 
about continental defense focused more on the desirability and extent 
of an anti- missile missile program. The Joint Chiefs of Staff argued for 
a firm administration commitment to accelerate the development of an 
extensive Nike–Zeus anti- missile missile system, but Defense Secre-
taries McElroy and Gates and the scientific community believed such 
a program would be too expensive adequately to defend missile sites 
and useless to defend the population. Eisenhower was also skeptical, 
noting that it was questionable whether an effective anti-ICBM system 
could be developed in the 1960s. (82, 83, 132, 133) The divisions pre-
saged a similar split during the Kennedy administration, with Presi-
dent Kennedy basically more sympathetic to Secretary of Defense 
McNamara’s and the scientists’ opposition to deployment of a missile 
defense system than to the Joint Chiefs’ position. (See Foreign Relations, 
1961–1963, Volume VIII.)

In the area of “passive” defense, the NSC considered the initiation 
of a nationwide fallout shelter plan. Although the Gaither Panel and the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration supported fallout shelters, others 
raised objections. Eisenhower, for example, “expressed a certain degree 
of skepticism as to the wisdom of expending billions of dollars on a 
shelter program as opposed to spending the money on additional meas-
ures of active defense.” He also worried that the U.S. shelter program 
“would insure neutralism in Europe.” (8) Secretary of State John Foster 
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Dulles also claimed that a shelter program would have an undesirable 
impact on “the psychology of the American people. There were prac-
tical difficulties in the way of maintaining, at one and the same time, 
both an offensive and a defensive mood.” When it was noted that the 
new addition to the State Department building did not include shelters, 
Dulles replied that “the State Department was expendable.” (8) Gordon 
Gray of the Office of Defense Mobilization, Secretary of Defense Neil 
McElroy, and General Twining, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(JCS), among others, also pointed to difficulties in trying to implement 
an extensive shelter plan. (4)

Regular military briefings on the horrific effects of nuclear war, 
however, convinced President Eisenhower that more emphasis had to 
be given to defensive measures. (38, 97) Following one such briefing in 
September 1960, the President commented that “he had been making 
up his mind to go into training as an Indian and live on deer in the 
Rocky Mountains.” While he still believed that “most of our money 
should be put on deterrence,” he also recognized the political and psy-
chological need for the U.S. Government to demonstrate its ability to 
destroy an incoming missile before the Soviets could do so. He contin-
ued that “if greater emphasis is not given to passive defense, there will 
be no U.S. Without passive defense we could retaliate but the people 
we are supposed to be defending would be all dead and there would 
be no State Department to worry about foreign affairs.” He concluded 
by asking several agencies to re- examine the administration’s shelter 
policy “on a down- to- earth basis. He would like to see all the agencies 
he had mentioned feeling a sense of responsibility for taking a new look 
at this question.” (120)

Toward the end of the Eisenhower administration, the National 
Security Council again considered the question of fallout shelters. 
Eisenhower was now convinced that “we should be doing a lot more 
than we are doing for passive defense of the population.” He opposed 
massive new federal outlays for a shelter program, however, and ulti-
mately approved “the objective of obtaining fallout shelter for the pop-
ulation within five years, principally with local and private effort, and 
with Federal resources to be confined largely to setting an example and 
stimulating individual efforts to attain the objective but not to guaran-
tee its attainment.” (133)

A major preoccupation of the National Security Council through-
out the Eisenhower administration was its annual review of the Basic 
National Security Policy (BNSP) paper. As the title suggested, these 
papers covered all phases of the nation’s security interests, including 
chemical and biological weapons, military assistance, policy toward 
developing nations, and weapons systems. At one point the NSC even 
considered inclusion of a statement on birth control as a “crucial” 
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element of its basic policy statement on “undeveloped” countries. 
Eisenhower strongly objected, however, claiming that if a policy state-
ment on the issue was adopted, “we would be accused of all kinds of 
terrible things.” (61)

The main debate over BNSP concerned the problem of conventional 
forces to fight limited wars. While these discussions foreshadowed the 
Kennedy administration’s subsequent adoption of the strategy of “flex-
ible response” to potential Soviet provocations, they did not get that far 
under Eisenhower. The discussions initially developed in reaction to 
the traditional Eisenhower administration doctrine of “massive retali-
ation,” which could result in either a massive nuclear strike or retreat 
in the face of Soviet aggression, and the desire for greater flexibility 
in U.S. military capabilities. In this view, the need for a revised BNSP 
seemed more urgent as the Soviet Union moved closer to “virtual 
nuclear parity” with the United States. In 1957 the NSC had adopted a 
policy statement on “limited war” that called for “the development of 
a flexible and selective capability, including nuclear capability” to resist 
“local aggression” in developing countries where U.S. interests were 
involved.

General Maxwell Taylor of the Joint Chiefs of Staff especially con-
tinued to advocate great emphasis on conventional forces to resist 
limited aggression, and even Secretary Dulles, the principal architect 
earlier of the “massive retaliation” concept, believed by 1958 that the 
United States had to develop a more coherent policy in dealing with 
wars not directly involving the United States and the Soviet Union 
and to allow the United States “to fight defensive wars which do not 
involve the total defeat of the enemy.” Dulles also stressed that public 
opinion among the Western allies was beginning to reject the notion of 
reliance on a U.S. pushbutton to start a global nuclear in their defense 
and would demand some kind of modernized defensive capabilities 
of their own to resist possible Soviet aggression. But while trying to 
keep an open mind on these complicated issues, President Eisenhower 
remained skeptical, arguing that “each small war makes global war the 
more likely.” (18, 23)

Despite wide- ranging NSC discussions in 1958, no revision of 
the 1957 paragraphs on limited war were approved (24, 25), but fur-
ther extensive discussions occurred in 1959. Largely because of State 
Department lobbying for a change in policy, the resulting BNSP added 
language calling for planning for “situations short of general war where 
the use of nuclear weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary 
nor appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, particu-
larly in those areas where main Communist power will not be brought 
to bear.” (64, 70) Although this wording suggested less emphasis on 
nuclear weapons, it was never implemented in force planning levels, 
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mainly because Eisenhower worried about the budgetary implications 
of large increases in conventional forces. He also continued to be “never 
very eager to talk about limited war and disliked the subject.” (124) Per-
haps because of this disinterest no BNSP was devised for 1960.

Arms Control and Disarmament

This compilation begins with the three disarmament proposals of 
Harold Stassen, President Eisenhower’s Disarmament Adviser.  Stassen’s 
initiatives, which were to mark the beginning of serious U.S.-Soviet 
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear testing, consisted of agreement 
on installation of 8–12 test monitoring inspection sites in both the United 
States and the Soviet Union followed by a 2- year ban on nuclear test-
ing, creation of an inspection zone in Central and Eastern Europe against 
surprise attack, and another inspection zone covering Eastern Siberia, 
the Arctic, the Northwestern United States, and  Western Canada. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the Department of Defense (DOD), and the 
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) agreed that because a test cessation 
agreement in its simplest form would limit the development of smaller, 
“clean” weapons, it was a detriment to U.S. national security. They 
claimed that there were no airtight methods to confirm that the Soviets 
were not testing and that the cessation of testing would actually result in 
both nations building more, not fewer, weapons to compensate for the 
reduction in technical advancement. (136)

Stassen and Henry Cabot Lodge, Ambassador to the United 
Nations, both of whom worried that the United States was becom-
ing morally isolated by its slow reactions on the disarmament issue, 
argued that a new, fresh U.S. proposal was required to regain world 
support for the U.S. position. (136, 137) The Eisenhower administra-
tion, while acknowledging the potential significance of these views, 
had not developed a new position by March 27, 1958, when the Soviet 
Union announced a test cessation. The Soviets’ test suspension put the 
United States in the position of having to choose between continued 
nuclear weapons testing to improve the nation’s defense capabilities, 
which would look warlike and immoral in world opinion, or stopping 
testing. The Eisenhower administration agreed that the Soviet initiative 
required a “new and more flexible position.” (145)

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles believed that the Soviets’ test 
ban initiative was its latest propaganda move designed to undermine 
the U.S. reputation in world opinion. Over the coming months, he 
argued against the rationale of the Defense Department and the Atomic 
Energy Commission that an immediate test cessation would hurt U.S. 
defense capabilities and would be giving the closed Soviet society an 
unfair advantage to improve their nuclear arsenal through espionage 
and secret testing. He commented that “unless we take a radical step 
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now, our failure to do so will in effect be a step to ‘go it alone’ as a mil-
itaristic nation in world opinion without friends and allies.” (148, 150, 
166) Both he and President Eisenhower agreed that although nuclear 
weapons and not tests were the real danger to world security, public 
opinion demanded a cessation of testing. (155)

In August 1958 the National Security Council finally formulated 
a comprehensive proposal on test suspension to present to the Soviets. 
The initiative consisted of a 3- year agreement to suspend testing. To 
take into account the Defense Department’s and Atomic Energy Com-
mission’s reservations, this new proposal stipulated that the test sus-
pension not continue beyond 3 years if satisfactory progress was not 
made on a viable inspection system. (165)

Meanwhile, a National Security Council ad hoc working group 
under Dr. Hans Bethe began to study the technical feasibility of moni-
toring a test ban. The recommendation of the group, supporting a sus-
pension, concluded that inspection stations with the immediate mobile 
access of inspection teams would provide adequate safeguarding for 
an agreement limiting nuclear testing. (147) In July and August 1958, a 
meeting in Geneva of experts from Canada, the United Kingdom, the 
United States, Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Romania 
made some progress in discussing the several technical details involved 
in inspection systems. (164, 176)

The first challenge the United States faced at this technical con-
ference was gaining British support for the U.S. position. The United 
Kingdom did not want even to consider suspending testing until it 
had developed its own sufficient nuclear capabilities. (150, 155) To get 
around British fears of vulnerability in the face of disarmament pres-
sures, the 1954 Atomic Energy Act was amended on June 2, 1958, to 
allow for increased exchange of atomic weapon information to U.S. 
nuclear allies, particularly the United Kingdom. (166, 175, 176)

Safeguards against surprise attack were another issue relating to 
disarmament that the United States tried to address during 1958. A 
study prepared by an inter- agency working group concluded in Sep-
tember 1958 that an effective safeguard to prevent surprise attacks 
would require an inspection system to monitor any agreed upon lim-
itation of bomber readiness. (180) The United States also agreed to a 
meeting in Geneva of technical experts to study the practical problems 
and feasibility of inspecting against surprise attacks. Although this 
conference made significant progress on technical issues, the Soviet 
Union resisted inspection of its military sites. (185, 188, 189) Dr. George 
Kistiakowsky, the President’s Science Adviser, wrote President Eisen-
hower that inspection was not sufficient— there was no way to mon-
itor missile- launching submarines, for example. A better solution to 
the problem of surprise attack, he argued, was the actual disarmament 
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of nuclear weapons rather than inspections. (192) When the Geneva 
surprise attack conference was in fact suspended on January 21, 1959, 
the Western side was convinced that the Soviet side would not agree 
to limit discussions to inspection and observation measures and that 
future talks would have to consider disarmament measures that might 
affect the surprise attack problem. (193)

Another stalemate in disarmament discussions occurred when the 
Defense Department discovered that information discussed at the first 
Geneva technical meeting was inaccurate. (168) The Hardtack II tests 
revealed that instead of there being an 80–90 percent level of confidence 
in detecting a 5- kiloton and above underground explosion, this level of 
confidence could only occur at 20 kilotons and higher. Defense officials 
argued that the new information made the underground test detection 
system being developed at the Geneva conference unreliable. (169)

By January 1959 the Eisenhower administration had split on strat-
egies for using the new data in the current nuclear test negotiations 
in Geneva. AEC Chairman John A. McCone argued that because of 
the unreliability of the underground test detection system, only atmo-
spheric tests should be banned. Underground tests might be curtailed 
after more experimentation. Secretary Dulles believed that “there was 
not one chance in a hundred that the Soviets would agree to the controls 
that we think are necessary to police the agreement we had in mind.” 
He felt that the U.S. Government should keep the Hardtack II informa-
tion to itself and let the Soviets take the blame and bad publicity for 
the failure of the talks. Because the Soviets were arguing for a veto on 
any potential inspections, Dulles felt that focusing on the intransigence 
of the Soviets on this issue seemed to be the best method to disengage 
the United States from the talks. (195–196, 202) President Eisenhower, 
however, still wanted a comprehensive test ban. He felt that despite the 
new information on underground inspection a workable system could 
still be designed. (205, 206)

The British also hoped for a test ban. With political elections get-
ting closer in Britain and public concern growing over the issue of 
radioactive fallout from nuclear testing, British Prime Minister Mac-
millan pushed President Eisenhower to conclude some kind of test ban 
treaty. But while the President urged his senior disarmament advisers 
to move toward an agreement, he did not overrule or dismiss those 
who opposed any testing accord that did not include extensive safe-
guards for U.S. security.

By April 1959 Christian A. Herter, who that month succeeded 
Dulles as Secretary of State, instructed the U.S. delegation at Geneva 
to agree to a comprehensive test ban if two provisions were met: if the 
Soviets backed down on their demands for a veto, and if they accepted 
the adequate number of on- site inspections necessary to detect 



Summary of Print Volume III XXXV

underground explosions. If this initiative failed, Herter authorized 
the delegation to work for a phased approach that would include an 
immediate ban on atmospheric testing, and a subsequent ban on under-
ground testing once sufficient controls, based on Hardtack II data, were 
established. If the Soviet Union rejected these proposals, the delegation 
was to announce the U.S. decision to end the conference because of the 
Soviets’ disinterest in a treaty and to reveal its plans for a unilateral ces-
sation of atmospheric tests. (213) President Eisenhower believed that 
worldwide public anger over nuclear testing would force the United 
States to stop atmospheric testing in the long run, and thus a partial 
or comprehensive bilateral ban would be better for U.S. interests than 
unilateral, unreciprocated actions. (216)

Perhaps also aware of the importance of maintaining worldwide 
public support for its disarmament policy, the Soviets also seemed 
unwilling to break off the talks. They refused to consider, however, that 
the conclusions from the meeting of experts in 1958 were anything but 
viable. Consequently, they would not discuss either an adequately safe-
guarded comprehensive plan or a phased plan. The negotiations dead-
locked when the United States refused to consider any agreement that 
did not contain a sufficient number of inspections. (223)

As the Geneva disarmament talks dragged on, many in the Eisen-
hower administration became concerned that the voluntary U.S. testing 
moratorium first announced in October 1959 was giving the Soviets 
exactly what they wanted. The moratorium supposedly stopped U.S. 
and Soviet testing, but it was not controlled. (234) Of further concern 
was the fear that the British desire to reach any agreement, including 
an uncontrolled moratorium, would weaken Western positions on dis-
armament negotiations. The United States spent a large proportion of 
time at the Geneva test negotiations trying to reconcile the Allied posi-
tions on disarmament. (227)

In December 1959 U.S. and Soviet technical experts met for a 
second time to discuss difficulties relating to testing controls. For the 
United States it was an opportunity to try once again to revise the data 
from the 1958 conference. The Soviets, however, saw U.S. concerns over 
up- to- date safeguards as a U.S. propaganda ploy to disengage from a 
disarmament accord. Because the Soviets “refused to give serious con-
sideration to anything relating to criteria for inspection” while the U.S. 
side insisted on talking about elaborate and effective inspection sys-
tems, the talks ended without any agreement. (238)

As a possible compromise to the conflicting U.S. and Soviet posi-
tions, Kistiakowsky suggested in January 1960 the threshold concept, 
whereby all tests above a certain measurable seismic magnitude would 
be banned. Under a threshold agreement, the United States and the 
Soviets would conduct joint research to improve inspection techniques 
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and subsequently to lower threshold limits. Adequate safeguards 
would be provided on banned testing levels while there would be no 
increase in the agreed upon on- site inspections. (239, 240) Despite skep-
ticism about the Soviets’ interest, the U.S. delegation introduced the 
concept at the Geneva talks.

In spite of the U.S. doubts, the Soviet Union informed the Geneva 
Conference in March 1960 that it was prepared to discuss a treaty based 
on the threshold concept. They wanted to begin discussion on sus-
pending tests above a 4.75 seismic magnitude. (247, 248) However, dis-
agreement over testing under the 4.75 magnitude destroyed hopes for 
a possible agreement on the threshold concept. The Soviets wanted a 
moratorium for testing under 4.75, while the United States wanted only 
a set moratorium period with an agreement to conduct joint research on 
underground test detection technology. (250) The Soviet downing of a 
U.S. U–2 reconnaissance plane over the Soviet Union on May 1, 1960, 
together with disagreement over the moratorium and U.S. frustrations 
over the Soviet refusal to consider seriously any type of controls, once 
again prevented any break- through on the nuclear testing issue at the 
Geneva negotiations. (253)

A fresh start seemed possible at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Con-
ference on March 15, 1960. President Eisenhower hoped to persuade 
the Allies to focus on larger disarmament issues— namely, a suspension 
in the production of fissionable materials. (244) Here too a stalemate 
resulted. Ambassador Eaton, Chairman of the U.S. delegation, reported 
that the Western position at the conference was increasingly weakened 
by Allied interest in obtaining a disarmament accord at any cost. Eaton 
recommended revising the U.S. plan to appease allies, especially France, 
which were worried that U.S. intransigence would ruin any hope of an 
agreement. All such proposals proved futile, however, when the Soviets 
walked out of the conference on June 27, 1960. (256)

Meanwhile, the United States began to develop a new approach 
to disarmament negotiations. Preliminary talks began on a coopera-
tive research program with the British and Soviets that was designed 
to improve the ability to detect underground nuclear explosions. To 
improve trust and cooperation in the program, all the nuclear devices 
to be used for the testing research would be inspected by all three coun-
tries to confirm that they would only be used for peaceful purposes. 
In case the Soviets refused the joint research project, the Eisenhower 
administration also proposed a fallback plan whereby the United States 
would open up its nuclear devices to the United Nations for inspection 
before beginning unilateral research testing. This time the administra-
tion’s plans faced obstacles, not just from the Soviets, but also from an 
election year Congress that did not like the idea of unilaterally showing 
U.S. devices to the Soviets for nothing in return. (259)
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President Eisenhower soon realized that domestic political prob-
lems resulting from the upcoming elections would prevent not only 
an agreement but the actual research. (260) When Secretary Herter 
determined by mid-November that the Soviets were holding off on 
the Geneva negotiations to see if a better deal could be made with 
the newly elected Kennedy administration, he proceeded to call for a 
recess. The First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly discussed 
disarmament issues in the fall of 1960, and the U.N. General Assembly 
passed three resolutions on disarmament in December, but hopes for 
substantive progress on arms control talks with the Soviet Union were 
deferred until President- elect Kennedy took office in late January 1961. 
(264, 265)
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IAEA, U.S.-French exchanges. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
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List of Documents CI

No. Document Description

579 Memorandum of conversation among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group, July 6, 1960. Opening nuclear weapons for 
seismic research program to inspection. Secret. 5 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional 
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Central Files, 600.12/7–1960.

583 Letter from Herter to McCone, July 20, 1960. Conveys copy 
of presentation by the Science Advisory Board entitled 
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Files, 396.12–GE/7–2560.
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to test ban negotiations. Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, 
 Panel-Disarmament-NT-Policy, 1960.

589 Letter from McCone to Goodpaster, August 2, 1960. Trans-
mits statement by the General Advisory Committee to the 
Atomic Energy Commission on “U.S.S.R. Capability in 
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Lot 64 D 199.

603 Letter from Eisenhower to Kistiakowsky, October 25, 1960. 
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National Security Policy

1. Minutes of Cabinet Meeting1

Washington, January 3, 1958, 9 a.m.–12:30 p.m.

The following were present:
President Eisenhower

1 Source: State of the Union message; Department of Defense budget. Confidential. 
Extracts—5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.

Vice President Nixon
Sec. Dulles
Sec. Anderson
Sec. McElroy
Mr. Rogers
Mr. Summerfield
Sec. Seaton
Sec. Benson
Sec. Weeks
Sec. Mitchell
Sec. Folsom

Director Brundage
Mr. Gordan Gray
Dr. Saulnier

Under Sec. of Defense Quarles
Asst. Sec. McNeil— in part
Judge Walsh, Deputy AG— in part
Mr. Stans, Budget
Mr. Cole, MHFA— in part
Mr. Whittier, VA— in part
Mr. Tootell, Farm Credit
Mr. Robertson, Federal Home
Loan Bank Board

Gov. Adams
Gen. Persons
Mr. Rabb
Gov. Stassen
Dr. Killian— in part
Adm. Strauss— in part
Mr. Randall— in part
Mr. Siciliane— in part
Gen. Cutler
Mr. Hagerty— in part
Mr. Morgan— in part
Dr. Hauge
Mr. Larson
Mrs. Wheaton
Gov. Pyle
Mr. Harlow
Gen. Goodpaster
Mr. McCabe
Mr. Patterson
Mr. Martin
Mr. Minnich
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State of the Union Message (CP 58–76)—The Cabinet discussed in 
great detail the content and wording of the message, each Cabinet 
member having full opportunity to suggest changes so as to achieve 
precisely the right tone and shade of meaning.

Some of the more significant comments follow:
The President stressed the desire to talk common sense, because 

so vast a part of America is common sense- minded and have made it 
evident by newspapers other than in New York and Washington.

Sec. Dulles believed that care should be taken to avoid emphasis 
on military “superiority”, a concept that could only result in invidious 
comparisons. He preferred to stand on the concept of having sufficient 
military power to deter aggression.

Sec. Dulles favored giving attention to the fact that new hazards 
result from the advent of any new weapons but that the destructive 
potential of missiles is not greatly different in character or scope than 
what could be delivered by the bombers against which we have made 
our preparations.

The President felt that, although he needed to refer to the increased 
rate of missile development in recent years, he ought not try to pin 
precisely the party responsibilities involved, especially since his major 
effort must be directed to constructive accomplishment while others 
would have opportunity to establish any other pertinent facts.

The President recounted for the Cabinet how the Administration 
set out at the beginning to take a new look at national security, particu-
larly with regard to modern weapons, and how the Killian Committee 
was set up in 1954 to make some necessary studies which were reported 
to the NSC in 1955.

Dr. Killian pointed to the need for discussion by the military experts 
of the paragraph relating to the retaliatory power of the Strategic Air 
Command, which might be actually too categorical. Sec. Dulles reiter-
ated his point that only the means of delivery had been changed, then 
added that the major need was for something to provide greater warn-
ing. The President commented that the possibility of the Russians having 
intercontinental missiles before we do was not catastrophic since that by 
no means removed the power of our bombers.

Sec. Folsom stressed the need for sacrifice by the American people 
by way of eliminating luxury items so as to allow not only for security 
planning but also for other necessities such as schools and hospitals. 
The President agreed that the country is capable of making all neces-
sary sacrifices at a time when we must concentrate on essentials rather 
than non- essentials.

Sec. Dulles saw some possibility that the message would be crit-
icized as being on the complacent side and he called attention to the 
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various forms of the Russian threat, especially economic warfare. Yet he 
believed the resourcefulness of a free society would always overcome 
the rigidity of a bureaucracy.

At the President’s request, Mr. McElroy read the current draft of 
the section on Defense Reorganization in which the President would 
outline the governing principles without yet stating specific changes. 
This led the President to recall his long interest in the matter. In reply 
to a comment on the apparent absence of administration activity in this 
field, the President quickly cited the earlier effort which had produced 
only a “useless thing”. He emphasized the control now possessed by 
the three services by virtue of direct appropriations to them, and he 
commented that the handling of missiles programs had been hurt by 
self- styled experts at Congressional hearings. He felt that interpreta-
tions like Rep. Vinson’s (‘this is just long range artillery’) consisted of 
taking something that is wrong to start with and trying to build on it. 
He explained his feeling that it would be best for the study to be made 
by others than himself since he had had such positive convictions for 
so long a time.

The Vice President hoped the message would contain at least a sen-
tence on the great increase in Russian economic efforts.

Sec. Mitchell felt that the message ought to be more explicit as to 
the purpose of our mission and he asked if it were not mainly to fight 
Communism. The President commented that he know of no great prob-
lem today but what it is tied to the Communist threat.

In discussing the Education Section of the State of the Union 
message, the President noted Dr. Milton Eisenhower’s apprehensions 
especially as to singling out the pay of science teachers for improve-
ment. The President felt that the Administration program should stay 
away from salaries.

Regarding the section on sacrifices, the President said that some-
how the United States had to put on hair shirt and sackcloth yet avoid 
scaring people.

Defense Department Program—For the benefit of Cabinet members 
who could remain and who had not heard this at the NSC meeting, Asst. 
Sec. McNeil gave an extensive briefing on the FY 1959 Defense bud-
get. He reviewed the procedure used in developing the budget which 
now reached slightly over $39 billion in NOA and nearly $40 billion 
in expenditures. He pointed out that provision had been made over 
and beyond the original $38 billion concept for (1) Cordiner imple-
mentation, (2) SAC Alert and Dispersal, (3) Ballistic Missile Detection, 
(4) Ballistic Missile Acceleration, (5) Satellite and Outer Space 
Programs, (6) Anti- sub Warfare Capabilities, (7) Increased Research 
and Development, (8) Modernization of Pentomic Divisions, and (9) 
Force Levels.
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Mr. McNeil also stressed that the decision had been made to go 
ahead with both Thor and Jupiter, to put Polaris into production, and 
to increase the pace of work on Atlas.

He stressed that the services would be numerically smaller but 
more powerful and better equipped. He noted also that over 75% of 
$15 billion procurement money would be spent for items that were not 
even on the market in 1955.

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copies to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Rabb
Mr. Minnich

2. Briefing Note for the 350th NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 4, 1958

1. The next item concerns the Security Resources Panel, chaired by 
Mr. Gaither, set up on April 4/57 by an NSC Action directing a study 
“as to the relative value of various active and passive measures to pro-
tect the civil population in case of nuclear attack and its aftermath, tak-
ing into account probable new weapons systems.”

2. On November 7/57, the Panel presented to the Council its  
28- page report (including 5 annexes). I understand from Dr. Killian 
that the Panel did not officially adopt the 500- page Background Studies 
made by the Panel Staff (filed with the Council on December 9).

3. After the November 7 Council Meeting the Panel Report was 
circulated— under special security precautions and on a need- to- 
know basis— to responsible Executive Branch departments and agen-
cies for comments on the 26 Panel recommendations. The Planning 
Board has discussed and analyzed these agency comments, which are 
before you.

4. The Panel based its study on intelligence and factual material 
furnished to it by government departments and agencies, as to Soviet 
and U.S. present and estimated future military capabilities. From the 

1 Source: Security Resources Panel (Gaither Panel) report. Top Secret. 5 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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summarization of this material, appearing largely on pages 1–4 of the 
Report, these points stand out:

(1) The Soviet Gross National Product is now more than 1/3 of our 
GNP and is increasing at a faster rate.

(2) Soviet expenditures for armed forces and heavy industry in 
1957 about equal ours ($57 billion at 1955 prices).

(3) Soviet concentration since World War II on military power 
and heavy industry has resulted in a spectrum of nuclear bombs and 
enough fissionable material for over 1,500 nuclear weapons; in 4,500 
long- and short- range jet bombers; in 250–300 long- range submarines, 
some probably equipped with aerodynamic missiles; in an air defense 
system which includes 4,000 ground radars, over 3,600 launching pads 
for surface- to- air missiles, and 10,000 jet fighter planes.

(4) Soviet ballistic missiles with 700 nautical- mile range have been 
in production for at least a year; with 950 nautical- mile range, have 
been successfully tested.

(5) The Soviets may have a capability to launch an attack with 100 
ICBMs carrying megaton nuclear warheads, possibly by late CY 1959.

(6) The Soviet Army of 175 line divisions has been largely 
re- equipped.

5. The Panel concluded that, in case of nuclear attack against the 
U.S. continent, our programs in effect last summer for active and passive 
defense would not protect the civil population, and that SAC was cur-
rently vulnerable to surprise attack when not on a “SAC alert status” 
and would be seriously threatened by the early- indicated Soviet ICBM 
capability.

6. Accordingly, the Panel made some 26 recommendations:

(1) Measures to lessen SAC’s vulnerability to bomber and to ICBM 
attack, to increase SAC’s strategic offensive power, and to sugget forces 
for limited war. To these measures it assigned the highest value, relative 
to cost, for protecting the civil population. (Estimated 5- year cost of 
these measures—$19 billion.)

(2) Measures (lower than highest value) to reduce vulnerability of 
U.S. people and U.S. cities. (Estimated 5- year cost—$25 billion; exclu-
sive of additional contingent measures costing $17 billion.)

(3) Other measures of related concern. (No cost estimates provided.)

7. The Panel’s expenditure estimates cannot readily be correlated, 
by item, with Defense current and projected spending. They were 
(according to Dr. Killian) intended to represent order- of- magnitude 
rather than precise costs. The agencies have not calculated what part 
of the Panel’s total expenditure estimates for FY 59 might be covered 
by our proposed FY 58 Supplemental Appropriation Request and FY 59 
Appropriation Request. However, Defense estimates expenditures in FY 
58 and FY 59— above a $38 billion level— of $2.64 billion, as compared 
with the Panel’s estimate for FY 59 of $2.87 billion for “highest value 
measures” and $4.7 billion for its total program.
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8. After making a brief over- all summary of the agency comments 
in relation to the Panel recommendations, I shall ask Dr. Killian, who 
has helped with this summary, to comment at the end, before the indi-
vidual agencies discuss their views.

9. To facilitate Council consideration, the Panel recommendations 
have been grouped on the sheets distributed to you (and to be collected 
at the end of the meeting), in accordance with the position taken by 
the agency having primary responsibility to comment. Such a grouping 
does not indicate the position of any other agency, or that implementing 
action would be taken before Presidential decision.

10. As to Group A: “Panel recommendations which the agency 
assigned primary responsibility for comment fully concurs in, and 
would carry out in general conformity with Panel views”, I shall advert 
to only four items:

No. 1. Using SAC’s planning criterion for reaction time to a bomber 
attack, i.e., 30 to 120 minutes, depending on the base location; only 1/10 
SAC (157 bombers) are at present on an alert status to get off, weapons 
aboard, on way to target, within the assumed tactical warning time. By 
mid-59, 1/3 SAC (515 bombers) will be on such an alert status.

No. 3. We will have 3 nuclear- powered Polaris submarines (each 
with 16 Polaris missiles)— currently budgeted for— operational well 
ahead of the Panel’s CY 62 deadline. We are still studying whether to 
increase the force from 6 to 18 submarines.

No. 4. While concurring in the urgency of this anti- missile area 
defense program against ICBMs and of research and development 
therefor, Defense believes a decision as to installation of such a system 
would be premature before the research is completed.

No. 5. Because of the complexity of the fallout shelter program, 
and because the final comments of certain agencies have not yet been 
received, it will be desirable to put this item over until the January 16 
NSC Meeting, together with certain other items not yet fully ready.

11. As to Group B: “Panel recommendations which the agency 
assigned primary responsibility for comment partly concurs in, and 
would carry out on a modified basis.”

Generally speaking, current Defense plans would not implement 
Nos. 11 to 18, inclusive, as rapidly as or in the quantities recommended 
by the Panel.

For example, No. 11 and No. 12, which seek to lessen SAC’s vul-
nerability to now- existing bomber threat. The main part of our early 
warning network from Midway to mid-Atlantic is now operational 
with substantial capability, and will be operational with modernized 
equipment by mid-1960. Segments of the network and the 100,000- ft. 
altitude radars will not be effective until 1960–1962. Only 29 of 52 SAC 
bases will have anti- aircraft missile defenses by mid-60. Whether to 
provide missile defenses at all SAC bases, in addition to area defenses, 
has not yet been decided.
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Now look at Nos. 13, 14, and 15, which seek to lessen SAC’s vul-
nerability to a possible late CY 59 ICBM threat. The first of three ICBM 
early warning stations (the Thule arc) will be operational in late CY 
59, and the remaining operational by December 60. Tracking radars 
to identify probable targets will be operational one year after early 
warning radars are operational. Only one- fifth of SAC will be on a 
15- minute alert by mid-CY 60 (one- fourth of SAC by mid-CY 61). SAC 
(which now has 31 bases) will be further dispersed to SAC bases as 
follows: 44 by mid-CY 59; 52 by mid-CY 60; 53 by mid-CY 61. The Air 
Force is studying interim dispersal to non-SAC military bases and to 
civilian airfields.

Now look at Nos. 16, 17, and 18, which seek to increase SAC’s strate-
gic offensive power. We will increase the IRBMs to be produced by early 
CY 60 to 120 (as compared with 240 recommended by the Panel for the 
end of CY 60). We will increase the ICBMs to be produced by the end of 
FY 63 to 130 (as compared with 600 recommended by the Panel). The ini-
tial operational capability of the first 15 U.S. IRBMs and the first 10 U.S. 
ICBMs will equal or better the Panel time phasing; but not (under present 
plan) the operational capability of larger numbers of these missiles.

According to the latest NIE, the earliest date at which the Soviets 
could have a 100 ICBM capability would be mid-1959. At this time the 
U.S. would have operational 10 ICBMs and at most 45 IRBMs. However, 
our early warning ICBM detection system, our 15- minute SAC alert sta-
tus, and our dispersal of SAC to SAC bases would be deficient as indi-
cated in the short- page table before you. (Examine table.)

12. As to Group C: ‘‘Panel recommendations which the agency 
assigned primary responsibility for comment would further study 
before deciding to carry out, modify, or reject.

No. 20, which is another measure to lessen SAC’s vulnerability to 
a possible late CY 59 ICBM threat, is under study in Defense, but pre-
liminary findings indicate that, because modification of available anti- 
aircraft missiles would have too limited effectiveness, Defense prefers 
an R & D program for a new anti- missile system.

As to No. 21, Defense agrees in principle that capabilities for limited 
military operations should be augmented. However, Defense believes that 
consideration of this problem should be deferred, pending completion of 
a national- level study, a plan for which will be recommended by Defense 
to NSC. I understand this plan will not be ready for some two months.

13. Recommendation No. 26 is the only one in Group D. “Not con-
curred in and not proposed to be carried out.” Defense points out that 
blast shelters would not protect SAC runways or reduce fallout radia-
tion, and believes SAC can be better protected, for the cost involved, by 
alert and dispersal measures.
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14. As the footnote on the last page points out, Sections V and VI 
of the Report contained no specific recommendations. The comments 
of Treasury, Budget, and the Council of Economic Advisers on the 
“Costs and Economic Consequences” of implementing the $44 billion 
recommendations over 5 years will be presented at the January 16 NSC 
Meeting, together with a current estimate of the fiscal and budgetary 
outlook.

Dr. Killian
On Defense 
recommendations

Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles
General Twining

3. Record of Legislative Leadership Meeting1

Washington, January 7, 1958

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

National Security—Missiles—Satellites—Sen. Saltonstall noted the 
situation developing in the Defense Preparedness hearings, and how 
some heat generated from Gen. Gavin’s resignation. The President com-
mented that he had had absolutely no advance notice of Gen. Gavin’s 
intention to resign until he saw it in the newspapers. His behavior was 
hard to understand, for if it was greater centralization he was after, that 
was what the President wanted too.

Sen. Saltonstall understood that Gen. Gavin had wanted assign-
ment to the only 4- star post of the Army in the Continental U.S., but 
General Taylor had told him he ought to stay with missiles for another 
year, then there would be a post for him in Europe where he could 
expect promotion within the year. Sen. Saltonstall then went on to 
say that Gen. Gavin didn’t want to stay with missiles for another year 
because he wasn’t satisfied with the budget set- up for missiles, and he 
didn’t want to have to testify before Congress on that. Only after that 
did he testify on unification. Sen. Saltonstall added that Gen. Gavin had 
originally requested $519 million for Army missile development, had 
agreed to a figure of $372 million, and had only gotten $374 million, of 
which some $18 million had to be devoted to the continuation of Jupiter 
and Redstone, which Gen. Gavin did not desire to do.

1 Source: Missiles, satellites, and Department of Defense unification. Confidential. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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The President commented on how Dr. Killian had given much 
attention to the programs for research, that a very generous $5 billion 
was set up for research and development, and that things were moving 
so rapidly that there might well be additional requests for 30 or 40 or 
50 million dollars for basic research.

The President noted how inter- service rivalries had come out into 
the open. He knew of several specifics, but they were not as important 
as public reaction to this rivalry, so he was devoting a big piece of the 
Message to what the Administration intends to do about it.

There was extensive discussion of the actual strength of the United 
States that exists in contrast with the sudden concern about Russia 
being ahead.

The Leaders urged the President to make a strong personal- type 
statement that would inspire the trust and confidence of the American 
people. The President replied that actually he had been trying to play 
down the situation, but perhaps he had been guilty of understatement 
in regard to the strength of the Nation’s defenses despite Sputnik.

The Leaders commented on the defeatism evident in so many news-
paper columns. The President commented that history seemed to be 
repeating itself—he recalled how there was such a tremendous gloom 
around Washington in 1942 after Pearl Harbor, the fall of Tobruk, and 
as the Japs approached Brisbane. But on July 4th, he had been asked to 
make a speech before the Red Cross in London, which he did, and he 
devoted his whole speech to how the Allies would win the war—and 
quickly. It had seemed to be a very effective antidote.

Sen. Knowland was anxious to see a U.S. earth satellite go up suc-
cessfully soon, to keep demands on the budget from going hog  wild.

On Sen. Knowland’s mention of getting up a U.S. satellite, the 
President recalled that we had announced our plans for trying one as far 
back as May, 1955. Since that time, the scientists had come back several 
times for more money for the project, but no one had ever said anything 
about speeding it up. Only very recently had this psychological factor of 
beating the Russians to it been introduced. It seemed ironic, the President 
added, that we should undertake something in good faith only to get 
behind the eight- ball in a contest which we never considered a contest.

The President’s final comment on the broad subject of defense was 
to highlight how this was a long term problem. It was possible to do 
almost anything you wanted for one year, but when it was a matter of 
having to carry on for thirty or forty years, that was entirely different. 
He referred to the import regulations that the British had had to have 
for so long, and he concluded that if we finally get to the point where 
the economy won’t readily provide what is necessary, then we would 
have to put on controls. But what we really want is for people to do the 
maximum voluntarily, and if they would do that, then in his opinion 



10 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

that would be enough. But it certainly wasn’t the answer just to say, 
“give the military another ten billion dollars.”

Defense Unification—The President outlined his general objective, 
but said specifics would come later on. What he wanted to do was to 
get so organized that, just as the NSC brings together all the policymak-
ers in the security field, so the JCS ought to bring together all elements 
of the military to resolve questions. He said he often had to settle dis-
putes that ought to have been settled at the Defense level. He believed 
the new organization should be such as to avoid having each service 
head devoted only to running up the plans of his own service.

The President felt deeply that authority had to be centralized in the 
Secretary of Defense. If the Congressional Leaders would agree to it, he 
would have all appropriations made to the Secretary of Defense, and 
the Secretary would have control of all appointments, promotions, etc.

In discussion of Congressional attitudes, the President asserted 
that one thing was sure: if there’s any real fight in Congress on the 
things we need, he would take a large personal part in pressing the 
Administration view on the Congress.

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copy to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Minnich

4. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 21, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Dr. Killian
General Cutler
General Goodpaster

The meeting was concerned with adjustments in the priority 
accorded our major missile programs. Mr. McElroy had a memorandum 

1 Source: Priority for missile program. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, DDE Diaries.
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for the President suggesting certain changes, and General Cutler had a 
summary table highlighting the proposals made.

In the course of the discussion the President indicated strongly 
that he thinks future missiles should be brought into a central orga-
nization, and their use should be subject to centralized control. He 
said he would assign operational use not to any of the existing serv-
ices, but rather to the major field commands which could make use 
of them.

In reviewing the documents, he said he thought that the Vanguard 
and Jupiter C earth satellite programs should be placed in the group 
accorded the highest priority rating. It was left that the papers would 
be revised in this sense and resubmitted.

Secretary McElroy then stayed on for private discussion with 
the President relating primarily to reorganization of the Defense 
Department.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

5. Memorandum of Discussion at 352nd NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 22, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 352nd Meeting of the National Security Council, Wednesday, 
 January 22, 1958

Present at the 352nd NSC Meeting were the President of the 
United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the 
Secretary of State; Donald A. Quarles for the Secretary of Defense; 
and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were 
Fred C. Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Special Assistant to the President for Atomic 
Energy; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central 
Intelligence; the Secretary of the Army; The Assistant to the President; 
the Deputy Assistant to the President; the Director, U.S. Information 

1 Source: Agenda item 3: Priorities for Ballistic Missiles and Satellite Programs 
(see print Document 5). Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
 Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Agency; Dennis A. FitzGerald for the Director, International Cooperation 
Administration; the Under Secretary of State; Assistant Secretary of 
State Smith; the Special Assistants to the President for Disarmament, 
for Information Projects, for National Security Affairs, for Science and 
Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; the White House 
Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive 
Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1 and 2.]
3. PRIORITIES FOR BALLISTIC MISSILES AND SATELLITE 

PROGRAMS (NSC 5520; NSC Actions Nos. 1433, 1484, 1545, 1653, 1656, 
1713, 1765, 1799, and 1800)

After General Cutler had read the record of action on the subject, 
Secretary Quarles stated in explanation that if it proved practical to 
provide the proposed latitude on priorities to the Secretary of Defense, 
such a course of action would seem desirable and helpful.

The President emphasized that when the issue of the size and 
scope of programs for the procurement of the missiles came up, this 
matter would have to be approved specifically by the President.

The National Security Council:

Noted that the President, on the recommendation of the Secretary 
of Defense in consultation with the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Technology, has established the following programs as 
having the highest priority above all others for research and develop-
ment and for achieving operational capability; scope of the operational 
capability to be as approved by the President:

(Order of listing does not indicate priority of one program over 
another.)

ATLAS (ICBM) Weapon System
TITAN (ICBM) Weapon System
THOR-JUPITER (IRBM) Weapon Systems
POLARIS (FBM) Weapon System
Anti- missile missile defense weapon system, including active 

defense and related early warning for defense of the United 
States proper

IGY scientific satellite (VANGUARD-JUPITER C) programs
Satellite programs (other than VANGUARD and JUPITER C) deter-

mined by the Secretary of Defense to have objectives having 
key political, scientific, psychological or military import.

NOTE: The above action, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple-
mentation, superseding those portions of the referenced actions and of 
NSC 5520 which are in conflict with the above priorities.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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6. Memorandum for the Record of Meeting1

Washington, January 25, 1958, 9:45 a.m.

On January 25, at 9:45 a.m., the President, accompanied by 
 General Goodpaster and Mr. Harlow, left the White House to attend 
a meeting called by Secretary McElroy in the Pentagon Building. 
The President arrived at 10:00, met for a few minutes privately with 
Secretary McElroy, and entered the Secretary’s Press Conference room 
at 10:05, where the following persons were present:

Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles
Secretary of the Army Brucker
Secretary of the Navy Gates
Secretary of the Air Force Douglas
JCS Chairman Twining
Admiral Burke
General Lemnitzer
General Pate
Admiral Radford (arrived at 10:30)
General Bradley
Mr. William Foster
Mr. Coolidge
Mr. Gale
General Randall

The meeting opened with a briefing given by Colonel Rosson, in 
behalf of General Twining, on JCS functions, duties and procedures. 
The presentation continued without interruption for approximately 
thirty minutes.

Thereafter, Secretary McElroy asked for comment, turning first to 
Admiral Radford. The Admiral said the first problem is the inadequate 
time the Chiefs have for JCS business, that it has always been insuffi-
cient, and that he hardly knew of a remedy. The Joint Strategic Survey 
system, he said, has never worked well, the officers assigned to this 
effort being too low- ranked; and the committee system has not been 
too good, the team papers, he found, being better than the committee 
papers.

Secretary McElroy raised the question of increased authority for 
the Chairman of the JCS, suggesting, as an example, that the Chairman 
be granted a vote, and also asked about the proposal to create a plan-
ning staff separate from the individual services.

Admiral Radford said the Chairman JCS already has great influence 
and is now in effect the principal military to the Secretary of Defense.

1 Source: JCS organization. Confidential. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
DDE Diaries. Drafted on January 30.
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He pointed out that the long- range strategic plan makes little 
sense because it attempts to project 12 years into the future. He thought 
things might be improved if Operation Deputies were located near the 
Chairman JCS and be available on a continuing basis.

General Bradley, on suggestion of Secretary McElroy, commented 
that the service chiefs do not have enough time to do their work, that 
they are always behind trying to stay ahead of both their service and 
JCS duties. He said he knew of no remedy. He added that he had seen 
times when there was too much emphasis on strictly service views 
in JCS deliberations, but again, he said, the remedy he did not know. 
It was his opinion that it would be very difficult to have the opera-
tional deputies working with the Chairman because the service chiefs 
would not take well to this arrangement. He thought the chiefs need 
to be together more and did not see how this could be accomplished 
while they remain chiefs of individual services. He thought that the 
Chairman needed no greater authority than he now has as long as the 
chiefs remain service chiefs. He pointed out that the Chairman’s leader-
ship and personal direction provide adequate authority.

As for the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, General Bradley men-
tioned that the Rockefeller Committee gave close attention to this activ-
ity and concluded that it must be strengthened in order to do its job 
properly— especially, that it should have outstanding officers assigned 
to it at the end of their periods of service and also that scientists should 
participate. He said that how and where to bring scientists into this 
process still is not clear. General Bradley concluded that while the JCS 
is a wonderful organization and is doing a good job with few disagree-
ments, still it can and should be substantially improved by executive 
action and by law.

Admiral Radford commented on scientific advice available to the 
JCS, referring to the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group. He pointed 
out that this process is now on a contract basis and that the Joint Chiefs 
get excellent results from this Group. General Twining pointed out 
that this Group can go straight to the Secretary of Defense if it feels it 
receives inadequate or improper action from the JCS, and he confirmed 
that the Group is doing excellent work.

Secretary McElroy then asked the views of General Twining. The 
General stated the opinion that the elimination of the committees 
would improve JCS action— an opinion, he said, he had not held before 
becoming Chairman of the JCS. He said, however, that eliminating 
these committees might not get the unanimity that the Joint Chiefs now 
have. He strongly endorsed the suggestion that operational deputies 
be brought closer to the Chairman and suggested that these men be 
separated from the actual operation of the operation divisions of each 
of the services.
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Admiral Burke thought that the operational deputy suggestion 
would probably be desirable and would relieve a good deal of the load 
now being carried by the JCS. He thought that these would take the 
place of the present operational deputies in the Joint Staff and might be 
called Deputies for Planning— the alter egos of the service chiefs.

General Lemnitzer thought that this operational deputy idea would 
be superior to separating the Chiefs from their service responsibilities, 
but he did think that this process would not remove the need for the com-
mittees in the Joint Staff. Admiral Burke agreed with this observation.

Secretary Douglas expressed the view that special deputies would 
help the JCS a great deal. He said however that the process might 
remove the chiefs of services from full responsibility for JCS activity, and 
he mentioned the tendency even now to rely more and more on the Vice 
Chiefs of Staff for the day- to- day administration of the military services. 
General Bradley pointed out that in World War II General Marshall left 
his administrative duties almost entirely to Generals Somervell and 
McNair while Marshall worked almost full time on JCS war planning. 
Admiral Radford pointed out that in time of war the Chiefs do not have 
to go to Capitol Hill nearly as often as in peacetime.

Secretary McElroy asked about the feasibility of short- circuiting the 
line between the JCS and the chiefs of services designated as agents to the 
Joint Chiefs. Secretary Gates commented that the peacetime problems 
of the forces are charged with political, economic, and public relations 
considerations and therefore that the intervention of the service secretar-
ies is essential. He said the present process works satisfactorily because 
the service chief goes right ahead with his responsibilities but keeps the 
Secretary informed. He felt that this relationship would continue because 
many JCS undertakings have significant civilian as well as military impli-
cations. For the same reasons, Secretary Brucker also felt that the service 
Secretaries should not be by- passed. He said the present system does 
not delay action in any way, and he emphasized that this viewpoint was 
not prompted by any feeling on the part of any service Secretary that by- 
passing the Secretaries would tend to downgrade them.

General Twining said he thought the command channels should 
be straightened out. Secretary Douglas, however, took the same view 
of Secretary Gates.

Secretary McElroy observed that going around the service Secretaries 
would not be a substantial change, that it would simply make sure that 
the command line would go straight to the service chief who in turn 
would inform his Secretary. Admiral Burke commented that the chief 
certainly should contact his Secretary swiftly because of the many non-
military considerations involved in such matters.

Deputy Secretary Quarles expressed the view that the greatest 
need is to clear up command channels. He thought the channels would 
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be clearest if the JCS issued the orders of the President and Secretary 
of Defense, using the respective service chiefs for direct action. He said 
that he realized that the process actually works this way now but is 
fuzzed up because we assert that we do not do it.

On the invitation of Secretary McElroy, the President then com-
mented on the foregoing discussions. He said we cannot laugh off 
the present criticism. He said it won’t do simply to justify everything 
now being done. Public opinion, he said, is a strong force and must be 
respected.

He said he thought the people present had been talking about 
details before discussing basic concepts. He agreed that things are 
going rather well now, said he had no criticism of JCS now, nor did 
he see any present trouble in getting overall strategic plans and con-
cepts. But, he said, don’t forget the things that happen afterwards— the 
administrative and operational as opposed to the strategic projects that 
have to be applied in the Atlantic or Pacific. He said, to be sure, the JCS 
can have 872 agreements and only 3 disagreements; but then he wants 
to know about the 3 disagreements, for these might well be the only 
really fundamental matters.

He then said that Congress is of course very important in these 
connections, and he remarked that the services now have some 130 
liaison officers assigned to Congressional work. The trouble is, how-
ever, whatever differing views service leaders may have get worse as 
the individual service officers put out their own personal propaganda. 
He said the same thing applies to public relations and commented that 
Secretary Wilson once told him that each service has a public relations 
office larger than the Secretary of Defense’s. The President suggested 
the need of better organization of such matters.

He then urged that the JCS integrate the staff, with the JCS func-
tioning corporately as a single Chief of Staff. He thought the JCS system 
as it now exists is too complicated to work in wartime, especially in 
relation to new weapons. He said that the executive agency process is 
“crazy.” He said that the JCS staff should be the G–2/G–3 staff. For an 
emergency, he said, the organization must be gotten so simple and clear 
that the job will be done free of delaying obstructions.

The President said it must be realized that there have been frictions 
and differences and some duplication of effort. We have got to work at 
this, he said, not merely by clearing command channels, but also by set-
ting up under the JCS a really effective, integrated staff, with the whole 
business directly under the Secretary of Defense.

The President said, as regards having the Joint Chiefs always 
with the Chairman and as regards continuing interference from the 
Congress, that this practice of the Congress to demand appearances of 
the top men has grown markedly over the years. He said little can be 
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done about it, but that this might be helpful: the Secretary of Defense 
could say that the priority of duties lies with the Joint Chief of Staff 
whose main job it must be always to give good advice to the President 
and Secretary of Defense. The Chiefs must respect each other and 
be ready to act at once, the President said, and the more we get into 
advanced weaponry, the more this will be so. He suggested, therefore, 
that the Secretary of Defense give an officer an imposing enough title 
within each service that he could suitably assume the burden of testi-
mony before the Congress. The President said he would certainly try 
to keep the JCS from having to report constantly to the Congressional 
committees. Such a man might be called an Operational Chief of Staff, 
the President suggested.

The President said that it is of course necessary for the Chiefs to 
maintain close relations with their individual services but that this is 
mainly to keep things going properly rather than to keep abreast of 
information.

The President said that the absolutely vital thing is the validity of 
the joint advice and counsel that the members of the JCS give to the 
Secretary of Defense and the President, how they are doing their work 
in allocating functions, how they formulate strategic concepts, and how 
they deal with new weaponry, research, etc.

The President then said he does not believe in a single Chief of 
Staff but that the chiefs together should constitute the equivalent of a 
single Chief of Staff.

The President stressed that there should be no fear of new ideas in 
approaching this problem. He said that the process is working better 
now than it was when first established.

Secretary Gates then asked what the role of service Secretaries 
should be. The President said he thought the service Secretaries should 
retain certain statutory duties. The civilian Secretaries, he said, would 
normally be interested in JCS plans and military orders, but that they 
should have a lot of duties not within the province of the JCS.

Secretary McElroy then asked Mr. Foster to comment. Mr. Foster 
said he thought the briefing on the JCS organization was excellent 
but did not meet the need. He thought the command function must 
be more clearly in the hands of the civilian authority than is the case 
today. He stressed that we are today truly in war— cold war— and 
that the JCS process should be thoroughly streamlined. He said there 
is too much confusion in some of the executive agent responsibilities. 
He thought the Secretary of Defense must have a staff that combines 
the wisdom of the service leaders and must be more available to him 
much more continuously than is now the case. As regards long- range 
planning, he said that the only way we can get a long look down 
the years is by some such devotion of military leaders to the single 
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responsibility of making such plans. These plans, he said, are of great 
importance to the nation.

He thought that the service Secretaries had very important jobs 
to do that are separate from the responsibilities of the JCS. He thought 
it might be wise to bring the civilian and military leaders together in 
a strengthened Armed Forces Policy Council, commenting that Under 
Secretary of War Patterson did this during World War II with General 
Somervell. Today, he said, the process is “all fuzzed up.”

Mr. Foster said that the present need is for a clearer and more 
direct source of military advice for the Secretary of Defense and a more 
immediately responsive command process. He expressed opposition 
to the committee system in the joint staff, saying that it does not work 
fast enough. In this connection he mentioned that it takes too long to 
develop new weapons.

At this point Secretary McElroy advised the President that the 
meeting would adjourn for lunch and would continue during the after-
noon. The President’s parting remark was to emphasize the need for a 
completely fresh look and uninhibited ideas in approaching the prob-
lem. At 12:20 the meeting adjourned.

Bryce Harlow

7. Record of Legislative Leadership Meeting1

Washington, January 28, 1958

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

Postal Rates and Salary Increases—As a preface to this discussion, 
Mr. Hallock joked that Mr. Summerfield should be made to pay an ini-
tiation fee since he would be meeting so often with the Leaders in the 
weeks to come.

Mr. Summerfield made a lengthy presentation of the situation 
in Congress on these matters, and an extensive discussion of tactics 
ensued. The entire item required about an hour, with decisions reached 
as stated in the letter to Mr. Brundage.

1 Source: Defense reorganization. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, DDE Diaries.
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Defense Reorganization—The President recounted to the Leadership 
the developments in regard to Defense reorganization.

He said it seemed clear to him, though he might be speculating 
a bit, that the majority of the people over in the Pentagon desired to 
avoid any radical change since they felt the best chance of securing some 
improvement rested on a cautious approach to a number of relatively 
small things.

The President said that Secretary McElroy appeared to be adamant 
on his right to establish new agencies within DoD as required for new 
developments. It also seemed clear that he hoped to get a greater degree 
of flexibility in the use of funds for new developments. He added that 
Bill Foster was strong for a tightening up of Defense organization all 
along the line.

The President then said that he had listened to their plans for two 
and a half hours the preceding Saturday morning at the Pentagon and 
everything seemed to be in terms of “little improvements,” whereupon 
he challenged them to say how they were going to do something real 
instead of glossing over the problem.

The President asserted to the Leadership that if something good 
did not come out of the Pentagon study, he would have to take the 
bull by the horns, otherwise he would lose his own self respect after 
having been into this business for eleven years. Presently, however, he 
very much wanted those in the Pentagon to develop an effective plan if 
they could so that subsequently they would be able to go to Congress 
and support the plan enthusiastically. Failing in this, the President 
continued, he would only be able to call in the Leadership, includ-
ing Democrats, in an effort to try to get direct Congressional support. 
He then restated his hope that it would not become a situation where 
the Defense people would be going to Congress opposed to what he 
thought we needed.

Asked by Senator Knowland how much could be done under 
administrative authority, the President pointed out that administra-
tive action was sharply limited ever since Congress passed the law 
(National Security Act of 1947) and the President at that time signed it.

The President then stated emphatically that at the very least 
Congress ought to repeal some of the restrictions on the Executive’s abil-
ity to shape organization. He strongly desired to see that all the strategic 
planning and the power to organize and direct the several unified com-
mands would be vested right in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. He 
asserted also that it was necessary to establish the authority of a unified 
commander to be the disciplinary director, as well as the policy director, 
of all Services in his command rather than continuing the present situa-
tion whereby the head of a unified command has to report the improper 
conduct to others and ask that they do something about it.
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As a third point, the President said that the Secretary of Defense 
had to have more freedom in regard to research and development and 
any other new situations such as “space operations,” all of which ought 
to be under a scientific czar, with the Secretary having the power of 
decision as to where any particular activity will be carried on, and with 
the Secretary being the one to whom appropriations are made by the 
Congress.

The President stated that he did not expect to propose doing 
anything more now regarding budgetary aspects beyond the already 
requested $500 million contingency funds and the authority to transfer 
up to $2 billion to take care of new developments.

Subsequently, the President amplified his remarks on the need for 
establishing an effective staff immediately under the Secretary by point-
ing out that the lack of such had been one of the reasons that Mr. Wilson 
had had to request authority for many Assistant Secretaries— he had to 
rely chiefly on having an “expert” here and another there, and they had 
to have the rank of Assistant Secretaries.

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copy to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Minnich

8. Presentation on the U.S. Ballistic Missiles Program at the 353d 
NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 30, 1958

MR. W.M. HOLADAY  
DIRECTOR OF GUIDED MISSILES  

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

I will present a progress report on the THOR, JUPITER, POLARIS, 
ATLAS, and TITAN ballistic missile programs for the calendar year 
1957.

The over- all achievements during 1957 were good in spite of some 
failures and setbacks. The year’s progress gives us complete confidence 

1 Source: Secret. 10 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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in meeting future milestones at the accelerated pace which is now 
programmed.

During the year, ATLAS, THOR and JUPITER missiles were pro-
duced and underwent intensive captive and flight tests with gratifying 
results. In addition, significant events took place in the POLARIS devel-
opment and test schedule.

CHART 1

Here you see the THOR program highlights for 1957. Among 
these were the first THOR launch, a maximum range demonstra-
tion of over 2400 nautical miles. This was a lightly loaded missile; a 
successful, all- inertial guidance flight resulting in an impact within 
the target area. In 1957 ten THOR missiles were launched, four were 
completely successful, three attained partial test objectives, and three 
were unsuccessful.

CHART 2

The JUPITER highlights are shown here. The outstanding point was 
the successful re- entry test flight of the scale model of the JUPITER–C 
heat protected nose cone and its recovery at sea. The flight tests demon-
strating full range capability with missiles of greater weight than the 
tactical missiles; the inertial guidance system tests to target area; the 
full- scale nose cone flight test; the first 150,000 pound thrust engine and 
the XW–35 warhead adaption kit tests. In 1957 seven JUPITER missiles 
were launched, three were completely successful and four were par-
tially successful.

CHART 3

The development engineering inspection of THOR launch and 
ground support equipment took place at Douglas Aircraft Company in 
December 1957. This chart illustrates that ground support equipment 
comprises a large part of a ballistic missile system. In the foreground 
is a propellant servicing system and trailerized ground support equip-
ment can be seen in the background. THOR ground support equipment 
is in production. The missile and ground support equipment is air 
transportable. Contracts for JUPITER ground support equipment and 
operational missiles have been established and the engineering design 
review completed.

Looking toward the deployment of the first squadrons of 
both THOR and JUPITER before the end of 1958, the Air Force has 
approved a deployment plan for the first IRBM squadron to the U.K. 
The JUPITER deployment plan must await detailed negotiations with 
NATO countries.
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CHART 4

This chart represents the host air base with a launch position of 
three THOR missiles. The host base also provides necessary buildings 
for maintenance of missiles and ground support equipment and other 
logistical support. The other three launch positions are dispersed to 
insure survivability. Plans to deploy the JUPITER missile are following 
a similar squadron configuration.

CHART 5

The outstanding POLARIS development events of 1957are indicated 
on this chart. Among these are: the successful tests of thrust termina-
tion for large solid propellant motors; the establishment of the POLARIS 
weapon system parameters; a demonstration of the warhead design fea-
sibility in which the re- entry body is part of the warhead envelope.

CHART 5A

Successful tests of the gas eject method of launching the missile; 
the feasibility of achieving the required specific impulse in a large 
solid propellant motor of the size of POLARIS; excellent progress in 
developing precise navigation equipments and methods for POLARIS 
submarines; completion of the breadboard design of the missile guid-
ance system and a successful test of the prototype first- stage POLARIS 
motor as well as a flight demonstration of the jetavator control system. 
As a result of the foregoing tests, it was decided that the POLARIS pro-
gram could be accelerated. This was done in December 1957.

3 submarines

CHART 6

The year 1957 also saw many significant achievements in the 
ATLAS program. Three launches took place, of which, one was com-
pletely successful and two partially so. Subsequently, in January 1958, a 
fourth ATLAS flight test was successfully accomplished. Cooke AFB was 
obtained as the first ATLAS operational site in addition to being a THOR 
and TITAN training base. Warren AFB at Cheyenne, Wyoming, was 
selected as the second ATLAS operational site. Approval was obtained 
to conduct confidence firings for operational crews from Cooke AFB and 
construction of ATLAS launch sites is well under way.

CHART 7

The basic building block of the ATLAS force is the squadron. The 
basic squadron is composed of six horizontal readiness launchers; two 
block- houses or launch control centers; two guidance stations com-
posed of six doppler radars, two track radars, and the guidance build-
ing. A squadron maintenance area is located about one mile behind the 
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guidance building. The redundant guidance stations can control either 
of the two launch complexes. In the lower left is a typical horizontal 
launcher with the missile in place and the environmental cover par-
tially withdrawn. In this position, the missile is in a readiness state of 
something greater than 15 minutes but less than two hours. In the lower 
right, the missile is shown in the erected position ready for launch. This 
represents a readiness state of something in the order of 15 minutes.

CHART 8

TITAN. The Martin factory at Denver was completed on sched-
ule. A design engineering inspection of the complete TITAN missile 
was held in March. This was the first time the using agencies were 
able to thoroughly examine a TITAN configuration. Design criteria 
were established for the TITAN operational hard base. The Aerojet 
General Corporation delivered the first TITAN production engine to 
Martin. The first complete radio inertial guidance system was deliv-
ered in the spring.

CHART 9

This is the squadron configuration of the TITAN hard base. The 
missile will be stored in a hardened site designed to withstand 100 psi 
over- pressure. The silo- type launch facilities are grouped around a cen-
tral launch control facility resulting in a very compact unit.

As we near our initial operational dates, the areas of logistics and 
operational training assume greater priority and importance. In this 
respect the Air Force’s Air Materiel Command established a ballistic 
missile logistics system designed to react instantly to resupply. This has 
been accomplished through an electronic data processing system for 
the control of spare parts for the land- based ballistic missile program.

Another significant event occurred at the close of 1957 when the 
Strategic Air Command assumed responsibility for the initial oper-
ational capability for Air Force ballistic missiles. This is the step that 
had been planned from the beginning and comes at a time when max-
imum benefit can be realized by the operational command. The added 
strength of the Strategic Air Command to the program will accelerate 
planning, training, and strategic-operational capabilities.

CHART 10

Now, Mr. President, I would like to present the current plans for 
the build- up of our ballistic missile forces. The first in the series is the 
land- based 1500 mile IRBM’s bearing a 1500 pound thermonuclear 
warhead in the excess of 1 megaton yield. These missiles have been 
designed against conservative operational characteristics and perfor-
mance criteria in order to insure their earliest possible deployment and 
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deterrent exploitation. On this chart, the IRBM IOC force build- up is 
shown under current directives. As you are aware, the recent decision 
to produce both the THOR and JUPITER ballistic missiles has resulted 
in doubling the effective operational force expectancy and prior opera-
tional dates have also been stepped up. The combined THOR–JUPITER 
operational inventory will total 120 missiles at the end of the initial 
operational capability force build- up overseas. These missiles have 
been designed with particular emphasis in their ground support equip-
ment given to movability from one site location to another and dispers-
ibility from a common support base of operations. Although somewhat 
different development approaches have been used by the Air Force on 
the THOR and by the Army on the JUPITER resulting in the develop-
ment program as shown, it should be particularly noted that both mis-
siles bear the same squadron operational dates overseas. The annual 
production schedule to attain this force build- up is shown along the 
bottom line of the chart. The total 272 missile production figure shown 
accounts for all missiles incurred to cover test flights, training, and 
exercise firings to support the operational inventory.

CHART 11

This chart shows the ATLAS IOC force build- up. In addition to 
the two Cooke AFB training complexes, which have inherent opera-
tional capabilities, the newly directed ATLAS program will have four 
soft squadrons by mid-1961. In addition, consideration to four addi-
tional hard base squadrons are planned to be completed by early 1963. 
The research and development part of the program remains unchanged 
since it is progressing as rapidly as possible.

CHART 12

The TITAN IOC force build- up is shown here. Significant sched-
uled development milestones during 1958 will be captive firing of 
the missile at Martin, Denver, in April 1958, and the first flight of the 
TITAN from Patrick in September 1958. There is every indication that 
these dates will be met. Selection of the first TITAN operational site 
near Denver, Colorado, was approved during January 1958 by the Air 
Force Ballistic Missile Committee. Plans are moving ahead to start con-
struction in May 1959. The first operational TITAN squadron is sched-
uled for activation in July 1961 with 3 more squadrons to be completed 
in July 1962.

CHART 13

POLARIS. Significant scheduled development milestones are: 
the first fully guided flight in October 1959, the delivery of the first 
POLARIS nuclear powered submarine in October 1960 complete with 
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its missiles, and the delivery of two additional submarines by July 1961. 
It is expected that these dates will be met.

CHART 14

The Air Force ballistic missile program alone is sizable in the num-
ber of people engaged in the military- industry team effort. Illustrated 
are some 55,000 industrial and military personnel working in the pro-
gram. Although there will be a leveling off and a gradual decrease in 
the number of industrial personnel in these programs, it can be read-
ily seen that the decrease will be off- set as military personnel build- up 
increases in the operational units.

CHART 15

This chart summarizes the large ballistic missile funding picture. 
The column on the left contains the amounts originally approved in 
1958 for our five missiles. The next column shows the supplemental 
1958 funding. The increase in the amount for THOR includes common 
ground support items for both JUPITER and THOR. The third column 
shows the total amount of augmentation these five programs require 
this fiscal year and includes money reprogrammed by the Services. 
Total 1958 funding requirements amount to $2223.1 millions.

The FY 1959 funding is indicated in two columns. The first shows 
what was originally planned. Supplemental amounts considered nec-
essary are as indicated in the last column. The FY 1959 program for 
these five missile systems as we see it now calls for obligational author-
ity of $2023.9 millions.

In summary and conclusion, Mr. President, our ballistic missile 
programs are going well. Our present operational objectives, which we 
feel confident of meeting, are as follows:

a. Two IRBM squadrons to be operationally deployed by 
December 1958 with six more to follow by March 1960.

b. The first ATLAS squadron to be operational at Cooke AFB, 
California, by June 1959 and four more squadrons to be operational 
at other bases by June 1961. A total of nine squadrons are now pro-
grammed for operational use in early 1963.

c. The first TITAN squadron should be operational by July 1961 
and three others will come into being by July 1962. All TITAN units are 
to be deployed on a hardened basis.

d. Three POLARIS FBM submarines will be operational by 
July 1961.

At the present time, we foresee no technical, operational, logistic 
or training problems during 1958 which will prevent us from meeting 
this schedule.



26 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

9. Briefing Note for the 353d NSC Meeting by Cutler1

Washington, January 30, 1958

ITEM 1—BALLISTIC MISSILES PROGRAM

1. In September, 1955, the President first gave highest priority to 
the ICBM program. At that time, the Secretary of Defense was asked 
to give a special briefing once a year on the status of ICBM progress; 
this request being later broadened to include highest priority IRBM 
progress and anti- ballistic missile defense programs. Additionally, the 
Defense Department has for some time been reporting monthly to the 
President on ICBM and IRBM programs.

2. The last annual briefing was given in January, 1957. You will 
remember that last July the Council heard an over- all presentation by 
the Defense Department, dealing with 41 different ballistic and non- 
ballistic missiles, with cost estimates projected through FY 1963.

3. The most recent Presidential action on missiles was, of course, 
last week, when the ICBM (ATLAS and TITAN), the IRBM (THOR- 
JUPITER, POLARIS) and the anti- missile missile were all placed in the 
highest priority both for research and development and for achieving 
operational capability.

4. This morning we will hear the third annual briefing by Defense. 
Because of the amount of consideration the Council has recently given 
to the subject in connection with the 1958 budget augmentations, the 
1959 budget, and the “Gaither Report,” today’s briefing will be shorter 
than usual. It will not deal with defense against ballistic missiles, but 
will cover only the ICBM and IRBM programs.

5. At next week’s Council meeting the Department of Defense 
will report its recommendations on certain additional “Gaither Panel” 
resources the production of and initial operational capability dates for 
ICBM weapon systems, IRBM weapon systems, and POLARIS subma-
rine weapon systems; the installation of interim defenses against ballis-
tic missile attack at SAC bases by using modified available anti- aircraft 
missiles; and the hardening of SAC bases.

Secretary McElroy—

R.C.
cc: Dearborn

Lay
Gleason
Hawkins

1 Source: Introduction to Holaday’s briefing. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File.
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10. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, January 31, 1958

Dear Mr. President:

A short summary of progress during December 1957 on the ballis-
tic missile programs is attached.

December was the most active and successful month to date 
in the ballistic missile flight test program. An ATLAS ICBM was 
launched on 17 December and all flight test objectives were achieved 
by this third flight test ATLAS missile. This was the first success-
ful flight of our intercontinental ballistic missile. A THOR IRBM, 
the tenth THOR flight test missile, was successfully flight tested on 
19 December. All sub- systems functioned perfectly and the IRBM 
impacted within approximately three nautical miles of the target at a 
range of approximately 1,200 nautical miles. This was the first com-
pletely successful flight with full inertial guidance. Two other flight 
tests of a THOR and a JUPITER were partially successful. A flight test 
of a POLARIS development test vehicle also successfully achieved all 
test objectives.

All ballistic missile programs except that of TITAN have been 
accelerated. The presently estimated initial operational capability dates 
by missile system are:

THOR and JUPITER—December, 1958
ATLAS—June, 1959
POLARIS—October, 1960 (date of completion of the first missile/

submarine system)
TITAN—July, 1961

During calendar year 1957, no new technical obstacles appeared 
and significant advances were made in resolving previously antici-
pated difficulties.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

Neil H. McElroy

1 Source: Transmittal letter for progress report on ballistic missile programs. Secret. 
1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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11. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 4, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Dr. York
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian opened by saying that real progress is being made in the 
missiles program. It has gone at a faster clip than was foreseen in 1953 
and 1954. There are grounds for real confidence that both liquid and 
solid- propellant missiles will perform satisfactorily, from a technical 
point of view. He then asked Dr. Kistiakowsky to report in more detail.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that technical progress has been all that was 
expected, and more. There are no scientific problems remaining with 
regard to the first generation of missiles. The problems are engineering 
problems— specifically to build the elements so that they will perform 
reliably. There are certain problems which need attention. We can be 
sure that the Thor will function satisfactorily. The Jupiter missile is, 
production- wise, behind the Thor. To go forward with production on 
both requires the Air Force to set up two different systems for training 
and handling. Technically the missiles are almost identical. The Thor 
production model has been better tested, since the Jupiter must be rede-
signed for production by Chrysler. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that specifi-
cally, within the next few months, a decision ought to be made in this 
matter. Dr. Kistiakowsky said the major additional cost in the Jupiter 
program is that of putting Chrysler into production. The first missiles 
from Chrysler may be expected in January 1959. Dr. York added that 
the biggest cost in other than money terms— i.e., in talent and decision 
energy— is to the Air Force in preparing for the use of two missiles.

The President said that he has come to regret deeply that the mis-
sile program was not set up in OSD rather than in any of the services. 
Personal feelings are now so intense that changes are extremely dif-
ficult. Dr. Killian commented that the group was giving advice from 
the technical standpoint solely. The President asked that they give their 
advice to the Secretary of Defense and it will be up to him to make a 
decision, with the President giving him support.

1 Source: Progress in ballistic missile programs. Top Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on February 6.
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Dr. York suggested that the Army Ballistic Missiles Agency is a highly 
competent organization, and is interested in satellites. The President 
quickly interjected a caution not to put the satellite job in any service.

Dr. Kistiakowsky went on to say that the Titan will be superior 
to the Atlas, but it is behind it by eighteen months to two years. The 
President stressed that what we must have is the earliest possible oper-
ational capability. Dr. Kistiakowsky went on to say that work is well 
under way on the Polaris missile. He thought it should be said, how-
ever, that we are not sure we can meet an operational date of 1963 for a 
1500- mile missile— we can meet an even earlier operational date for a 
1000- mile missile, however.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that a solid- propellant ICBM cannot be 
expected until 1965–66. Thus there will be a gap of about five years 
between quantity availability of liquid propellant ICBMs and solid pro-
pellant. There is reason in his mind to set up a systematic production- 
improvement program for liquid missiles, for example going to storable 
fuels that are ignitable on contact. Titan and Thor have many opportu-
nities for substantial improvement. He suggested that we should ter-
minate the Atlas program after eighty missiles are produced. He added 
that Titan seems to offer the best booster for space missions.

The President stressed the importance of picking out the phases 
of activity in which we should undertake to compete with the Soviets, 
and to beat them. We should not try to excel in everything. He added 
that psychological as well as technical considerations are important— at 
times appearances are as significant as the reality, if not more so.

The President asked if there is some area in the United States 
where we could conduct missiles tests in secrecy— keeping undesired 
visitors out. He was told that Camp Cooke seems to meet many of these 
requirements. He said he would like to see it called the Defense Testing 
Station— and see it kept out of service politics.

Dr. Kistiakowsky went on to give a technical net evaluation of our 
relative position respecting the Soviets. As to the ICBM, he thought 
they were probably about one year ahead of us in propulsion, one 
year behind us in warhead development, and somewhat behind us 
in guidance, but with a much simpler operational concept based on 
a mobile rail- based system. He added that because of more powerful 
propulsion, they could have simply designed their weapon to carry 
the heavier, older- style warhead. In the medium range missile of 
100–600 mile range, they are probably about three years ahead of us, 
having initiated troop training in 1953 and 1954. Their weapons are 
highly mobile, using track- laying and road vehicles. In guidance they 
are probably behind us, with a one- mile CEP for small weapons and 
a five- mile CEP for large. Their IRBM is a 1000- mile missile, which is 
probably a 600- mile missile with a lighter warhead.
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The President said that in evaluating material of this kind it is nec-
essary to consider relative probabilities. Until an enemy has enough 
operational capability to destroy most of our bases simultaneously 
and thus prevent retaliation by us our deterrent remains effective. We 
would make a mistake to credit him with total capabilities. Dr. York 
pointed out that an enemy who planned to make an attack could select 
a time for his attack and delay until he is ready.

Dr. Killian asked if the President thought all of this should be pre-
sented to Mr. McElroy, and the President said he thought it should, 
informally initially, but then put into document form. He thought it 
was very important to act in these matters in order to avoid wasting 
money and talent.

The group next discussed questions of outer space. Dr. Killian 
referred to discussions at the Leaders Meeting earlier that morning, 
and said there is great pressure in the Congress and elsewhere to have 
some space work done outside the Department of Defense. His thought 
was we should get down some objectives in our space program. He 
hoped to come in soon with this. It would cover scientific as well as 
military objectives. The President said that space objectives relating to 
Defense are those to which the highest priority attaches, because they 
bear on our immediate safety. He recognized that the psychological fac-
tor is of importance to our security, for example to the attitude of our 
allies. He did not think that large operating activities should be put 
in another organization, because of the duplication, and did not feel 
that we should put talent etc. into crash programs outside the Defense 
establishment. He added one general proviso and condition to all of 
this— that Defense gets its own organization correct, i.e., that there is a 
central organization to handle this in Defense. He said he wants to get 
the broad principles of organization right, not bowing to pressures. He 
did not want to concern himself with details, but felt that it is vitally 
important to get the relationship to Defense correct.

Dr. York pointed out that the Army and Air Force statements con-
cerning satellite projects are in the talking stage— none are approved 
projects. The President said that even the announcements and the dis-
cussion of these matters should come from Defense. The President asked 
for the organizational thoughts of the scientific group on space research 
and missiles, both in Defense and outside, now and for the future.

The President thought it would be a good thing for two or three 
people to meet with him every now and then just to talk over some of 
these questions and make sure that their thinking is correct. He named 
Dr. Killian and Mr. Hagerty in this respect.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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12. Memorandum From Kistiakowsky to Killian1

Washington, February 13, 1958

SUBJECT

Technical progress and actions required in the Long Range Ballistic Missile Program

FROM

G. B. Kistiakowsky, Chairman, Ballistic Missiles Panel

I. The technical progress in long- range ballistic missiles has been 
faster than anticipated in 1953–54 when the large- scale effort began. 
This progress can be summarized as follows:

(a) there is now a high degree of confidence that both the liquid 
and the solid propellant engines of large thrust will perform satisfacto-
rily, although neither type will have 100% reliability in the early phases 
of operational use;

(b) the airframes light enough for long- range missiles have been 
shown to have satisfactory structural strength and aerodynamic 
properties;

(c) self- contained, “all- inertial”, guidance has already exceeded 
initial expectations and CEP due to guidance alone at 5500 mile range of 
less than 1 mile is within sight;

(d) the re- entry of the nose- cone into the atmosphere without burn-
ing up appears to be near solution, not only for the 1500 but also for the 
5500 mile range missiles;

(e) thermonuclear warheads of megaton yields and acceptably 
small weight, which were predicted but doubted four years ago, are 
now a reality.

II. This rapid technological progress gives assurance that every 
major ballistic missile program can result in a prototype operational 
missile system within originally planned time scale or very shortly 
thereafter. The initial uncertainty of success led to a number of back- up 
programs: Thor and Jupiter for the IRBM; and Atlas and Titan for 
the ICBM. Now that there is high confidence that each one of these 
programs will produce an operational missile within specified time 
requirements, the justification for continuation of all four missiles 
should be examined.

Thor and Jupiter are technically and performance- wise very simi-
lar, but they are sufficiently dissimilar to require two different ground 
support efforts, different training staff and manuals, and spare parts 
pipelines for each of these missiles. There seems to be very little 

1 Source: Progress and recommendations in ballistic missile program. Secret. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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justification to producing two similar missiles with the same perfor-
mance. Thor has had more advanced testing and is closer to production 
than Jupiter. We recommend that it alone should be chosen for contin-
ued development and use, while Jupiter should be terminated as soon 
as practicable. This decision will result in considerable dollar savings, 
will reduce the burden on the Air Force of making two weapon systems 
with different GSE, training procedures and spare parts operational at 
the same time and will make ABMA available for other projects.

In the case of Atlas and Titan the situation is different because Atlas 
is much nearer being operational but Titan promises to have better ini-
tial performance and has greater improvement potential. The need for 
an early operational ICBM makes the termination of Atlas impractical, 
but this project should not be encouraged to engage in development 
work beyond that needed for IOC, because Titan can become opera-
tional some 18 months later if adequate funding is provided.

III. The Fleet Ballistic Missile, Polaris, with a solid propellant 
engine, is in an early stage of development. The introduction of solid 
propellant engines into long- range ballistic missiles has many import-
ant advantages: the engines are comparatively simple and are instantly 
ready to fire; the reliability, judging by the performance of smaller rock-
ets, is very high. The performance characteristics required of solid pro-
pellant engines for use in ballistic missiles are, however, far higher than 
achieved in the past. Furthermore, solid propellant engines add greatly 
to the difficulties of all- inertial guidance. It is believed that in time these 
problems will be solved and since the solid propellant ballistic missiles 
are very advantageous from the operational point of view, their vigor-
ous development is strongly recommended.

The first version of Polaris, A–1, a missile of about 1000 miles 
range, is scheduled to be operational in 1960. This schedule appears to 
be realistic, but there may be navigational and guidance difficulties in 
conjunction with its use as a FBM which will not be entirely solved in 
the early stages of operational availability of Polaris.

Polaris B, a missile of 1500 mile range, is planned to become opera-
tional in 1963. The advance from Polaris A–1 to B involves some rather 
dramatic improvements in the solid propellant engines and we are not 
at all sure that the actual progress will be as rapid as planned. It should 
also be emphasized that the reliability of the early operational Polaris 
may not be all that is being anticipated for it by its enthusiasts because 
of several novel features never before used in solid propellant engines.

At about the same time that Polaris will become a fleet ballistic missile 
it should be possible to have a land based version of this missile, provided 
the Air Force is satisfied with its performance. If the Air Force desires to 
change the specifications then there might be an additional delay of one 
or two years in obtaining a solid propellant land- based IRBM.
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IV. The earliest availability of a land- based 1500 mile missile with 
a solid propellant engine is thus 1963, but it will probably be delayed 
until 1964–65, notwithstanding a maximum effort. To develop a solid 
propellant ICBM is a still more difficult undertaking and its earliest 
availability is 1965, while 1966–67 is a more realistic date, unless a crash 
program is initiated. There is thus a gap of some five years or more 
between an early IOC of present IRBM and ICBM and the start of their 
possible replacement by solid propellant missiles. This gap justifies the 
consideration of a systematic “product improvement” program on one 
present IRBM (Thor) and one ICBM (Titan) to accompany the steady 
growth of operational capability of both. We should like to emphasize 
that the value of liquid propellant engines and of missiles using them 
need not end with the present models. It appears that the present types 
of airframes and engines can be comparatively readily modified to use 
storable, self- igniting (“hypergolic”), propellants, which will give them 
the advantages of solid propellant engines— simplicity and thus greater 
reliability, rapid reaction time, easier transportability, reduced ground 
support equipment and operational personnel. For a rather long time to 
come liquid propellant engines will carry heavier payloads for longer 
distances than will solid propellant engines of the same total weight.

While these considerations justify a steady improvement program 
for the Thor IRBM, they are truly compelling in the case of ICBM Titan. 
This is a missile with a great growth potential as an ICBM of unlimited 
range and very large payload. If anti- missile- missiles become effec-
tive the large payload of Titan may become a necessity, to carry along 
sophisticated devices to overcome the defenses. Solid propellant ICBM 
of similar payload capacity are presently not within sight. A retaliatory 
ICBM force made up of Titans with sophisticated nose cones and of 
solid propellant ICBM’s with much lighter (and therefore not so sophis-
ticated) nose cones, may prove to have an exceptional effectiveness.

V. We as a nation seem to commit ourselves to a substantial effort 
toward space exploration. In any such program the propulsion is an 
essential and the major part. For economy’s sake we should use for 
this purpose rockets developed as ballistic missiles. Titan even in its 
presently conceived form is a better booster for space missions than 
is Atlas. A systematic improvement program on it will provide a sat-
isfactory booster for rather advanced space missions. For still more 
advanced missions, such as manned flights to the moon and beyond, 
far larger and more advanced engines will be required than are now 
in the state of development. To avoid being caught in a crash pro-
gram, it is advantageous to initiate preliminary work on such engines 
in the near future.
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13. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, February 14, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. Overseas Military Bases

REFERENCE:

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated January 14, 1958

The enclosed report by the NSC Planning Board on the main 
issues of the Report to the President on the subject, prepared by the 
late Mr. Frank C. Nash and transmitted by the reference memorandum, 
is transmitted herewith for consideration by the National Security 
Council at its meeting on Thursday, February 27, 1958.

The Planning Board recommends that the Council:

a. Adopt the recommendations contained in the enclosed report.
b. Recommend that the President authorize the responsible agen-

cies to circulate the Nash Report, together with the recommendations 
adopted pursuant to a above, to key operating personnel in this country 
and overseas, for information and such action as each agency deems 
appropriate consistent with approved national security policy. In view 
of the sensitivity of the Report in its entirety, distribution of the full 
Report should be limited to key operating personnel, and only appro-
priate extracts from the Report should be circulated to personnel hav-
ing particular responsibility for specific subjects.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
 The Attorney General
 The Director, Bureau of the Budget
 The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
 The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
 The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits NSC Planning Board report on U.S. overseas military bases. 
Secret. 15 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs.
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Enclosure

Report Prepared by the NSC Planning Board

Washington, undated

U.S. OVERSEAS MILITARY BASES

Planning Board Comments and  
Recommendations on the Main Issues of the Nash Report

MAIN THESIS

1. Present and Future Need for the Base System.

Statement of the Issue (Report, pp. 4–5, 7–13): Our base2 system is key 
to our survival as a nation. During the next ten years, despite changes 
in weapons technology, our overseas base system will remain essential 
(a) to maintain and disperse our deterrent to general war; (b) to maintain 
tactical forces to deter and cope with local aggression; and (c) to support 
foreign policy objectives. The general scope and pattern of our base sys-
tem are not likely to diminish in size and complexity during this period, 
and a net increase will probably be required, at least initially, to accom-
modate new weapons, to meet new Soviet offensive techniques, and to 
disperse. Adjustments and shifts in emphasis will occur as we adjust our 
strategic doctrine to new weapons, improvements in the mobility and 
firepower of our tactical forces, and the political or military vulnerability 
of particular overseas areas. The central problem, therefore, is how the 
United States can maintain substantially its present overseas base com-
plex over the next ten years, recognizing that to maintain it calls for a 
positive but flexible approach in our relations with our allies, and in the 
formulation and administration of our own policies.

Planning Board Comment: Substantially our present base system 
will be needed for at least five years, although it is not certain that 
it will be needed for the next ten years. After five years, a number of 
technological and political developments could alter the base system 
or the reasons for its maintenance. Even if such technological devel-
opments should permit some reduction in base requirements related 
to general war, there will probably remain substantially the present 
requirement for bases to maintain tactical forces against local aggres-
sion and to support foreign policy.

2 The word “base” is used in its broadest sense to cover the installations and deploy-
ments of all elements of the U.S. ground, sea and air forces located outside the territory of 
the United States. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council accept the validity of 
the thesis that:

The tremendous changes in weapons technology will not, in the 
immediate future, alter the need for substantially our present overseas 
base system. Most probably for at least five years, this system will remain 
essential (a) to maintain and disperse our deterrent to general war; (b) 
to maintain tactical forces to deter and cope with local aggression; and 
(c) to support foreign policy objectives. In fact, a small net expansion of 
our base system may be required, at least initially, to accommodate new 
weapons and to meet new Soviet offensive techniques.

OTHER CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

2. IRBM’s Around the Sino-Soviet Periphery.

Statement of the Issue (Report, pp. 7–10): In view of the prospective 
Soviet ICBM capability and the resulting vast increase in the vulnerabil-
ity of the continental United States, our ability to retain the edge in the 
deterrent race requires the positioning of IRBM’s at widely- dispersed 
bases around the Sino-Soviet periphery.

Such positioning must be carefully planned to avoid pressing the 
Sino-Soviet bloc to the point that may incline it to miscalculate our objec-
tives and conclude that our intentions have become aggressive, thereby 
making it feel obliged to react violently. Because the untested state of 
the IRBM’s prevents us from placing full reliance on them and reducing 
our dependence on the manned bomber, and because existing air bases 
will not always be the most suitable IRBM locations, the IRBM program 
will necessitate some enlargement of our overseas base system.

Planning Board Comment: With respect to NATO, the U.S. policy 
decision on this matter was taken prior to the NATO Council meeting 
in Paris in December 1957. The positioning of IRBM’s in other selected 
strategic locations around the Sino-Soviet bloc might be considered a 
logical corollary on the grounds that such positioning would represent 
essentially only a modernization of our current forward strategic forces 
and would be designed only to maintain the present strategic balance 
between the United States and the USSR. Although the stationing of 
IRBM’s outside the NATO area would probably not in itself cause the 
USSR to retaliate with actions that would run serious risk of general 
war, it might produce a strong Soviet reaction in some areas, and would 
cause the USSR to step up its efforts to persuade host nations to restrict 
our freedom to use bases.

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

In view of the prospective Soviet ICBM capability and the result-
ing increase in the vulnerability of the continental United States, our 
continued ability to deter general war will be better ensured by the 
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positioning of IRBM’s in selected areas around the Sino-Soviet periph-
ery. Such positioning must be carefully planned to avoid pressing the 
Sino-Soviet bloc to the point that may incline it to miscalculate our 
objectives and conclude that our intentions have become aggressive, 
thereby making it feel obliged to react violently. [The implications 
of positioning IRBM’s around the Sino-Soviet periphery outside the 
NATO area are of such import that a decision to do so should be 
made through NSC procedures, only in light of the over- all advan-
tages and disadvantages.]3

3. Western Mediterranean Pact.

Statement of the Issue (Report, p. 45): Because experience to date 
with our various mutual security arrangements has demonstrated that 
they afford the most enduring cement for our overseas base complex, 
immediate and thorough consideration should be given to the feasibil-
ity of a Western Mediterranean defense arrangement embracing Spain, 
France, Italy, Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and Libya.

Planning Board Comment: This idea is already an item of discus-
sion between State and Defense, and consideration should be given to 
including the United Kingdom in any such arrangement because of its 
position in Gibraltar and Malta. It is questionable, however, whether 
such a defense arrangement would be feasible so long as the Algerian 
situation remains critical. In addition, NATO countries which might 
become members of the pact might find that such an organization 
would entail the diversion of resources from the NATO area. Further, 
there is no current U.S. military requirement for such a pact except as 
additional means of ensuring adequate bases in the area.

Planning Board Recommendations: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council note that:

Consideration is being given by the Departments of State and 
Defense to the feasibility and desirability of a Western Mediterranean 
defense arrangement embracing Spain, the United Kingdom, France, 
Italy, Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and Libya.

4. A New Base Chain in Central Africa.

Statement of the Issue (Report, p. 25): In light of the exposed position 
of our bases to the north, the technological developments in the long- 
range plane and missile fields, and the objective of getting a political 
“foot- in- the- door” in rapidly- developing Central Africa, we should 
seriously consider, from both the political and military points of view, 
whether a line of “back bases” across the waist of Africa, with Ethiopia 
as its eastern terminus, would be worth the cost involved.

3 ODM-Treasury-Budget proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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Planning Board Comment: Paragraph 20 of NSC 5719/1 (approved 
on August 23, 1957), dealing with the strategic importance of Africa 
South of the Sahara, says:

“No immediate action appears called for. The area should be 
kept under periodic survey to determine any changes in our strategic 
requirements.”

There is no need at this time to revise this policy.

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

The United States should not, at this time, establish a line of “back 
bases” across the waist of Africa; but should, in accordance with NSC 
5719/1, keep the area under periodic survey to determine any changes 
in our strategic requirements.

5. Alternative Bases in the Far East.

Statement of the Issue (Report, pp. 27–28, 36): In view of the weak-
nesses in our present Far East defense perimeter and the increased threat 
inherent in Soviet missile achievements, alternatives to our present base 
system should be examined for the dual purpose of increasing disper-
sion and of establishing bases in the most politically reliable areas.

Such a program would be costly, but the alternative to a soundly- 
based defense perimeter in the West Pacific is a retreat to “Fortress 
America” which would be infinitely more costly in every respect. It is 
not a question of withdrawing entirely from any country. This would 
be considered by our friends as abandonment, and they would feel 
compelled to make concessions to the Communists even while pursu-
ing a policy of neutralism. The need is for alternate positions which will 
protect us by dispersion and afford insurance against a situation devel-
oping in the present host countries that would lead us to a decision to 
withdraw. There are a number of good possibilities—The Bonins, the 
Marianas, Ulithi, North Borneo, Brunei, and Australia.

Planning Board Comment: Because of the increasing political and 
military vulnerability of our existing bases, alternative bases should 
be considered even though sizeable expenditures would be involved 
and many of the alternative bases might contain weaknesses similar 
to those in our present Far East defense perimeter. The Department of 
Defense is currently giving consideration to such alternatives.

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

Because of weaknesses in our present Far East defense perimeter 
and the increased threat inherent in Soviet missile achievements, the 
Department of Defense should continue to study the desirability and 
feasibility of alternatives to our present bases in the area as a means 
of increasing dispersal and establishing bases in the most politically 
reliable areas.
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6. Postwar Stockpile in Australia.

Statement of the Issue (Report, p. 28): Because of her remote geo-
graphical position, consideration should be given to transferring to 
Australia a portion of our “moth- balled” merchant fleet, and to estab-
lishing stockpiles of surplus grain and other provisions there.

If, as seems likely, the aftermath of an atomic war involving 
Europe, Russia, and the United States would be characterized by acute 
shortages of food and transport, it would seem prudent to develop now 
a reserve stockpile of both in a place relatively secure from the immedi-
ate consequences of a global atomic conflict.

Planning Board Comment: In the preparation of NSC 5713/2, the 
Planning Board rejected last May a similar but broader idea. The stock-
piling of food and a portion of our “moth- balled” fleet in Australia 
would be of only marginal value to the United States in the event of 
nuclear war and therefore not worth involving the expense and over-
coming other difficulties in implementing the proposal.

The policy on continental defense (NSC 5802/1, paragraphs 3 
and 23) recognizes the desirability of “appropriately organizing, pro-
tecting and placing in a condition of readiness the resources of the 
country essential to national survival”.

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

The United States should not [now]4 transfer to Australia a por-
tion of our “moth- balled” merchant fleet or establish stockpiles of sur-
plus grain and other provisions there. However, studies under NSC 
5802/1, paragraphs 3 and 23, should be made on placing a portion of 
our “moth- balled” merchant fleet and stockpiling surplus grain and 
other provisions in areas outside the continental United States.

7. The Organization of American States.

Statement of the Issue (Report, p. 46): Greater use should be made of 
the OAS and its military organs to provide a collective security frame-
work for U.S. bases in Latin America. In this connection, it is further 
recommended that early consideration be given to the desirability of 
bringing the now-developing West Indies Federation into the OAS.

While it does not seem practicable at this time to consider the 
adoption of an infrastructure program for the OAS (similar to that in 
NATO), nevertheless the establishment of a framework of hemispheric 
defense in place of the present framework of unilateral U.S. interests 
would do much to relieve the U.S. of such difficulties as those recently 
encountered with Brazil in securing a small area for use in the guided 
missile testing range, and those presently involved in the efforts to 
obtain from Panama a limited amount of real estate for radar facilities. 

4 State-Defense-JCS-ODM proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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If the incorporation of the West Indies Federation into the OAS should 
be found impracticable, consideration might be given to the develop-
ment of a Caribbean security grouping.

Planning Board Comment: The present organization (the Inter- 
American Defense Board operating within the framework of the OAS) is 
an adequate institutional framework. Any additional or more substan-
tial collective security framework within the OAS would not be desir-
able from a U.S. point of view and would probably not be acceptable 
to the Latin American states. There is no reason to hope that the Latin 
American states would concede to an international organization the 
right to establish military bases in their territories. Further, it is improb-
able that Brazil, Panama, or any of the others would provide facilities 
to the OAS which they were unwilling to provide to the United States. 
Almost all of the Latin American states are unwilling to enlarge in any 
respect the obligations they assumed under the Rio Treaty. With respect 
to the entry of the West Indies Federation into the OAS, any indepen-
dent American state may choose to join the organization.

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

Any additional or more substantial collective security framework 
for Latin America would, on balance, be infeasible and undesirable at 
this time. Consideration should be given to bringing the West Indies 
Federation into the OAS at an appropriate time.

8. Criminal Jurisdiction.

Statement of the Issue (Report, pp. 53, 58–60, 63): Except as may be 
specifically determined to the contrary by the Secretaries of State and 
Defense, U.S. forces should not in the future be stationed in peacetime 
on any additional foreign territory unless satisfactory arrangements 
on criminal jurisdiction— i.e., in substance the NATO Status of Forces 
Agreement as a minimum—have been made in advance. Where 
existing agreements fall below satisfactory standards in terms and 
practice, they should be renegotiated at the earliest practicable time. 
Where U.S. forces are now stationed on foreign territory without any 
status arrangements and host governments refuse to agree to such 
arrangements, U.S. forces should be withdrawn unless the Secretaries 
of State and Defense jointly determine that overriding national inter-
est demands their continued presence. The Executive Branch should 
undertake an urgent, intensive, and continuous effort to inform and 
explain to the American people and its representatives in Congress 
the nature and facts of U.S. policy in regard to criminal jurisdiction.

The exercise of criminal jurisdiction over American servicemen 
abroad is a relatively new problem resulting from the peacetime station-
ing of large numbers of troops in friendly countries. The issued has not 
yet seriously affected U.S. military operations, Free World solidarity, or 
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other U.S. national objectives and policies, but potentially it contains the 
seeds of serious danger.

Planning Board Comment: In view of public concern and  Congressional 
sensitivity on the exercise of criminal jurisdiction over servicemen by for-
eign courts, it is believed that the recommended position is the appropriate 
standard and that the national policy should be to achieve that standard 
wherever possible. [In those cases where this standard cannot be met, it is 
believed appropriate that the decision not to insist on the standard should 
be taken only at a high level.]5

Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

The objective of the United States should be to obtain, where feasi-
ble, criminal jurisdiction arrangements, with all countries in which U.S. 
forces are stationed now or in the future, at least as favorable as those 
contained in the NATO Status of Forces Agreement. [U.S. forces should 
not be stationed on foreign territory unless protected by criminal juris-
diction arrangements at least equal in substance to the NATO Status of 
Forces Agreement, except on determination by the Secretaries of State 
and Defense that overriding national interest demands their presence 
notwithstanding the absence of satisfactory arrangements.]6

9. Sharing Defense Responsibilities with Canada.

Statement of the Issue (Report, p. 19): The United States should 
enable Canada to assume a growing share of the responsibilities for 
defending North America and the North Atlantic.

Although our base relationships are generally excellent, and 
Canada realizes how closely her existence is identified with that of 
the United States, both within and without NATO, there is a grow-
ing Canadian sensitivity and feeling of national destiny that will spell 
trouble for us if we do not take every step we can to give Canada 
a practical sense of equality with the United States, particularly in 
defense matters. Further, the manifold problems inherent in provid-
ing [text not declassified].

Planning Board Comment: The same general position is taken by exist-
ing policy on continental defense (NSC 5802/1). Although we have gone 
far in cooperating with Canada in the military field, [text not declassified]. 
However, the principal areas for improvement are the political and eco-
nomic. Better cooperation is also required in non- military defense mat-
ters. There is at present no national security policy paper on  Canada. 
There is a Joint (U.S.-Canada) Committee on Trade and Economic 
Affairs, made up of the U.S. Secretaries of State, Treasury, Commerce, 
and  Agriculture, and their Canadian counterparts.

5 Defense-Treasury proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
6 Defense-Treasury proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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Planning Board Recommendation: Accordingly, the Planning Board 
recommends that the National Security Council agree that:

Majority Proposal ODM Proposal

The Council on Foreign Economic 
Policy should be requested to study 
all possible means of improving 
U.S.- Canada economic relations, and 
to transmit to the National Security 
Council any recommendations requir-
ing Presidential consideration.

The Planning Board should 
prepare, for consideration 
by the National Security 
Council, a draft policy paper 
on all aspects of our relations 
with Canada.

14. Memorandum of Conversation Between Dulles and 
Gruenther1

Washington, February 19, 1958, 2 p.m.

We talked about Tunisia, Mutual Security, and so forth. Then I dis-
cussed the disarmament situation. I said I felt that it was essential that the 
disarmament work should be an integral part of the State Department 
activity and not operated independently. Disarmament involved 
too many political considerations, the future of NATO, the future of 
Germany, and so forth. Gruenther said he agreed. I further said that I was 
very sceptical about there being any reduction of armament purely as a 
matter of agreement. There might be reduction for domestic reasons or 
because some political issues were settled, but the disarmament problem 
was so complex, the balance so difficult to find, and enforcement so pre-
carious, that I doubted that there could be reduction of armament purely 
as a result of reciprocal and balanced agreement. Nevertheless, I felt it 
was vital to continue to seek limitation of armament. I referred to the 
German attitude prior to World War I and the disastrous consequences 
to them of being regarded throughout the world as militaristic. General 
Gruenther indicated his general agreement with this point of view. I then 
indicated that I was thinking of handling the matter, perhaps through 
Wadsworth, as far as negotiation was concerned, and through the regular 
Departmental officers, but I did feel it necessary to have some qualified 
persons from outside who could serve as kind of an advisory panel to 
keep us moving and moving in sound directions, taking into account all 

1 Source: Possibility of establishing disarmament advisory board. Confidential; 
 Personal and Private. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers. Drafted by Dulles.
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relevant factors, including public relations. General Gruenther expressed 
the thought that perhaps some of our allies were making us carry too 
heavy a public relations burden by getting us to take positions which 
they wanted but which they were not willing to associate themselves 
with publicly, e.g. non- suspension of testing. I agreed. I asked General 
Gruenther whether he would be willing to serve on such a panel and he 
said that he would if I thought this could be reconciled with his being out 
of town a good deal of the time. I said I thought it could be. I mentioned 
General Bedell Smith, and he thought that he would be a good member, 
subject to the fact that he also was out of town a good deal of the time. 
General Gruenther suggested Arnold Wolfers as someone here whom he 
regarded as intelligent and knowledgeable and a student of the subject.

I spoke of Sprague but said I was a little bit concerned because 
he seemed to be emotional about certain aspects of the matter includ-
ing shelters. General Gruenther said he had no knowledge of Robert 
Sprague but did not think we needed to worry much about the shelter 
program. He said he did not think it would ever take hold or be a pop-
ular or political problem. He did express regret that Senator Humphrey 
had attacked the Administration on the disarmament theme.

I thanked General Gruenther for his willingness to serve and said 
I would communicate with him later on.

JFD

15. NSC Report1

NSC 5802/1 Washington, February 19, 1958

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

U.S. POLICY ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5408
B. NSC 5606
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1574, 1781, 1814, 1815, 1841 and 1842

1 Source: “Continental Defense.” Top Secret. 12 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: 
Lot 62 D 1, Continental Defense.
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D. Executive Order No. 10173
E. NSC 5802
F. NSC Action No. 1862

The National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the  Treasury, 
the Attorney General, the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, the 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator, at the 355th Council meeting on Febraury 13, 1958, 
adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 5802, subject to the 
amendments thereto set forth in NSC Action No. 1862–b.

In adopting the statement of policy in NSC 5802, the Council also 
(NSC Action No. 1862–c, –d, –e, –f, and –g):

c. Agreed that the statement of policy in NSC 5802, as finally 
adopted and approved, is intended to supersede NSC 5408; but is not 
intended, of itself, to cancel or change any program set forth in NSC 
5408, each of which programs should be reviewed by the responsible 
departments and agencies in accordance with paragraph 1–b of NSC 
5802.

d. Recommended that the responsible agencies should use, on a 
continuing basis, available passive devices for the detection of fission-
able material, pursuant to paragraph 14 of NSC 5802.

e. Noted that the Department of State would undertake to exam-
ine and report at the next Council meeting, on whether, if there were 
substantial evidence that any shipment entering the United States 
under diplomatic immunity contained radioactive material, the 
Department should advise the diplomatic representatives of the coun-
try concerned that the shipment would be opened by U.S. officials, 
in the presence of representatives of such country, to determine the 
nature of the radioactive material.

f. Requested the Departments of the Treasury and Justice, in view 
of the decision in Parker v. Lester:

(1) To draft an Executive Order, to supersede Executive Order No. 
10173, which will enable Federal authorities to take the most effective 
action possible in the circumstances to deny access to U.S. merchant 
vessels, ports, and waterfront facilities on the part of individuals con-
sidered inimical to the security of the United States.

(2) To draft proposed legislation, which would enable Federal 
authorities to take more effective action in this area, for consideration 
for submission at this session of the Congress.

g. Requested the Department of the Treasury to prepare for Presi-
dential approval the programs to implement all aspects of paragraph 19 
of NSC 5802; such draft to include (1) instructions taking into account 
the new Executive Order referred to in f–(1) above and (2) appropri-
ate provisions along the lines of those stated in NSC Action No. 1781 
(which related U.S. policy toward Poland to the port security provi-
sions of NSC 5408).

The President has this date approved the statement of policy in 
NSC 5802 as amended, adopted, and enclosed herewith as NSC 5802/1; 
directs its implementation by all appropriate Executive departments 
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and agencies of the U.S. Government; and directs that the departments 
and agencies indicated in the table on “Primary Responsibilities for 
Implementation” (with the exception of the Department of State and the 
Central Intelligence Agency) report, in a special annex to their respec-
tive annual status reports, on progress in implementing the appropriate 
paragraphs of NSC 5802/1.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
 The Attorney General
 The Director, Bureau of the Budget
 The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
 The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
 The Chairman; JCS
 The Director of Central Intelligence
 The Chairman, IIC—The Chairman, ICIS

CONTINENTAL DEFENSE
PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Paragraph and Subject Primary Responsibility

5—International Collaboration State in collaboration with 
Defense

6—Strategic Warning
(1st two sentences)

Intelligence agencies under 
DCI coordination within 
existing law and established 
policy

(Last sentence) All appropriate agencies

7—Tactical Warning Defense

8—Active Defense Defense

9—Passive Defense of Retaliatory 
Capability

Defense

10—Improvement of Alert Status 
of Air Defense Forces

Defense

11—Emergency Employment 
of Military Resources in Civil 
Defense

Defense in collaboration with 
FCD

12—Research and Development All appropriate agencies

13–18—Internal Security IIC and ICIS coordination

19—Port Security Treasury, keeping IIC and ICIS 
fully informed
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Paragraph and Subject Primary Responsibility

20—Continuity of Government ODM in collaboration with all 
participating agencies

21—Protection and Dispersal of 
Federal Facilities

ODM in collaboration with all 
participating agencies

22—Continuity of Industry ODM

23—Stockpiling of Civilian 
Survival Items

ODM in collaboration with 
FCDA

24–27—Civil Defense FCDA

STATEMENT
of

U.S. POLICY ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE

SCOPE

1. This statement of policy on “continental defense” does not 
encompass all elements of U.S. or allied strength contributing to the 
defense of North America, but is limited as follows:

a. Only those U.S. policies are included which are essentially 
defensive in nature, i.e., which contribute directly to the defense of the 
North American Continent and to the protection of that element of our 
retaliatory capability based on the North American Continent.

b. This statement of policy does not include programs. The omis-
sion from this statement of programs does not of itself cancel or change 
any program set forth in NSC 5408. However, the responsible agencies 
should review such programs in the light of this policy statement to 
determine whether such programs are currently valid or should be can-
celled or changed.

RELATIVE EMPHASIS

2. The defense of the United States is an integrated complex of 
offensive and defensive elements and of military and non- military 
measures. Each of these has its proper role in deterring an attack or in 
the defense of the United States should an attack occur. Predominant 
emphasis should continue to be placed upon measures to strengthen 
our effective nuclear retaliatory power as a deterrent and to improve 
our active defenses, as compared with— but not to the exclusion of— 
passive defense measures. Particular emphasis should be accorded 
those active and passive defense measures essential to the protec-
tion of the U.S. capability for prompt nuclear retaliation. An effective 
North American continental defense system will constitute one of 
the key deterrents to an attack on the North American Continent.
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OBJECTIVES

3. The United States should be prepared at all times to counter an 
attack on the North American Continent in such a way as to deter Soviet 
attack or, if an attack occurs, to insure our survival as a free nation.

a. Such preparation requires that the United States achieve and 
maintain, in collaboration with Canada and other Free World nations, 
a continental defense readiness and capability which will protect and 
permit the launching of our nuclear retaliatory forces, even in the event 
of surprise attack.

b. Such preparation should:

(1) Provide warning to alert the nation to impending attack.
(2) Counter enemy subversive and clandestine efforts.
(3) Prevent the threat of nuclear destruction from unduly restricting 

U.S. freedom of action or weakening national morale.
(4) Maintain adaptability to make timely changes as technology 

permits and as the nature of the threat changes.
(5) Provide appropriate measures of protection for the civil 

population.

c. Such preparation should include appropriately organizing, 
protecting and placing in a condition of readiness the resources of the 
country essential to national survival.

TIME-PHASING

4. The time- phasing of U.S. “continental defense” measures should 
take into account the threat posed by the present nuclear megaton 
attack capability of the USSR and by anticipated future improvements 
in Soviet weapons and delivery capabilities, particularly the achieve-
ment of a significant ICBM capability.2 Effective continental defense 
requires that the United States should be constantly on guard against 
“technological surprise” and should continually strive for technologi-
cal superiority.

INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION AND COORDINATION

5. Continental defense requires close collaboration with certain 
allies; in particular, Canadian agreement and participation remain 
essential to effective continental defense. Efforts should also be contin-
ued to achieve more effective collaboration with Mexico and Iceland.

2 SNIE 11–10–57, “The Soviet ICBM Program”, December 17, 1957, estimates that 
the USSR will probably have an operational capability with up to 10 prototype ICBM’s, 
capable of carrying high- yield nuclear warheads, during the period mid-1958 to mid-
1959; and could have 100 operational ICBM’s about one year after its first operational 
capability date (i.e., mid-1959 to mid-1960), and 500 ICBM’s about two, or at most three, 
years after first operational capability date (i.e., mid-1960 to mid-1962). It is estimated 
that the first 100 to 200 Soviet ICBM’s would have a fifty per cent system reliability 
and that succeeding weapons would have a system reliability up to seventy per cent. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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STRATEGIC WARNING

6. As achievable tactical warning time decreases, it becomes 
increasingly important to obtain strategic warning of Soviet Bloc attack 
against the United States. Even if some risks have to be taken, vigorous 
efforts should be made, including the development of new techniques, 
to collect and accurately evaluate indications of hostile intentions that 
would give maximum prior strategic warning of hostile action against 
the United States. Because it cannot be concluded that the United States 
surely will, or surely will not, have strategic warning of attack, U.S. 
planning should take account of both possibilities.

TACTICAL WARNING AGAINST AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES

7. Tactical warning of an impending attack, including very high- 
and very low- level altitude detection and sea surveillance, should be 
provided to assure adequate time for counter- offensive forces to ini-
tiate action, for defense forces to achieve alert readiness, and for civil 
defense, internal security and other non- military measures to be effec-
tively implemented. To this end:

a. Our early warning radar network and its seaward extensions 
should be improved.

b. Weaknesses in identification techniques should be remedied.
c. An effective early warning radar system against ICBM’s should 

be developed and brought into operation as an integral part of the air 
defense system, as a matter of the highest national priority.

ACTIVE DEFENSE AGAINST AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES

8. The United States should continue to improve, and to maintain 
at a high state of readiness, an effective, integrated system of air sur-
veillance, weapons, and control elements, providing defense in depth 
capable of detecting, identifying, engaging, and destroying enemy air-
craft or missiles approaching or operating over the North American 
Continent before they reach vital targets.

a. Defense against Bomber and Non-Ballistic Missile Attack. Such a 
defense in depth should include interceptor and fighter aircraft and air 
defense missiles. In addition to primary air defense forces, all other forces 
with an air defense capability which can be made temporarily available 
should be made immediately available and employed as required within 
this system in the event of attack or the threat of immediate attack.

b. Defense against ICBM Attack. In view of continued USSR advances 
in ballistic missile development, the United States should develop an 
anti-ICBM weapon system as a matter of the highest national priority.

c. Defense against the Threat of Missile Attack Launched from Ocean 
Areas. In order to meet the threat of missiles launched from ocean areas, 
the United States should develop and maintain at a high state of read-
iness integrated sea surveillance systems which will provide for detec-
tion and tracking of surface ships and submarines operating within 
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missile- launching range of the North American Continent; and should 
improve its defense against submarine- launched missiles and its anti- 
submarine capability.

PASSIVE DEFENSE OF RETALIATORY CAPABILITY

9. Passive measures, such as dispersal, reduction of reaction time, 
and protection of essential facilities, should be taken to minimize the 
vulnerability of U.S. retaliatory striking forces.

IMPROVEMENT OF ALERT STATUS OF AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES 
OF AIR DEFENSE FORCES

10. The United States should continue to improve and maintain 
the alert status of its primary air defense forces, and cooperate in 
improvement of Canadian primary air defense forces, so as to provide 
an immediate reaction to warning of an enemy attack. Passive defense 
measures, such as dispersal and protection of essential facilities, should 
be taken to minimize the vulnerability of air defense forces.

EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT OF MILITARY RESOURCES IN CIVIL 
DEFENSE

11. In the event of attack on the United States, the active defense of 
the United States and the U.S. nuclear counter- offensive will be the par-
amount and most immediate tasks of certain U.S. forces. Additionally, 
certain other forces will be immediately involved in support of these 
defense and counter- offensive forces. Forces not required in the exe-
cution of essential military missions should be prepared to assist civil 
authorities, for a temporary period, in maintaining law and order and 
in other essential civilian tasks.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

12. A vigorous research and development program should be main-
tained in order to develop new weapons and needed improvements in 
the continental defense system and to counter improving Soviet tech-
nological capabilities for attack against the United States. Of particular 
importance are the following (without indication of priority):

a. Early warning capability against enemy aircraft and non- ballistic 
missiles, by radar and other techniques.

b. Detection and defense against very high- and very low- level 
attacks.

c. Reduction of vulnerability to electronic countermeasures.
d. Submarine detection, identification, and defense against subma-

rines and submarine- launched missiles.
e. Early warning capability against ICBM’s, by radar and other 

techniques.
f. Active defenses against ICBM’s.
g. Defense against satellites and space vehicles.
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INTERNAL SECURITY

13. The Soviet Bloc should be confronted with internal security 
measures presenting such risks as will serve as a deterrent to covert 
attack against the United States.

14. In particular, the United States should, to the extent practi-
cable, increase safeguards so as to provide adequate deterrents (a) to 
clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons by any means such as 
submarines, small craft, merchant vessels, aircraft, illegal entries of 
persons and things, and diplomatic channels; and (b) to utilization of 
such weapons against vital  targets. Intensive efforts should be con-
tinued to develop active and improved passive devices for the detec-
tion of fissionable material introduced by such means, and to assure 
their effective use.

15. Measures should be taken to protect U.S. aircraft and airports, 
as appropriate, against sabotage, espionage, and other subversive activ-
ities, and to provide appropriate safeguards relative to the operations 
within the continental United States of Soviet Bloc airlines.

16. Selected industrial and governmental facilities of a highly 
critical nature should be protected against espionage and clandestine 
attack by nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and conventional 
sabotage.

17. Selective counterintelligence coverage should be maintained 
of foreign diplomatic and official personnel suspected of engaging in 
activities beyond the scope of their normal diplomatic assignments.

18. Plans for the detention in the event of emergency of persons 
potentially dangerous to the United States should be maintained in a 
high state of readiness.

Port Security3

19. Measures should be taken (a) to protect U.S. ports and vessels 
therein against sabotage, espionage, and other subversive activities, 
(b) to supervise and where appropriate deny entry of vessels, and (c) 
to provide appropriate safeguards relative to the presence in U.S. ports 
of Sino-Soviet Bloc vessels. In so far as feasible, having due regard for 
legal procedures and rights, subversives should be excluded from ves-
sels and waterfront facilities.4

3 Certain measures under this heading are supplemental to those contained under 
the previous heading, “INTERNAL SECURITY”. [Footnote is in the original.]

4 Experience has shown that only a very small percentage of the persons believed 
to be subversives can be excluded under procedures acceptable to the courts. [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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CONTINUITY OF ESSENTIAL WARTIME FUNCTIONS OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

20. Plans and relocation facilities needed to ensure the continuity 
of essential wartime functions of the Federal Government should be 
completed and maintained in a state of operational readiness at the ear-
liest time practicable.

a. Plans should provide a ready and certain system of attack warn-
ing, reaction and decision- making, with adequate communications and 
provision for conducting emergency operations.

b. Emergency Federal relocation facilities should be equipped 
as required to permit immediate activation upon arrival of relocated 
personnel, and should be continuously staffed as determined by the 
President.

c. The few most critical emergency Federal relocation facilities 
should be protected against blast, thermal and radiation effects at the 
earliest time practicable. Other Federal relocation facilities in “the 
Federal arc”5 should be protected against fallout.

PROTECTION AND DISPERSAL OF FEDERAL FACILITIES

21. a. Except as otherwise determined by proper authority, new 
Federal facilities and major expansion of existing Federal facilities, 
important to national security, should not be located in target areas. 
The location of new or expanded military installations, excluding 
the Pentagon and other similar administrative headquarters, shall be 
within the sole discretion of the Secretary of Defense.

b. Fallout shelter should be incorporated in the construction of 
new Federal civilian buildings, of suitable size, designed after this date, 
along the lines stated in NSC 5807/1.

CONTINUITY OF INDUSTRY

22. a. (1) Dispersal of private industrial facilities, and the inclusion 
of fallout shelter therein, as appropriate, should be encouraged.

(2) Guidance and leadership should be provided to industries 
essential to initial recovery from nuclear attack in the development of 
plans and programs designed to insure the continuity of essential pro-
duction and services.

b. Action should be taken to determine the critical industries (such 
as drug, liquid fuel) in which construction of hardened, dispersed 
plants is essential to insure national survival.

5 Relocation sites are located in dispersed sectors within a westerly arc approxi-
mately 30–300 miles radial distance from Washington, D.C., zero milestone. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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STOCKPILING OF CIVILIAN SURVIVAL ITEMS

23. Civilian items essential to initial recovery from nuclear attack 
should be identified, minimum requirements determined, and indus-
trial inventories located and related to Government and State stocks. 
Where total availabilities appear inadequate, measures should be 
developed to meet minimum requirements with the least disruption of 
the economy, the least cost to the Government, and maximum encour-
agement of private participation.

CIVIL DEFENSE

24. An essential ingredient of our domestic strength is improved 
and strengthened civil defense which seeks, by both preventive and 
ameliorative measures, to minimize damage from nuclear attack and to 
contribute to deterring such attack.

25. In order that Federal, State and local governments may carry 
out their essential responsibilities during and after nuclear attack or 
other grave emergency, the capability of State and local governments 
to function effectively should be strengthened by Federal assistance in 
the form of guidance, direction and resources. Such assistance should 
include pre- attack planning for the use of local resources and, as pro-
vided in paragraph 11 hereof, of military forces not required in the exe-
cution of essential military missions.

26. Civil defense policy for protection of the civil population in 
case of nuclear attack, while continuing to include local planning for 
the emergency dispersal of urban populations on attack warning, incor-
porates the concept of fallout shelter in accordance with NSC 5807/1.

27. The United States should continue its present policy of sup-
porting activities which will:

a. Warn the people of impending attack and make possible essen-
tial communication before, during and after attack.

b. Give emphasis to the protection (including dispersal where nec-
essary) of essential civilian survival supplies, equipment and facilities.

c. Provide for a continuing effort in research and development of 
civilian measures in radiological defense, defense against chemical 
and biological warfare, mass communications, medical care, survival 
requirements, and other survival measures.

d. Provide appropriate and adequate information to the public of 
the nature and extent of the dangers from nuclear attack on the United 
States now and in the future, and of the measures being taken or which 
could be taken to alleviate them.
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16. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 25, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
Admiral Strauss
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian reported on an unexpected effect anticipated from 
exploding nuclear weapons at very high altitude. An “electron cap-
ture” phenomenon is anticipated which might have major effects on 
communication and radar. There was discussion of the possibilities in 
relation to “blanking out” of radars of certain wavelength.

The significance of this discovery to the shot planned for 250,000 
feet altitude during the weapons tests this year was also discussed.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: High- altitude nuclear explosions. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries.

17. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 100–58 Washington, February 26, 1958

(Supersedes NIE 100–3–57)

ESTIMATE OF THE WORLD SITUATION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. INTRODUCTION

II. CHANGES IN THE WORLD SITUATION

A. The Strategic Situation

B.   Soviet Progress and Policy

C.  Psychological Impact of Soviet and US Policies

1 Source: “Estimate of the World Situation.” Secret. 17 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.
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III. KEY AREAS OF US-SOVIET COMPETITION

A. Cohesiveness of Power Groupings

The Sino-Soviet bloc

The Western alliance system

B. Europe

Possibilities of Negotiation

General Prospects

C. The Underdeveloped and Uncommitted Countries

The Middle East

Asia

Africa

Latin America

IV. ECONOMIC PROSPECTS

V. OVER-ALL PROSPECTS

Likelihood of General War

Evolution in the Communist World

The Free World Problem

ESTIMATE

I. INTRODUCTION

1. The year 1957 saw some improvement in the world position of 
the USSR, and some setbacks to the US; the two movements together 
were great enough to constitute a significant— though not necessar-
ily a continuing— trend in world power relationships. Sino-Soviet 
bloc influence continued to rise in parts of Asia and the Middle East, 
largely as a result of mounting respect for the power and policies of 
the two principal Communist powers. The USSR became increasingly 
regarded in certain underdeveloped and uncommitted countries as a 
new political champion and example of progress. Remarkable Soviet 
scientific achievements— coupled with widely publicized initial US 
failures with the earth satellite— caused US power, leadership, and 
guarantees to be subjected to close scrutiny. US policies were more 
closely questioned and more often challenged, and doubts were 
expressed as to the wisdom of relying so heavily on US protection in 
the future.
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2. A year ago2 it was clear, as evidenced by the Suez affair, that 
the Western alliance system was under great strain and that the USSR 
was making inroads in areas of the world where previously its political 
assets were minimal. These developments, serious though they were, 
seemed less grave than they do at present, because the Soviet bloc itself 
was suffering severe strains. The exposé and repudiation of Stalinist 
terrorism created unrest in the USSR and in the European satellites, and 
shocked many Communists in Western countries. The change of regime 
in Poland and the uprising in Hungary added to Soviet difficulties. The 
Communist world, in the aggregate, appeared to have weakened.

3. However, during 1957 the Soviet Union regained much of its lost 
ground. Control was restored in Eastern Europe, and the entire Soviet 
bloc took on an appearance of more unity and strength, dramatized at 
the 40th anniversary celebrations in Moscow during November. The 
USSR’s achievements and its comparatively unruffled emergence from 
major changes within its leadership have contributed to an air of recov-
ery and self- confidence.

4. It was not in re- establishing the equilibrium of the bloc, however, 
that the USSR made its most formidable gains. The principal develop-
ments of 1957 were the Soviet demonstration of scientific achievement 
in the field of rocketry, and the extraordinary impact which this demon-
stration made on the world. In underdeveloped and backward coun-
tries, for example, the Soviet accomplishment was widely acclaimed 
as proof of the intellectual, economic, and military progress which 
the USSR— itself so recently an underdeveloped country— had made. 
Throughout the world during the year 1957 the prestige of the USSR 
was enhanced.

5. The prospective Soviet achievement of an ICBM capability has 
brought into the minds of statesmen and peoples, for the first time, a 
general sense of US vulnerability to Soviet attack, and consequently a 
sense that a major change in the world military situation is impending. 
It is now generally believed that the USSR will, during the next year 
or two rather than at some time in the distant future, be able to inflict 
instant and crippling damage on North America, with a consequent 
deterrent power as effective as that which the US has exercised. The 
implications of this development are not yet fully understood, but there 
is some belief— mixed with hope— that a general war will be rendered 
less likely by the mutual capacity of the two great powers to destroy 
each other. Corollary to this belief in the existence of a condition of 
mutual deterrence is a strengthened conviction in the free world that, 

2 See NIE 100–3–57, Estimate of the World Situation,” 29 January 1957. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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while it is vital not to allow the USSR to attain military superiority, it 
will not be possible to prevent a further expansion of Soviet influence 
simply by strengthening the free world militarily.

6. Under the cover of this condition of mutual deterrence, the 
USSR apparently intends to wage against the US a vigorous contest 
for world leadership. This contest, already under way, is taking place 
against a background of accelerated social and economic revolutions 
in many parts of the world. Both sides possess many assets capable of 
exploitation, and the contest seems likely to go on for many years. In 
the following paragraphs we discuss the changes which have occurred 
and the basic forces and attitudes with which the US must contend.

II. CHANGES IN THE WORLD SITUATION

A. The Strategic Situation

7. The leaders of all the nations in the West have long been aware 
of the fact that the USSR had some capability to strike the US with 
nuclear weapons. They have also realized that the time would come 
when the USSR, through its growing nuclear weapons stockpile and 
as a consequence of its development of long- range aircraft and ballistic 
missiles, would develop the capability— barring some revolutionary 
development in defensive arms— to inflict critical damage upon the 
US. Heretofore Western statesmen and Western peoples have thought 
of this largely in terms of some vague future date, and many of them 
hoped that somehow something would intervene which would pre-
vent this prospect from materializing or from becoming unmanageable 
if it did. Now, as a consequence of recent Soviet developments in the 
missile field, the general public has had dramatically brought home to 
it a realization that the USSR will be able, within the next year or two, to 
bring the US under direct nuclear attack with ballistic missiles.

8. Since the end of World War II, US military capabilities, and 
particularly the capability to deliver nuclear weapons on the USSR, 
together with US assurances and US demonstrations of its intention 
to protect victims of aggression, have created some sense of security 
among peoples who feared Communist internal or external aggression. 
What made US actions and assurances persuasive to these peoples was 
a conviction of US superiority over the USSR in nuclear weapons and 
delivery capabilities and a belief that the vital centers of North America 
(including its retaliatory capability) were relatively safe from severely 
damaging Soviet attack.

9. To many observers Soviet progress in ballistic missiles appears 
not merely as a gradual improvement in military capabilities but as the 
portent of a new military situation. They foresee a situation in which the 
US— although it will retain the power to deliver nuclear weapons on 
the USSR if the latter engages in political or military aggression— will 
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become increasingly inhibited from doing so because of the knowledge 
that the USSR could reply in kind. Thus, some of the nations now under 
US protection fear that the US will no longer be willing to threaten 
nuclear retaliation in order to deter Soviet pressure or Soviet action in 
matters of vital concern to them. They also fear that, even if the US 
did attempt to make such a threat clear to the Soviets, the latter would 
not necessarily believe it. One special and immediate stimulus for these 
fears is the belief, recently induced, that the US will not achieve an 
effective ICBM capability until a year and a half or more after the USSR 
has done so. This fear is not wholly offset by recognition of the deter-
rent effect of IRBMs on African and European bases.

10. This is not to say that US nuclear capabilities have ceased 
to have deterrent effect on the actions of the Sino-Soviet bloc. We 
think, and we believe that most of the free world also thinks, that 
Soviet respect for US nuclear power will continue and that the Soviet 
leaders will not pursue courses of action which in their judgment 
seriously risk general war. Indeed they appear to believe that much 
safer methods will yield sufficiently profitable results. Yet even com-
paratively “peaceful” methods of Communist aggrandizement lead 
from time to time to sharp international crises, in which the relation-
ships of military power are likely to be all- important. As the USSR 
through the development of advanced weapons systems enlarges its 
capability to inflict major nuclear devastation upon the US, the Soviet 
leaders will judge that the US will risk such devastation only for the 
gravest reasons and that the scope of the actions which the USSR can 
take without serious risk of general war is somewhat expanded.

11. In this situation, many leaders of the free world are increas-
ingly concerned with the problem of deterring minor thrusts and local 
aggressions, and believe that it is necessary to develop a capacity to deal 
with them by means short of a full counteroffensive. This involves dif-
ficult decisions. No one can be certain about how to mix and to balance 
nuclear and non- nuclear forces in order to gain the widest deterrent 
effect, or how best to prevent limited engagements and local quarrels 
from expanding into major war. In any case, implementing any new 
decisions regarding force structure, weapons, and deployment would 
be extremely costly, and no one could be reasonably satisfied that these 
decisions, once made and implemented, would not need comprehen-
sive and costly revision at an early date. In considering how to deal with 
this new situation, there is much confusion and hesitation throughout 
the free world— as indeed there must be in the USSR.

B. Soviet Progress and Policy

12. Even before their publicized successes in the scientific field, 
the Soviet leaders were pursuing a policy marked by greater flexibility 
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and innovation than in the days of Stalin. They have sought, through a 
less hostile posture, to dispel the image of aggressive Soviet intentions. 
They no longer display Stalin’s tendency to regard as hostile everyone 
not subservient to the USSR, and they have seized upon the aspirations 
and needs of the emergent Asian and African countries to undermine 
Western influence and to expand their own. They appear to be acting on 
the assumption that it is more profitable to pursue a course of “peaceful 
competition” with the West, and particularly to exploit weak points in 
the free world by diplomatic, economic, and subversive methods, than 
to attempt to follow the dangerous course of territorial expansion by 
military means.

13. The Soviet leaders, after several years of this policy, proba-
bly look upon their present position as quite favorable. They proba-
bly attribute this in part to their improved military capabilities, but 
primarily to the developing world situation and to their own skill in 
manipulating existing opportunities and issues— especially in extend-
ing economic aid to selected countries, exploiting world desires for 
disarmament, supporting nationalist causes in Asia and Africa, and 
expanding diplomatic, cultural, and commercial relations throughout 
the world.

14. In addition to its obvious bearing on their military capabili-
ties, recognition of continuing Soviet scientific and economic progress 
has greatly advanced the Soviet political position, both directly and 
through its psychological impact. In mathematics and the physical sci-
ences, including nuclear research and its applications, the USSR has 
amply demonstrated its high degree of skill; in other scientific fields it 
is making rapid progress. The output of scientifically- trained personnel 
already exceeds that of the US and the gap appears to be widening. 
Moreover, because of extensive governmental control over the use of 
manpower and resources, the USSR is able to concentrate its scientific 
personnel on activities directly concerned with foreign and military 
policy objectives.

15. Soviet economic progress has been continuing at a rapid pace. 
Soviet gross national product has recently been growing nearly twice 
as fast as that of the US. Currently Soviet GNP is about 40 percent that 
of the US, but consumption in the USSR is only at about 25 percent of 
US levels. The USSR— by restricting consumption and concentrating on 
priority objectives— is already even with the US in one or two import-
ant areas of production and is rapidly approaching equality in some 
others. The USSR allocates its resources in such a way that, in terms 
of resources available for national policy, i.e., for research, defense, 
industrial investment, and foreign aid, its aggregate effort already 
approaches that of the US. Soviet defense expenditures in recent years, 
when converted into dollar values, appear to be of roughly the same 



National Security Policy 59

magnitude as US defense expenditures, and annual Soviet industrial 
investment is presently about 85 percent that of the US.

16. Although the Soviet rate of economic growth is slowing down 
somewhat, we believe that it will continue to be faster than that of the US, 
and will enable the USSR to achieve along with other economic and mil-
itary programs some modest gains in consumption at home. These gains 
will be tangible, though they will not satisfy consumer expectations, par-
ticularly in view of the continued housing shortage. While rapid advance 
on all these fronts at a time of reorganization, experimentation, and labor 
problems will cause difficulties, the size and shape of the Soviet econ-
omy is such that— even though less than half that of the US in terms of 
GNP— it will be possible for the USSR to utilize it extensively to advance 
its political and diplomatic objectives.

17. In these circumstances, the USSR has a wide range of policy 
choices open to it. Because of its increased military strength, it is in 
an improved position to engage in threats and blackmail, and it can 
negotiate from a stronger position than in the past. Alternatively— or 
even at the same time— it can soft- pedal such policies and proceed with 
the less dramatic business of gaining influence and prestige through 
diplomacy, cultural exchanges, expansion of foreign trade, grants of 
economic assistance, propaganda, and subversion. We do not believe 
that the Soviet leaders have made a decision to follow any particular 
line to the exclusion of others. Their entire approach has been too prag-
matic and flexible to justify clear prediction. We believe that they will 
keep open the possibilities of negotiation on virtually every issue in the 
hope that they will gain something by negotiation that would not be 
attainable so quickly by other means. We believe they will press vig-
orously their campaign to gain influence in underdeveloped areas by 
political, economic, and diplomatic means. On the whole, we believe 
that the Soviet leaders will seek to avoid policies which they believe 
would clearly lead to serious risk of general war.

18. Nevertheless, the Soviet leaders probably believe that they 
can pursue bolder policies than in the past without a corresponding 
increase in risk. As time goes on, they might again utilize war- by- proxy 
to gain local objectives, particularly in situations where they calculated 
that the US or its allies would be unlikely to use nuclear weapons to 
defend their position. They almost certainly foresee that crises will 
develop from time to time as a consequence of Western resistance to the 
expansion of Soviet influence. In these situations we expect the Soviet 
leaders to be firm— and occasionally bellicose.

C. Psychological Impact of Soviet and US Policies

19. As a result of Soviet scientific achievements, some of the world’s 
ideas about the US were shaken. There is now doubt in many quarters 
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that the US can produce anything it wants better and faster than any-
one else. To the discovery that the USSR, too, is highly advanced indus-
trially, the Soviets have sought to add another element: the belief that 
the USSR is more interested than the US in the independence, devel-
opment, and security of the newer nations of the world. The USSR has 
also, and with some success, continued to attempt to establish itself as 
the symbol and proponent of change, movement, progress and devel-
opment. The US, on the other hand, tends to be regarded, particularly 
among some of the newer nations, as standing for slow and cautious 
amelioration or as defending what they regard as the evils of the past.

20. The US, of course, possesses great moral, material, and political 
assets. For many people throughout the world, it continues to represent 
the most important force standing for political freedom and constitu-
tional government. It is widely admired for its achievement in using 
its rich natural environment in the creation of an advanced industrial 
society and spreading the benefits among all classes of people. Other 
nations seek to benefit from US technical experience and economic 
resources. Many present and potential leaders in underdeveloped 
countries have been profoundly influenced by American institutions 
and ideas. Wherever people favor moderate, as opposed to extreme 
solutions, US objectives are highly regarded— even where US methods 
and actions are criticized.

21. Nevertheless, during the past several years the USSR has 
appealed more successfully than the US to the emotional needs of 
many of the earth’s peoples. It has gained more credit for advocating 
the cause of disarmament; it has become more closely identified with 
the interests of the colored peoples; it has more consistently supported 
Afro-Asian nationalism against colonial rule; finally, well- advertised 
Soviet and Chinese Communist economic progress since the end of 
World War II has appeared as a demonstration of the effectiveness of 
“socialist” methods.

22. In many respects it has been less difficult for the USSR and 
Communist China to raise themselves in world opinion than it has 
been for the US to retain or advance its position. A higher standard of 
behavior for the US has been set in men’s minds nearly everywhere; 
because we are richer, we are expected to be more forthcoming with 
aid; because we threw off colonial rule, we are expected to give undis-
criminating support to nationalist causes. Moreover, our shortcom-
ings are— because of our democratic processes, freedom of speech 
and the press— more obvious to the world. We cannot with the same 
ease as our competitors hide our race problems, adjust our trade pol-
icies to our foreign policy objectives, or commit ourselves in foreign 
policy without regard to competing domestic and foreign interests. 
Unfortunately, some of our most cherished traditions— our regard for 
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the rule of law, our desire not to offend our old friends, and even our 
high regard for human life— are often regarded as unrealistic in those 
countries where the struggle for existence and the social tradition do 
not encourage such attitudes.

23. While the educated classes almost everywhere have some famil-
iarity with the Western tradition, many of them resent the high level of 
American consumption and deplore what they see as a US preoccupa-
tion with military security. Although not necessarily pro-Communist, 
and often opposed to Communism, they join many past critics in look-
ing upon US policy as too inflexible and moralistic, and too exclusively 
concerned with the struggle against Communism. Thus, despite the 
intellectual and realistic justification of US policy, the simple formu-
las proposed by the USSR—European zonal demilitarization, a ban on 
nuclear tests and on the use of nuclear weapons, industrialization, anti- 
colonialism, peace, and so on— often have a greater appeal even when 
they are little better than slogans.

24. As a consequence, the Communist states are gaining ground 
as advocates of peace and social progress, while the US is increasingly 
accused of indifference to these causes. Whether these images of the 
Communist states and of the US grow more firm depends largely upon 
the interplay of US and Soviet policies in the years to come. The Soviet 
leaders are doing all they can to sharpen these images wherever the US 
and the USSR confront each other in both the developed and the under-
developed areas of the world.

III. KEY AREAS OF US-SOVIET COMPETITION

A. Cohesiveness of Power Groupings

25. Although the nations of the world may be divided, for pur-
poses of analysis, into three main groups— the Sino-Soviet bloc, the 
Western alliance system, and the uncommitted areas— we must recog-
nize that the boundaries between these three are indistinct and change-
able. Some allies are closer allies than others, some countries are less 
uncommitted than others, and there is frequently considerable ebb and 
flow in the positions and strength of individual states or regional asso-
ciations. Moreover, both the USSR and the US are engaged in efforts to 
break existing ties in the other camp and to prevent new accretions to it.

26. The Sino-Soviet bloc. The solidarity of the bloc rests primarily 
upon the military power of the USSR and upon a strong identity of 
interests and ideology among the various ruling groups— the latter 
consideration applies especially to Communist China. Since the death 
of Stalin, there has been a trend toward redefinition of relationships. 
Moscow’s monopoly of Communist thought and power has been 
diminished by Yugoslavia’s maintenance of an independent position, 
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by the emergence of a semi- independent Poland, and by the growing 
power and influence of Communist China.

27. These changing relations have created problems for Moscow. 
They have released forces of instability in Eastern Europe and in sat-
ellite relations with the USSR. They have added to Peiping’s stature 
and given the Chinese Communists a greater latitude for independ-
ent action, especially in the Far East. But they have also created the 
appearance of a more flexible and less monolithic group of states with 
which other states might think they could associate themselves without 
wholly losing national independence.

28. Recent Soviet successes in pulling together the Communist 
world have not resolved the problem, but they have stabilized a situa-
tion which for a time threatened to become disastrous. A full return to 
Stalinist police- state methods and enforced conformity would not only 
be difficult, but would be inconsistent with the more flexible approach 
which dominates present Soviet policy. The Soviet leaders apparently 
believe that they can gradually and judiciously accede to the national 
sensitivities of their bloc partners and still retain sufficient authority 
and influence to preserve Communist solidarity.

29. We see little chance that during the next several years, short of 
major changes within the Soviet regime itself, any of the Communist 
states will alienate themselves from the USSR to an extent which would 
damage the Soviet world position. Indeed, if the USSR grants some 
greater autonomy for Communist states, this might even add to Soviet 
stature by contributing to the Soviet pose of flexibility and respect for 
national aspirations. Nevertheless, we cannot overlook the possibility 
that some popular uprisings, perhaps on a local scale, might occur.

30. The Western alliance system. This system, consisting essentially 
of a group of multilateral and bilateral arrangements built around the 
US and UK, was developed largely upon three basic propositions: 
(a) that there was a danger of Soviet bloc external and internal aggres-
sion, (b) that alliance with the US was an effective way to deter, or if 
necessary to counter, such aggression, and (c) that because of Soviet 
bloc intransigence and determination, there was no acceptable alter-
native to creation of a counter- bloc. We believe that the fundamental 
validity of the three propositions is still generally accepted, but that 
the force and impact of each of them has diminished since the alli-
ances were created. Thus, while the possibility of Soviet bloc mili-
tary aggression continues to be recognized, such aggression has for 
some time appeared to most of the NATO partners to be much less 
imminent than when NATO was formed. Accordingly, NATO has lost 
much of the impetus which was initially supplied by an urgent sense 
of immediate danger, though it is still valued by its members as the 
chief counterbalance to bloc military power.
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31. The second proposition has been weakened more recently by 
the developments mentioned in paragraph 9 above, relating to new 
weapons and the growth of the Soviet deterrent. Among our allies there 
is a declining confidence in the deterrent effect of US military power. 
This doubt has produced two contradictory results; one is a desire to 
knit the alliances more closely together and the other a desire to achieve 
greater independence from US policy. In support of the view that alli-
ances with the US should be tightened are a variety of important consid-
erations: the inescapable fact that the US and its allies have a common 
interest in preventing Soviet aggression, the mutual importance of each 
other’s territories in maintaining and further developing deterrent and 
defensive military power, doubt that any one nation or even a regional 
grouping independently could create an adequate deterrent or defen-
sive capability, and the gains to be achieved through sharing costs and 
responsibilities.

32. On the other hand, some influential political groups in allied 
countries see dangers in developing a closer association with the 
US. Some of them in particular are concerned over their inability to 
influence US policy, and they fear that their national interests will 
increasingly come under US control, that they will be unable to take 
independent action to support their own interests, and that they will 
be unable to disassociate themselves from the US when the US takes 
action in its own interests.

33. Finally, in its recent diplomatic offensive the USSR has encour-
aged an element of doubt respecting the third proposition which origi-
nally underlay the alliances: that there was no acceptable alternative to 
the creation of a counter- bloc. Through a variety of formal and infor-
mal proposals— such as the Soviet disarmament schemes, the ideas of 
a European security pact and of nuclear- free zones— and through other 
suggestions contained in the various Bulganin letters, the USSR has 
appeared to be offering an alternative worth consideration. The Soviet 
leaders apparently hope that some of these suggestions will produce 
political rifts within allied countries and reduce allied ties with the US, 
especially in Europe.

34. Some of these Soviet suggestions have struck a responsive 
chord, even in moderate Western European opinion. At the moment, 
public interest in talks with the USSR is still at a high point. This 
European responsiveness is partly the result of anticipated changes 
in the military situation and of lessened confidence in US power and 
US leadership, but primarily the result of a growing conviction that 
Western Europe’s only hope of survival is to explore fully and patiently 
every possible opportunity for living at peace with the USSR. At the 
moment the strongest forces favoring negotiations with the USSR are 
political parties, predominantly socialist, who do not now exercise 
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effective political power. But these parties, even when out of power, 
exercise a strong influence upon their governments, and some of them 
may gain power, or come to share more effectively in it, during the next 
three to five years. We believe this pressure will continue and that it will 
eventuate in high- level talks with the USSR. However, we also believe 
that most European leaders do not expect significant results from such 
talks, since they see no indication that either side is prepared to make 
substantial concessions.

35. On balance, we believe that the potentially disruptive forces 
within the Western alliance system have been stimulated more than the 
cohesive forces by the recent changes in the world situation. In Europe, 
these changes have led to much soul- searching about the military and 
political adequacy of NATO, and about the role each country should 
play in it. Despite widespread interest in various proposals for national 
or collective disengagement, the alliance remains essentially intact; but 
its character is undergoing a gradual change in response to the chang-
ing world power situation and the increased military vulnerability of 
the US. The UK and the major continental powers have asserted a more 
independent position within the alliance, and we believe this tendency 
will continue.

36. Over the next decade, France, or more likely several continen-
tal European countries jointly, will almost certainly try like the UK to 
develop a capability in nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles suffi-
cient to constitute in their view some independent deterrent to Soviet 
aggression. In some respects, the achievement of such a capability 
would strengthen the alliance. On the other hand, it would enable the 
European allies to pursue somewhat more vigorous policies in defense 
of their individual interests, with effects which may or may not further 
the interests of the alliance. Moreover, they could then afford to be more 
flexible in dealing with the Soviet Union; and they would be better able, 
if so inclined, to remain neutral in the event of a local conflict in which 
their vital interests were not engaged (for example, in the Far East). A 
gradual transformation of the Atlantic alliance could thus come about, 
although we do not believe that the major European powers will wish to 
stand alone against the USSR without a US security guarantee.

37. Trends toward neutralism will probably occur among the allies 
in the Middle East and Asia, with certain notable exceptions, such as 
Turkey and Australia. Some of the members of the Baghdad Pact are 
already beginning to question the advantage of maintaining their mem-
bership. In various countries, domestic groups who favor a more neu-
tral position are becoming increasingly vocal. Japan’s relationship with 
the US also seems likely to undergo considerable change. The Japanese 
are restive over restrictions upon trade, both with Communist China 
and the US, and they will become reluctant to withhold recognition of 
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Communist China. While the Japanese value US protection, they are 
also clearly seeking a more independent position, and their deep aver-
sion to nuclear weapons suggests that they would make great efforts to 
extricate themselves from any threatened conflict in which such weap-
ons might be used.

38. In general, we believe that the US will encounter increasing trou-
ble in retaining overseas bases on terms assuring their availability and 
effectiveness in case of need. In particular, the US may well encounter 
new problems over the next few years in its attempts to increase allied 
military strength through the establishment of missile bases or the fur-
ther deployment of nuclear weapons overseas. Although our Western 
European allies have agreed in principle to the installation of IRBMs, 
some of them will refuse to accept them in their own countries, and 
others— believing that the US considers their establishment crucial to its 
own defense for a period of time— may attempt to exact a stiff price for 
accepting them. These difficulties will be especially serious in those coun-
tries where it is believed that establishment of such bases would substan-
tially increase the likelihood of Soviet attack in case of war, would make 
disengagement impossible if international tension increased, or would 
hinder negotiation with the USSR to settle outstanding issues. The IRBM 
issue may become a symbol which will divide those people who seek 
early negotiations from those whose principal concern is to maximize 
the military strength of the alliance before negotiating. The issue will cer-
tainly offer opportunities for exploitation by the USSR in both Europe 
and the Asian-African world and for maneuvers designed to delay the 
installation of IRBMs.

39. Beyond these considerations the dual control provisions of the 
IRBM agreements will introduce new elements into the operation of the 
NATO alliance. On the one hand, these provisions may stimulate closer 
coordination of political decisions affecting East-West relations— a pro-
cess which may be used to influence the US toward adopting positions 
agreeable to its European partners. On the other hand, joint decision 
may lead to hesitation in major crises, with consequent slowing and 
weakening of Western response.

B. Europe

40. Even though the Atlantic alliance has declined in vitality, the 
Soviets still must find Europe the most frustrating of the areas of com-
petition between the US and USSR. Despite ten years of Communist 
control, the vast majority of the Eastern European peoples are still 
anti-Soviet. In Western Europe, the Communists have retained sig-
nificant support in the labor movements of certain key countries, 
but they have been conspicuously unable to gain political strength. 
Nevertheless, the Soviet leaders have remained faithful to their belief 
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in the inevitability of the Communist victory; while they have turned 
some of their attention to other areas of the world where opportunities 
have been greater, they have not given up the effort to find some way 
to bring about a Communist victory in Europe. Thus, the XXth Party 
Congress acknowledged the possibility of different roads to socialism, 
an attempt to provide doctrinal justification both for a more liberal evo-
lution in Eastern Europe and for acceptance of parliamentary methods 
in Western Europe.

41. In spite of these new doctrinal approaches, there does not seem 
to be any likelihood that Soviet Communism per se will gain any greater 
acceptance in either Eastern or Western Europe than it has in the past. 
The greatest political concern of most Eastern Europeans is to escape 
from the Soviet yoke; although some of the social and economic changes 
which have occurred have been welcomed, few Eastern Europeans 
would willingly have paid the price for them which has been extorted 
by Moscow and the local Communist leadership. Despite the pressures 
which exist, it does not appear to us that substantial changes in Eastern 
Europe will occur, although minor modifications, for example through 
a more liberal evolution, are possible.

42. Possibilities of Negotiation. In Western Europe there is great 
anxiety to find some way to escape from international tensions, the 
build- up of armaments, and the dangers involved in the confrontation 
of US and Soviet forces in the heart of Europe. Although repeatedly 
frustrated by Soviet intransigence, the desire to explore the possibilities 
of a settlement is readily revived at every suggestion of flexibility in the 
Soviet position.

43. There are many uncertainties about Soviet intentions, and US 
policy will affect the development of the situation. The greatest prob-
lem will be that of developing an arrangement for Germany which 
will be acceptable to both sides. Since the USSR almost certainly con-
siders that it occupies a position of considerable strength, we con-
sider it most unlikely that the Soviet leaders would give up very 
much without very great concessions from the West. Yet they must 
realize that, unless they are prepared to make substantial concessions 
in East Germany, no settlement will go very far toward the reduction 
of international tensions. These concessions they are unlikely to make 
because of fear that the release of Soviet control over East Germany 
would weaken Soviet authority in other parts of Eastern Europe, 
and because of a longer- run fear of a revived nationalistic Germany 
backed by the US and determined to establish hegemony in Europe.

44. West German governments will continue to regard the achieve-
ment of reunification as a major political goal and they will seek sup-
port toward this end from their allies. In general, bloc proposals on the 
present scale are recognized as attempts to consecrate the political status 
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quo and to divide and weaken the alliance; Soviet leaders have made it 
perfectly plain that a loosening of the Soviet grip on East Germany and 
the other satellite countries will not be permitted. In the unlikely event, 
however, that the USSR should make a serious proposal for a com-
plete mutual withdrawal from Germany— especially if coupled with 
an unequivocal assurance against Soviet re- entry, and with a specific 
US guarantee—European reaction is likely to be more favorable. As 
modern weapons development progresses, the European governments, 
and the West German government in particular, may come to believe 
that withdrawal of US forces from Germany and German withdrawal 
from NATO would no longer represent a critical loss to NATO’s overall 
strength. The time may come when they would be willing to pay this 
price for the withdrawal of Soviet forces from a broad central European 
area, even without a simultaneous agreement on German reunification, 
in the hope that reunification and a general detente would follow in 
due course.

45. General Prospects. In the internal politics of Western European 
countries, there seems generally to be taking place a gradual shift of the 
political center of gravity toward the left, but it is not so great a shift as to 
be likely to produce strongly leftist governments— certainly not popular 
front governments. During the next few years center parties, where they 
are predominant, may be obliged to rely more extensively upon socialist 
support; socialist parties, where they are in power, will need to pursue 
moderate policies in order to retain power. While these shifts seem to 
presage somewhat less responsiveness to US influence and somewhat 
greater interest in social programs at the expense of military programs, 
they are not likely to produce major changes in foreign outlook.

46. The coming into effect of recent agreements for European 
economic integration appears likely to enhance political and military 
cooperation among the continental countries. Already France, West 
Germany, and Italy are more closely concerting their foreign and mili-
tary policies, and this trend is likely to continue. However, the schemes 
for economic cooperation and the European atomic community are 
not likely to mature fully for many years. A number of important and 
complex issues have yet to be resolved, including the extent to which 
concessions to special interest groups— particularly in France— may 
exert a restrictive influence on the cooperative effort. In addition, the 
problem of assuring preferential British access to the continental mar-
ket in a way which will not damage Commonwealth ties or upset the 
carefully negotiated arrangements among the continental countries is 
likely further to complicate relations between these countries and the 
UK. Nonetheless, these developments reflect a strong European desire 
to make integration a reality, and the US will probably be dealing with 
a more unified continent than in the past.
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C. The Underdeveloped and Uncommitted Countries

47. Most of the peoples of the underdeveloped countries have one 
primary political and social aim; they want to modernize their coun-
tries. They are not greatly concerned with what we regard as the evils of 
Communism. What we regard as the advantages of democracy and cap-
italism are associated largely in their minds with the evils of colonialism. 
The methods of Communism, judging by the great success they have 
had in the USSR and appear to be having in Communist China, often 
appear more relevant to their problems than the methods of democracy 
and capitalism.

48. Most of these countries are undergoing social and economic 
revolutions in which the methods and the leaders of the past are under 
attack or being cast aside. Many of them are unstable politically and 
socially; some are coming increasingly under authoritarian control. 
Many are also interested in increased military strength and prestige, 
and thus frequently threaten regional stability. All have grave economic 
problems. Population growth frequently exceeds the growth of the 
economies; Western civilization, with its improved standards of health, 
has sometimes brought greater poverty. There is a widespread lack of 
capital and a shortage of administrative and technical skills. In some 
countries the indigenous Communist movement is weak, in others it is 
strong, but in nearly all there are serious internal divisions based upon 
class, religious, ethnic and other factors.

49. The world has witnessed during the past fifteen years the rapid 
emergence of many new and often very populous states. The process 
has not much farther to go. There are still a number of important areas 
in Africa which will probably gain statehood during the next five to ten 
years, but the big increase in the number of sovereign states has already 
occurred. The uncommitted and underdeveloped world is a problem, 
not so much because there are still people under colonial control as 
because so many people have so recently emerged from such control.

50. Most of the leaders in the new countries of Asia and Africa look 
upon the US and USSR as engaged in a world power struggle which 
is of no direct concern to them, except as it might engulf them or as 
they might use it to advance their economic development. These peo-
ple tend to believe that the safest and most advantageous course for 
them to pursue is one of neutralism. The USSR is generally playing 
to this belief by making no ostensible efforts to recruit them into its 
camp. Offers of foreign aid have been made without apparent strings, 
and indigenous Communist movements— where they are significant— 
have appeared more nationalist than pro-Soviet. The US, on the other 
hand, has appeared to them as opposed to neutralism and as attempt-
ing to force them into the Western alliance system. This many of them 
interpret as an effort to prolong colonial sponsorship and authority and 
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as an effort to block their further development as independent states. 
Many of them are becoming increasingly susceptible to Sino-Soviet 
influence. It appears to us that the principal choice which will increas-
ingly confront underdeveloped countries in Asia and Africa will not be 
between East and West but between neutralism and pro-Communism.

51. The Middle East. Most of what we have described in the pre-
ceding paragraphs applies with particular force in the Middle East. 
The politically- conscious majority throughout the area, and especially 
the leaders of the revolutionary governments of Egypt and Syria, are 
deeply suspicious of the West. Despite US condemnation of the attack 
on Egypt, the US is predominantly identified in the popular mind with 
Israeli “imperialism,” support of the colonial powers, and exploita-
tion of oil resources. The US is regarded as not genuinely interested in 
Arab objectives, but primarily desirous of mobilizing the area against 
the USSR. The Soviet leaders, on the other hand, have skillfully repre-
sented themselves as ideologically and emotionally on the side of the 
Arab nationalists. They have created the impression of wanting to help 
the Arabs because they support their general objectives. The radical 
Arab nationalist leaders believe they can accept a considerable amount 
of Soviet assistance without danger to themselves and that they can 
replace their traditional social and economic institutions with a state 
socialism of their own contrivance.

52. The Arab nationalist movement, with its devotion to Arab 
unity, to economic change, and to its various conceptions of neutralism, 
appears to be here to stay. It aims to extend its influence widely through 
those parts of the Middle East and Africa where the inhabitants are 
Moslems. We see little chance that the pro-Western conservative Arab 
governments will be able to direct the movement in channels satisfac-
tory to them; indeed some of them will have difficulty in preventing 
their own overthrow.

53. Asia. The US has greater assets in Asia than in the Middle East. 
Respect for Communist China’s power and economic progress is tem-
pered by fear of its growing military capabilities and by dislike for cer-
tain Communist methods. In some countries there is a recognition that 
US assistance was essential to the establishment and maintenance of 
independence. In some countries, especially those which have experi-
enced Communist pressure or aggression, there are strong and vigorous 
anti-Communist sectors in the society. Nevertheless, the Communist 
countries, and particularly Communist China, have achieved some suc-
cesses in expanding their influence. Having failed notably to expand 
their influence further by insurrection and invasion, the Communists 
have shifted to the less obvious methods of diplomacy, propaganda, 
subversion, cultural exchanges, and economic inducement. This growth 
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in influence seems to us likely to continue, although we expect it to be 
gradual.

54. The greatest difficulties in Asia are not directly associated 
either with Soviet or US policies, but with the multitude and magni-
tude of the problems which confront many countries in attempting 
to establish political stability, carry on economic development, and 
build viable states on the rubble of insurrection, subversion, ethnic 
differences, and political ineptitude. In addition, the unresolved prob-
lems of Korea, Vietnam, and China are a continual irritant to relations 
among states within the area and a constant source of apprehension 
over the future.

55. Africa. Except perhaps in North Africa, nationalist and revo-
lutionary movements are not as advanced as in the Middle and Far 
East. Nevertheless, in Tropical Africa, knowledge of the outside world, 
detribalization, better facilities for transportation, the growth of market 
economies, urbanization and industrialization, are proceeding apace. 
As in Asia, questions of increasing national prestige, obtaining free-
dom of action and implementing sweeping internal reforms are urgent 
issues in the newly independent African states. In the colonial areas 
the drive for self- government is being spurred by the example of the 
independent states, the moral encouragement of the United Nations 
and world opinion, and support from Egypt and the USSR. Relations 
between African territories and their former or present European 
metropoles will be transformed in varying ways and degrees over the 
next decade. In many areas under British and French control there is 
likely to be a rapid emergence of new native states during the next few 
years. If the European powers implement liberal colonial policies, they 
probably still have sufficient time to exert a moderating influence on 
nationalist movements. However, the determination of European set-
tlers to maintain control in some areas will probably provoke extremist 
African response.

56. As they achieve independence, Tropical African dependencies 
will be confronted with enormously complex problems. The creation 
of political stability is likely to be critically hampered by frustrated 
popular expectations and by internal disputes between rival factions 
reflecting ethnic, tribal, religious, and linguistic differences; the expe-
riences of such independent countries as Liberia and Ghana illustrate 
the difficulty of overcoming factionalism by other than authoritarian 
means. The problems will be particularly difficult in those parts of 
Africa where there are mixed racial societies in which a smaller white 
minority dominates a much larger native population. Virtually all 
Tropical African territories will continue to be highly dependent on 
foreign economic assistance. Whether free of colonial control or not, 
many of them will turn increasingly to the US— among other possible 
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sources— for financial aid in the likely event they are unable to obtain 
sufficient sums from the colonial powers.

57. The USSR will make an increasing effort to establish diplomatic 
and economic relations with the new African governments. Since the 
latter, like the USSR, maintain a high level of governmental participa-
tion in the economy, government- to- government trading is facilitated. 
Many African territories are dependent upon the sale of one or two pri-
mary commodities for an important share of their national income and 
foreign exchange, and thus are highly vulnerable to world market price 
fluctuations. By absorbing commodity surpluses and extending credits 
for development in selected countries, the USSR could gain substantial 
benefits both in prestige and in the opportunities thereby offered for 
gaining greater influence on the continent.

58. In North Africa, despite several years of a highly revolutionary 
atmosphere, Communism and Pan-Arabism have made comparatively 
little headway. Throughout the three areas of Morocco, Algeria, and 
Tunisia the current prevailing attitude, while strongly anti-French, is 
not anti-West. This is due in part to the cultural affinity for the West 
of the Moroccan and Tunisian leadership and in part to the US pol-
icy of extending support to Morocco and Tunisia. Even in Algeria, 
Communists have gained little leverage within the revolutionary orga-
nizations. In all three territories, however, there are serious potential 
dangers. Unless the Algerian rebels are soon able to gain some kind 
of acceptable conditions from France, a gradual continued radicaliza-
tion of the revolutionary movement and a rise of Communist influence 
seems unavoidable. Moreover, in both Tunisia and Morocco, there are 
radical forces in opposition to the present moderate leadership. If the 
situation in Algeria should further deteriorate or if the Tunisian and 
Moroccan governments cannot make noticeable progress toward solu-
tion of their serious economic problems, they are in danger of replace-
ment by forces less sympathetic to Western interests.

59. Latin America. Although Latin American society has generally 
been more developed and better organized than that of other under-
developed areas, it also is passing through a social and economic rev-
olution marked largely by industrialization and urbanization. These 
changes have produced serious economic problems— inflation, exhaus-
tion of foreign exchange reserves, and labor and agrarian unrest. 
Traditional ruling groups, particularly the military and the landed aris-
tocracy, are coming under increasing attack by new social forces. These 
forces are dominated variously by an urban and educated middle- class, 
by military elements with a more modern and liberal orientation than 
in the past, and by labor. The common denominator in most of these 
groups is the desire to break with the forms and the stagnation of the 
past. Often the groups are in conflict with each other as well as with 
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the traditional elites. As a consequence of all these factors, many of the 
governments and the societies are unstable.

60. Basic antipathy for the US is relatively limited. Anti-US atti-
tudes tend to vary with time and circumstances. These attitudes are 
consistently maintained by the Communists, but in a number of coun-
tries they are also the stock- in- trade of some politicians who exploit 
the growing nationalism in the area. The Communists constitute a dan-
ger to the US largely because of their discipline and their alertness to 
opportunity. Over the longer run, the revolutionary pressures in Latin 
American society are irrepressible, and the society is destined to be 
gradually transformed. Insofar as the US is identified with the forces 
of change, as for example in Bolivia, it appears likely that US influ-
ence will be enhanced. In some cases, however, some unpopular ruling 
classes in Latin America— often supported by US citizens— have been 
able to retain power and have become identified in the popular mind 
with “Yankee imperialism” and “dollar diplomacy.”

IV. ECONOMIC PROSPECTS

61. A current source of concern is the emergence of weaknesses in 
the free world economy. By and large, the developed economies of the 
West have enjoyed unprecedented prosperity for the past several years. 
It now appears, however, that these economies are growing more slowly 
and that world trade is expanding at reduced rates. In some of the devel-
oped countries, a rise in consumption without corresponding rises in 
production has resulted in inflation and, in some instances, balance- of- 
payments crises. More pronounced inflationary pressures have occurred 
in most of the underdeveloped countries as a consequence of ambitious 
development programs. Late in 1957 the US entered a period of eco-
nomic recession, and fears have been expressed abroad that the recession 
will develop greater intensity. Since the US accounts for about 40  percent 
of free world production, the economic prospects of other countries 
are greatly affected by the manner in which the US deals with its own 
problems.

62. If the US recession should terminate by mid-1958, other econo-
mies may not find it too difficult to make a satisfactory adjustment. On 
the other hand if the US recession is prolonged, some other countries 
will face increasingly serious economic and political problems, much 
of the blame for which they will place on the US. In any event, there 
is danger that some governments will seek to correct internal difficul-
ties by raising trade barriers, which would reinforce tendencies toward 
world recession. Thus far, however, greater concern has been expressed 
abroad regarding the course of US trade policy than about the now 
anticipated recession in US economic activity.
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63. The probable decline in the international economy during 1958 
would increase the vulnerability of many underdeveloped countries 
to Soviet bloc economic penetration. In times of actual or expected 
declines in prices and foreign exchange earnings for their major export 
commodities, the receptivity of these countries to Sino-Soviet propa-
ganda against the West increases, as does their willingness to expand 
trade relations with the bloc. Communist propaganda certainly can be 
expected to capitalize on the lower levels of economic activity which 
are in prospect.

64. Over the longer run, prospects for economic growth are favor-
able for many areas of the non-Communist world, but rates of growth 
in most cases are likely to remain well below that projected for the 
USSR. In Western Europe, it appears likely that, barring a severe US 
recession, gross national product and levels of consumption will con-
tinue to increase at only slightly lower rates than during the last five 
years. Although long- term inflationary pressures are likely to persist, 
the application of various schemes for trade liberalization and eco-
nomic integration will tend to moderate these pressures, since they 
will oblige the European countries to adjust their economic and fis-
cal policies to those of their neighbors. To the extent that these infla-
tionary pressures are moderated, the European competitive position 
in other areas will be improved. The outlook is equally favorable for 
those underdeveloped countries which are rich in resources relative 
to their sparse populations (e.g., Australia, South Africa, and much of 
Latin America).

65. For the generally over- populated and poverty- stricken countries 
of Africa and Asia, the outlook is less favorable. Most of them lack the 
degree of political and economic organization necessary for achieving 
desired rates of economic growth. They are nevertheless committed to 
ambitious economic development programs which, in the absence of a 
strong indigenous business community, are largely state- conducted and 
state- financed. Government revenues and private savings are in general 
grossly insufficient to provide for these programs; in many countries 
inflation is rampant. Economic and political uncertainties, and in some 
places hostility to foreign investment, are discouraging private foreign 
lenders and investors and to some extent foreign governments and 
international institutions as well. In these circumstances, many underde-
veloped countries are becoming increasingly disposed to accept Soviet 
economic offers. Over the longer run, some of them may see no way to 
realize their ambitions for economic development, except by adopting 
the methods which appear to them to have been so conspicuously suc-
cessful in the USSR and in Communist China.
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V. OVER-ALL PROSPECTS

66. Likelihood of General War. Despite the pride which the Soviet 
leaders take in their achievements and the confidence with which they 
seem to view the future, they still have and are likely to retain a healthy 
respect for US power. Even when the USSR acquires a substantial capa-
bility in ICBMs it will still be faced with great uncertainties about its 
capacity to wage successful warfare against the US. Moreover, like the 
leaders in the West, the Soviet leaders have a keen appreciation of the 
extraordinary destructiveness of nuclear weapons and of the dangers 
which they pose to victor and vanquished alike. We believe it unlikely, 
therefore, that the Soviet leaders, for at least the next five years, will 
deliberately initiate general war or embark upon a course which they 
believe involves a serious risk of general war.

67. During the foreseeable future there will be a constant jock-
eying for position between the US and the USSR. This will create for 
the world’s leaders a most difficult problem in calculating the risks 
involved in their actions— or their inactions— in particular situations. 
Failure to calculate accurately could lead to various conceivable forms 
of local war or even to a general conflict. We do not see any easy way to 
determine whether local wars will break out and whether, if they do, 
they can be kept limited, or to determine what techniques, weapons, 
diplomatic warnings, and maneuvers are most likely to contribute to 
a limitation of such conflicts. We believe that all the major powers 
will attempt to keep wars limited if they do occur, but the various 
pressures on chiefs of government in particular situations, the rapid-
ity with which events often occur, and the great importance of timing 
and of time, often confuse and distort the intentions of the parties 
involved. The circumstances of today with respect to the importance 
of surprise and with respect to the widespread destructiveness of war 
are unprecedented in human history. We are not persuaded to believe 
that wars would remain limited simply because it would be sensible 
not to allow them to expand. On the contrary, we can conceive of a 
variety of ways in which they could expand even though it was the 
initial intention of the parties to limit them. Consequently, we believe 
that the chances of keeping wars limited, whenever major areas or 
causes might appear to either party to be affected, are at best not too 
promising.

68. The United Nations, judging by its performance during the 
Suez crisis, might prove in some instances a useful instrument in pre-
venting or limiting conflicts. For example, if a country is prepared to 
compromise rather than to fight or to extend a conflict, the UN can pro-
vide a means to do so with less loss of prestige. In most cases, however, 
the UN probably will not be effective in halting a conflict unless the US 
and USSR happen to be agreed on such an outcome.
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69. Evolution in the Communist World. One of the most important 
factors shaping the world will be the manner in which the Soviet bloc 
evolves. Despite some current tightening of controls, we foresee a con-
tinuation of the trend toward greater flexibility in bloc relations and 
toward greater recognition of individual differences among the bloc 
members. In the case of Communist China, this trend will be fortified 
by that country’s growing power, self- sufficiency, and national pride. 
In Eastern Europe, it will probably be favored by the survival of a semi- 
independent Poland and an independent Yugoslavia. But we think that 
prolonged development in this direction would be necessary before 
serious differences arose within the bloc on questions of relations with 
the Western powers; here the cement of common interests and a com-
mon ideology among the various regimes is exceedingly strong.

70. Because the USSR will remain the keystone of the bloc struc-
ture, the most important changes will be those which will occur within 
its own borders. More widespread and better education, the growth of 
a professional and managerial class, greater personal freedom, expec-
tations of higher living standards, and more contact with other coun-
tries are indications of significant changes within Soviet society. These 
changes might in the long run alter profoundly the content and structure 
of Soviet political life, possibly through a dissipation of the Communist 
party’s unchecked monopoly of power, more likely through a change 
in the political climate within the ruling party. However, the party has 
lately reasserted its monopoly status against incipient challenges from 
several quarters and its near- term position appears to be completely 
secure.

71. The liberalizing tendency within the USSR and in intra- bloc rela-
tions could not be reversed without considerable difficulty, but the Soviet 
leadership has been generally successful in controlling its pace and 
course. We do not believe that such tendencies will significantly weaken 
the bloc during the next five years.

72. The Free World Problem. Assuming that the evolution in the 
Communist world is so gradual that its impact upon Soviet policy will 
not be significant for some years to come, the free world faces a pro-
longed period of cold war with intermittent upsurges and declines in 
intensity. Coincidental with these shifts in intensity, there seems likely 
to be a periodic rise and fall in the extent to which free world nations— 
both the committed and the uncommitted— will alternately fear for 
their futures or hopefully try to arrive at settlements for co- existence 
with the Soviet bloc. The combination of increasing Soviet military 
power with flexible Soviet diplomatic tactics will make it difficult for 
individual countries to determine the policies most consistent with 
their own long- term interests. This uncertainty will probably induce 
additional nations to seek refuge in neutrality.



76 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

73. In spite of the confusions and uncertainties which have been 
described in earlier sections and the strong desire to relax international 
tensions by negotiating with the USSR, there seems to be an inclina-
tion among the more powerful and thoughtful Western nations to 
strengthen the deterrent to general war and to improve the common 
defensive posture. But these objectives, if achieved, will only establish 
the background against which will continue to be waged an intensive 
and world- wide competition between the Soviet bloc and the US. In 
this competition, the Soviet bloc will wage vigorous economic and 
political offensives; it will take advantage of world trouble spots; it will 
exploit the nationalistic and revolutionary emotions of peoples now 
rapidly emerging from poverty, ignorance, and foreign control; it will 
vigorously pursue such profitable themes as disarmament and peace. It 
seems to us that the USSR and Communist China will have some meas-
ure of success in these efforts, and that this will generate increasing 
nervousness in the West over real or imagined losses of position.

74. While some further losses of position for the West seem likely 
to occur, we do not consider that there is any irreversible trend in this 
direction. Even though the Sino-Soviet bloc will almost certainly become 
an increasingly formidable opponent, its leaders must cope with major 
problems and difficulties in exploiting their strength. We believe that the 
general course of events in the East-West contest will depend more than 
anything else on the manner in which the West mobilizes and employs 
its political, economic, and military resources.

18. Briefing Note for the 356th NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 27, 1958

NASH REPORT

1. Mr. President, in October, 1956, you asked Frank Nash to “carry 
out a study of and make recommendations with respect to our system 
of overseas military bases and operating facilities.” (This language 
is quoted from your detailed instructions to Mr. Nash, annexed to 
his Report.) Mr. Nash completed his Report just before his death last 

1 Source: Nash Report on overseas military bases. No classification marking. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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December, and you referred it to the National Security Council for 
appropriate consideration and further action.

2. The Report consists of a 93- page Report proper and a 191- page 
Appendix. The Report is remarkably fine, comprehensive, and detailed, 
and should be most useful to appropriate operating personnel as a 
source of information and guidance.

3. Much of the Report is consistent with approved U.S. policy. I 
do not understand that Mr. Nash thought of his Report as a means of 
raising policy issues for Council consideration. In fact, the Report is not 
framed in the form of policy recommendations or issues. Yet scattered 
throughout the Report, the NSC Staff identified a total of 123 separate 
conclusions and recommendations.

4. It would be impossible to summarize briefly the contents of 
this magnificent work. Its first three sections, pages 1–13, do contain a 
summary of past U.S. base development and of considerations for the 
future. The remaining sections of the Report proper cover:

Section IV—Analyses by country and by region.
Section V—Major problems common to most areas.
Section VI—Operational and Administrative Policies.
Section VII—Internal U.S. Government organization for base matters.

5. The entire Appendix volume is devoted to a country- by- country 
analysis of twenty- nine nations. Each of those analyses is for conve-
nience presented in a uniform format. Naturally, each analysis varies 
with the importance of the area under consideration. One wonders 
whether any comparable mine of exact and detailed information on this 
subject will be found in any one place in government.

6. It would obviously not be appropriate for the Council to give 
detailed consideration to most of the material in the Report. However, 
the Planning Board has identified nine issues for Council consideration.

7. I will call to the Council’s attention the Planning Board’s com-
ments and recommendations on these nine issues, with respect to 
which we suggest that the Council:

a. Adopt the Planning Board’s recommendations, and
b. Recommend that the President authorize the responsible agencies 

to circulate the Nash Report, together with the Planning Board’s rec-
ommendations as adopted, to key operating personnel in this country 
and overseas, for information and such action as each agency deems 
appropriate consistent with approved national security policy. In view 
of the sensitivity of the Report in its entirety, distribution of the full 
Report should be limited to key operating personnel, and only appro-
priate extracts from the Report should be circulated to personnel hav-
ing particular responsibility for specific subjects.

8. First, the main thesis of the Report (which you will find on page 1 
of the February 14 NSC memorandum), which I will read:
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The Planning Board believed that substantially our present base 
system will be needed for at least five years, but thought that it is not 
certain that it will be needed for the next ten years. With this modifica-
tion, it recommended that the Council accept the validity of the main 
thesis, in these words:

(READ the recommendation on page 2, pointing out the three sug-
gestions by the Chiefs, discuss and dispose)

9. The second of the nine issues (page 3) concerns positioning IRBM’s 
at widely- dispersed bases around the Sino-Soviet periphery. Here the 
Planning Board rejected the notion that such positioning is required to 
retain the edge in the deterrent race, but felt that it would better ensure 
our ability to deter general war. There was a split on whether the impli-
cations of positioning IRBM’s outside the NATO area should require an 
NSC decision, after giving consideration to the over- all advantages and 
disadvantages. Specifically, the language of the Planning Board recom-
mendation is as follows:

(READ the recommendation on pages 3–4, discuss, and dispose)

10. The third issue (page 5) concerns a policy proposal for a Western 
Mediterranean pact, to include Spain, the United Kingdom, France, 
Italy, Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and Libya, which the Nash Report 
found desirable if feasible. The Planning Board recommends that the 
Council note that State and Defense are considering the feasibility and 
desirability of such a pact.

(Discuss and dispose)

11. The fourth issue (page 6) concerns a new chain of bases across 
Central Africa, which the Nash Report thought should be seriously 
considered. The Planning Board, however, saw no reason to change the 
position taken in the U.S. policy on Africa South of the Sahara approved 
last August, which called for keeping the area under periodic survey 
to determine any changes in our strategic requirements. The specific 
Planning Board recommendation is as follows:

(READ the recommendation on page 6, pointing out the suggestion 
by the Chiefs, discuss, and dispose)

12. The fifth issue (page 7) concerns alternatives to our present Far 
East base system. The Nash Report said that such alternatives should 
be examined for the dual purpose of increasing dispersion and of 
establishing bases in the most politically reliable areas. Such a program 
would be costly, the Report admitted, but a retreat from the area would 
be even more costly. It is not a question of withdrawing entirely from 
any country, but rather of establishing alternate positions such as the 
Bonins, the Marinnas, Ulithi, North Borneo, Brunei, and Australia. The 
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Planning Board noted that Defense is currently considering such alter-
natives, and recommends the adoption of the following language:

(READ the recommendation on page 7, discuss, and dispose)

13. The sixth issue (page 8) concerns transferring to Australia a por-
tion of our “moth- balled” merchant fleet and stocks of surplus grain 
and other provisions, for possible use in the aftermath of an atomic 
war as reserves in a place relatively secure from the immediate conse-
quences of such a war.

(READ the entire Planning Board comment)
(READ the Planning Board recommendation, explaining the split, 

discuss, and dispose)

14. The seventh issue (page 9) involves two matters concerning 
the Organization of American States. The Nash Report recommended 
(a) that greater use be made of the OAS and its military organs to pro-
vide a collective security framework for U.S. bases in Latin America; 
and (b) that early consideration, be given to the desirability of bringing 
the West Indies Federation into the OAS. The Planning Board rejected 
the first recommendation but accepted the second.

(READ the Planning Board comment on page 9, discuss, and 
dispose)

15. The eighth issue (page 11) concerns criminal jurisdiction, which 
the Nash Report found to be one of the major common problems of our 
existing base system. The Report recommendation is as follows:

(READ the “Statement of the Issue” except the indented portion)
(READ the Planning Board recommendation with its split, discuss, 

and dispose)

16. The last issue (page 13) concerns sharing defense responsibili-
ties with Canada. The Planning Board felt that the military aspects of 
US-Canadian relations were already stated in a general way in exist-
ing policy, but that better cooperation is required in non- military mat-
ters. The Planning Board comment points out that there is no national 
security policy paper on Canada, and that there is a Joint US-Canadian 
Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs at the Cabinet level.

The Planning Board recommendation on page 14 is split between 
a majority proposal to ask the CFEP to study means of improving 
 US- Canadian economic relations and a proposal by ODM for the 
preparation by the Planning Board of a full- scale policy statement on 
U.S. relations with Canada.

(Discuss and dispose)

(Approve suggested Council action)
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19. Briefing Note for the 356th NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 27, 1958

The next item is to hear a report from the Department of Defense on 
certain military measures included in the so-called “Gaither Report,” as 
to which there was not sufficient time available for discussion before 
the Council at its meeting on January 6.

Originally scheduled for the Council meeting on January 30, these 
measures were deferred at the request of the Department of Defense 
(Dr. Killian agreed).

The matters to be reported on are:
First—whether to produce additional first-generation ICBMs 

beyond the 130 currently programmed to be operational prior to the 
end of FY 1963; whether to build the additional launching sites required 
for an operational capability of such additional ICBMs; and whether to 
harden such additional launching sites.

Second—Whether to order new production of more than 3 POLARIS 
submarine missiles systems and whether possibly further to accelerate 
POLARIS production. 

Third—Whether to utilize modified existing anti-aircraft missiles 
(THE TALOS) as interim defense against ICBM attack at SAC bases, 
pending the development of an initial operational capability of the 
more effective NIKE-ZEUS anti-missile missiles.

Fourth—Whether to harden SAC bases by providing blast shelters 
for a large part of SAC planes, weapons, personnel, and supplies. 

MR. HOLADAY will speak on the first 3 items, and MR. QUARLES 
on the 4th item. 

1. During a discussion relative to the Continental Defense policy 
at the last Council meeting concerning internal security measures to 
protect against the clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons, it was 
brought out that:

a. Soviet Bloc diplomatic personnel may enter the United States 
through only five port areas; 

b. at the time of entry, such personnel and their diplomatic pouches, 
baggage, and shipments are examined externally on a covert basis by 
detection devices which are capable of identifying radioactive material 
but not of distinguishing fissionable from non-fissionable. 

c. When the devices disclose the presence of radioactive material in 
the baggage or effects of Soviet Bloc diplomats, no internal examination 

1 Source: Defense Department report on the Gaither Report; continental defense 
policy. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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of the same may be made, but the official or package is traced to ascer-
tain the destination.

2. As a result of this discussion, the State Department undertook to 
examine and report on whether, if there were substantial evidence that 
any shipment entering the United States under diplomatic immunity 
contained radioactive material, the Department would be prepared to 
advise the diplomatic representatives of the country concerned that the 
shipment would be opened by United States officials in the presence of 
representatives of such country, to determine the nature of the radioac-
tive material.

3. The Secretary of State will now report on its study of the feasibil-
ity of adopting such a practice.

20. Memorandum of Discussion at the 356th NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 27, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 356th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 February 27, 1958

Present at the 356th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and 
the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General (participat-
ing in Items 2–4); Mr. Maurice H. Stans for the Director, Bureau of 
the  Budget; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator (participating in 
Items 2–4); the Acting Secretary of Commerce (participating in Item 1); 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; 
The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 
the Director, International Cooperation Administration; the Deputy 
Under  Secretary of State for Economic Affairs; the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense; the  Special Assistants to the President for Information Projects, 
for National Security Affairs, and for Science and Technology; the White 
House Staff Secretary; the NSC Representative on Internal Security (for 
Item 4); the Director of Guided Missiles (for Item 2); Brig. Gen. Austin 
W. Betts, USA, Office of the Director of Guided Missiles (for Item 2); 
Mr. A.G. Waggoner, Office of the Director of Guided Missiles (for Item 

1 Source: Agenda item 4: Shipments Entering the United States Under Diplomatic 
Immunity. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
NSC Records.
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2); Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of 
Defense Mansfield D. Sprague; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1–3.]
4. SHIPMENTS ENTERING THE UNITED STATES UNDER 

 DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY (NSC 5802/1; NSC Action No. 1862)
General Cutler reminded the Council that at its last meeting, and 

in connection with the discussion of the continental defense policy, 
the Council had discussed internal security measures to protect the 
United States against the clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons, 
including their introduction through diplomatic pouches, baggage or 
shipments. As a result of the discussion, the State Department had 
undertaken to study and report on whether, if there were substantial 
evidence that any shipment entering the United States under diplo-
matic immunity contained radioactive material, the State Department 
would be prepared to advise the diplomatic representatives of the 
country concerned that the shipment would be opened by U.S. offi-
cials in the presence of representatives of such country, to determine 
the nature of the radioactive material. General Cutler then called on 
the Secretary of State to report on the results of this study.

Secretary Dulles said that his people had studied the matter in the 
light of international law, and he proceeded to read the procedure on 
which the State Department had agreed; noting, however, that this pro-
posed procedure had not been staffed through the Department of Justice.

After Secretary Dulles had read the proposed procedure, Mr. Allen 
Dulles asked whether under this procedure we would permit our ship-
ments to the Soviet Union under diplomatic immunity to be investi-
gated by the Soviets if they alleged something against us. He pointed 
out that we needed to get certain items into the USSR. Secretary Dulles 
replied that in this kind of situation we would be obliged to accept the 
practice of reciprocity.

The National Security Council:

Concurred in the following procedure recommended by the Secre-
tary of State, pursuant to NSC Action No. 1862- e, relative to the use of 
devices to protect against the clandestine introduction of nuclear mate-
rials as provided in paragraph 14 of NSC 5802/1:

If a detection device indicates substantial radioactivity in a diplo-
matic shipment, the shipment will be detained and the Department of 
State will request the appropriate foreign diplomatic mission in Wash-
ington to have one of its officers appear at the port of entry to remove 
the objectional object for examination.

If the request is refused, the shipment will be removed from 
the United States forthwith. If examined, the material will either be 
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permitted to enter if it is not dangerous or removed as soon as possible 
if it is dangerous.

Foreign diplomatic missions will not be advised of this policy. The 
Department of State will develop procedures for giving appropriate 
instructions to all U.S. personnel concerned with the entry of diplo-
matic shipments.

NOTE: The above recommendation, as approved by the Presi-
dent, subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate 
implementation in coordination with the Interdepartmental Intelli-
gence Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security.

S. Everett Gleason

21. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 27, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy, Mr. Coolidge
General Goodpaster

Mr. Coolidge outlined three charts, one showing the present struc-
ture of the Department of Defense, one showing in simplest outline the 
proposed new structure, and the third elaborating on the second.

In the discussion which resulted, the President said he thought that 
unified commanders should have the same disciplinary authority over 
personnel of all services that they have over their own service com-
ponent. He also thought that the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the unified commanders should be commissioned in the armed 
forces of the United States. Mr. Coolidge said that the group working 
with Mr. McElroy had felt that this arrangement was suitable for the 
three- and four- star officers, subject to certain safeguards which have 
to be worked out, but there is question regarding officers of two- star 
grade and lower. In the discussion, it was not completely clear whether 
the proposal related simply to the members of the JCS and the unified 
commanders, or to members of their staffs as well.

1 Source: Department of Defense reorganization. Confidential. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on February 28.
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Mr. McElroy said that the unified commanders who had appeared 
before his group had said that they did not wish to take on the court mar-
tial responsibility for personnel of the other services. The President said 
that the requirements in war and peace are quite different. Negotiation 
and action through cooperation is all right in peacetime where time is 
not of the essence, but would not work in war. He did not think the sys-
tem should be subjected to change at the onset of war; consequently, 
we should have in peace what we need in war. Mr. Coolidge said that 
General Twining is now making a study to assure that the unified com-
mander is given the same authority over personnel of the other services 
that he has over his own component.

Mr. Coolidge said that the group has found a great deal of diffi-
culty in deciding where to put research. One alternative is to set up a 
Defense Research Institute at the same level as the JCS. Another would 
be to set up a fourth department, paralleling the Army, Navy, Air Force. 
In any case, a Director of Research would allocate tasks to the services 
and control the funds available to them. The President said the weak-
ness today is decentralized authority resulting from provision of law or 
seizure through having money voted directly to the services.

Mr. Coolidge said that the group had not settled on titles for the 
heads of the services but are inclined to favor a title of Deputy Secretary 
of Defense for the Army, etc. They were strongly of the view that the 
Vice Chief of Staff of each service should take on added responsibilities 
of his own. The President indicated he had had some question about 
the “Deputy Secretary” solution, but that the idea of putting the Chief 
of Staff in the JCS and having service operations performed by the suc-
cessor to the Vice Chief of Staff gave some desirability to the use of the 
“Deputy Secretary” title. He said that there is substantial reason why 
the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should have some control over 
their respective services.

Mr. Coolidge said that there is probably a lot to be gained through 
straightening out the organization within the respective services but 
the present group feels that they should not try to get into this. The 
President indicated general agreement with this view.

The President advised Mr. McElroy and Mr. Coolidge to be very 
careful on the research arrangement. Mr. Coolidge said they are 
thinking of having all research funds appropriated to the Secretary of 
Defense. Mr. McElroy added that they may decide to recommend hav-
ing all funds appropriated to the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. Coolidge reported that the group agreed the Chairman of the 
JCS should be in charge of the assignment of work to the Joint Staff. 
The President spoke in favor of making the staff an integrated staff. Mr. 
Coolidge said that, at least for the operations section, this would be done. 
The President also said that he thought the lower level committees in the 
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Joint Staff structure should come out. Mr. McElroy said they are planning 
to drop out the committees, at least on an experimental basis.

Mr. McElroy said they are also planning to recommend eliminating 
the service “roles and missions” from law, and the President enthusias-
tically endorsed this action.

The President referred to a plan announced by Mr. Vinson and 
other Congressmen yesterday. It showed considerable signs of being a 
reversion to a three- department setup. He thought that if the authority 
of the Secretary of Defense were thus reduced the position would be 
untenable and should be abolished. In that case, the result might be that 
Congress would also be organized in comparable committees.

The President indicated some question regarding the element 
called the “Joint Secretaries.” Mr. McElroy said that there will be many 
problems of personnel, administration and procurement which will 
require coordination. He reiterated that research is a great problem. The 
President advised them to talk with Dr. Killian, and Mr. Coolidge said 
they are trying to arrange a time to get together. The President said he 
rather liked the idea of the Defense Research Institute.

In summarizing, the President said that the essence of the matter 
is to establish the power of the Secretary of Defense to get things done 
and to go into everything that needs corrective action. He suggested that 
the group get their thoughts into the most simplified form possible—one 
that could be put out to the public should there be a decision to do so.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

22. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 3, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Mr. Gordon Gray
General Goodpaster

Mr. Gray first discussed his proposal to send letters of appoint-
ment to Emergency Agency designees. He drew the President’s atten-
tion to the fact that the proposed titles for the agencies used the word 

1 Source: Emergency planning; Net Evaluation Subcommittee work. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on March 4.
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“National,” such as National Food Agency. The President thought that 
the title “National Emergency Food Agency” or just “Emergency Food 
Agency” would be better. After discussion, the style “Emergency Food 
Agency” was adopted. The President also approved a proposed draft 
text with certain minor changes.

Mr. Gray next raised a point in connection with the Emergency Food 
Agency. The question is whether this should be a separate agency, or 
whether the functions should be handled in the Agriculture Department. 
The President said that he did not want the same agency handling peace-
type and war- type activities at the same time. If an agency had a function 
that stopped in war, the agency could be used in a war- time role. Mr. 
Gray said the proposal was that all emergency functions relating to food 
would go to the Secretary and the Under Secretary; all normal functions 
would be handled by the Assistant Secretary. The President confirmed 
that he thought it would be a mistake to have both groups of functions 
under the same man, since there would be a tendency to use the emer-
gency powers and merge them into the normal powers of the depart-
ment. He said that Secretary Benson could of course come in to discuss 
the matter with him if he wished.

Mr. Gray next discussed the question of radio telephones in the 
cars of Cabinet officers, pointing out that there are some 46 on the same 
channel and that this does not seem too sound a system. After discus-
sion of some of the values of having the capability for getting in touch 
with these officials immediately, the President indicated that Mr. Gray 
could modify the system (for example, through the addition of chan-
nels) as he might think best.

Mr. Gray then commented on the work of the Net Evaluation Sub-
Committee. He said that estimates of tremendous numbers of casual-
ties, such as the ones they are providing, seem to him of diminishing 
usefulness. The President strongly agreed, saying that he is certain 
that there is some maximum amount of damage we can sustain and 
still operate with any organization or effectiveness at all. Mr. Gray 
said that he has on occasion used assumptions of up to 50 million 
casualties, of which one- half would be killed, and it did not seem to 
him that a situation involving greater losses than this would be man-
ageable or useable as a basis for planning. The President suggested 
that Mr. Gray talk to General Twining, with the aim of bringing out 
a basis for further planning which is in the range of something rea-
sonable. Mr. Gray said he would go ahead on the basis of developing 
“manageable” assumptions.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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23. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 7, 1958

SUBJECT

Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1814
B. NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1841, 1842, and 1844

The enclosed memorandum from the Acting Secretary of Defense 
transmits the plan on the above subject developed pursuant to NSC 
Actions Nos. 1842– g–(4) and 1844– b, which has been concurred in by 
the Department of State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The enclosures are transmitted herewith for discussion by the 
National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, March 20, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
 The Attorney General
 The Director, Bureau of the Budget
 The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
 The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum From Quarles to Lay

Washington, March 5, 1958

SUBJECT

Study Relative to the Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations

1. Forwarded herewith, for circulation to the members of the 
National Security Council, is the plan on the above subject developed 
pursuant to NSC Actions Nos. 1842– g–(4) and 1844– b. It has been con-
curred in by the Department of State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

2. It is contemplated that the plan will form the basis for a study by 
the Departments of State and Defense which will be sufficiently broad 

1 Source: Transmits Defense plan on capabilities of forces for limited military opera-
tions. Confidential. 4 pp. NARA, RC 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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to include consideration of the entire range of U.S. and allied capabil-
ities for limited military operations. It is not intended, however, that 
this examination will extend to the preparation of detailed plans to deal 
with each situation.

/s/ Donald A. Quarles

Attachment

Washington, undated

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR COORDINATED STUDY  
GROUP PURSUANT TO NSC ACTION NO, 1844–b

PROBLEM: To examine U.S. and allied capabilities for limited mil-
itary operations from the present to 1 July 1961.

DEFINITION: Limited Military Operations include any armed con-
flict short of an overt engagement of U.S. and USSR armed forces which 
has been directed by or concurred in by competent political authority. 
There exists the possibility of isolated incidents involving small units 
of the U.S. and USSR forces which would not lead to war. The degree 
of participation in limited military operations by the United States may 
vary from the furnishing of military supplies to the engagement of a 
portion of the U.S. armed forces.

ASSUMPTIONS:
a. The essential elements of U.S. national strategy as set forth in 

NSC 5707/8 will remain unchanged during the period covered by the 
study.

b. Unrestricted U.S. military operations against mainland China 
would probably lead to general war. On the other hand, it is probable 
that the United States could engage in effective military action against 
mainland China without undue risk of initiating general war.

c. Limited military operations could be in progress in more than 
one area of the world simultaneously.

SCOPE OF STUDY:
a. An examination will be made of existing and projected (to 1 July 

1961) U.S. and allied capabilities for limited military operations with or 
without the use of nuclear weapons.

b. An examination will be made of the most likely situations 
which may develop around the world and which could, in the light of 
U.S. commitments and security interests, involve the United States in 
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limited military operations. This examination will include, with respect 
to each such situation, a consideration of

(1) Domestic and foreign political background and implications,
(2) Enemy objectives and capabilities,
(3) U.S. national objectives,
(4) Available U.S. and allied capabilities,
(5) Effect of U.S. involvement on the U.S. and allied posture for 

general war, and
(6) Special political and military problems involved in the use of 

nuclear weapons.
The examination will not extend to the preparation of detailed 

plans to deal with each situation.

c. Conclusions will be drawn as to

(1) Capabilities required to deal with the situations most likely to 
involve the United States in limited military operations, in a manner 
that will minimize the likelihood of general war.

(2) Adequacy of existing and projected U.S. and allied capabilities.
(3) Other significant issues revealed by the examination under a 

and b.
d. In the light of the conclusions, appropriate recommendations as 

to U.S. national security policy and U.S. and allied capabilities for lim-
ited military operations will be presented for NSC consideration.

DATE OF COMPLETION: The study should be completed by 1 June 1958.

24. Memorandum From Chief of Staff, USAF, to the JCS1

CSAFM–72–58 Washington, March 10, 1958

LAUNCHING OF THE STRATEGIC  
AIR COMMAND ALERT FORCE (U)

1. I am concerned over the vulnerability of the Strategic Air 
 Command alert force under current operational policies and consider 
that the U.S. deterrent capability is invalidated to a substantial degree by:

a. NORAD’s marginal capability for providing early warning.
b. The lack of a rapid decision- making process.
c. The lack of authority to launch the alert force.

1 Source: Launching of the SAC alert force. Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 218, CCS 
381 U.S. (5-23-46), Sec. 94.
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2. In recognition of these weaknesses, the Air Force has developed 
a ‘‘Fail Safe” concept designed to establish a capability to launch the 
alert force with positive assurance that it would not continue to the 
target unless specifically instructed to do so. This is accomplished by 
prebriefing the air crews prior to launching, to “fail safe” and return 
to home base at a given point along the EWP route if the “go” word 
is not received. During the past few months we have tested our capa-
bility to direct the force, once airborne, to continue on the mission. 
To date we have achieved success in passing the “go” word to 95% of 
the mission aircraft tested. Through the development of better com-
munications facilities and procedures, we expect to approach 100% 
effectiveness in the near future. This concept insures the entire force 
will, as the name depicts, FAIL SAFE if authority is not received to 
continue to the target. At the same time, as our tests have proved, it 
guarantees a large portion of the force will receive the “go” word if 
execution is directed by higher authority after the force is airborne. 
Obviously, this type of operation would materially improve our 
deterrent posture.

3. It is apparent that as we and the Russians progress further into 
the missile era this problem becomes even more acute. The terrific 
speeds with which we must cope in the missile era and the limitations 
of our air defense systems reduce the time available to implement the 
procedures now established to obtain an effective strike decision. Our 
future early warning radars will undoubtedly be susceptible to false tar-
gets which would initially preclude positive identification of a missile 
attack against the United States. Under these circumstances, we most 
certainly would not want to launch our own missiles which could not 
be turned back if the alert were a false alarm. Launching our manned 
bomber alert force, however, under the “Fail Safe” concept would be 
most appropriate in this circumstance, providing us positive assurance 
of having a part of our retaliatory power airborne without the slightest 
risk should the alert prove to be false.

4. Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are hereby informed that on 
1 March 1958, I instructed CINCSAC in the event of a defense emergency 
to automatically launch his alert force under the “Fail Safe” concept.
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25. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 10, 1958, 10:20 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
Dr. Kistiakowsky
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian spoke from a memorandum, the original of which he 
handed to the President.

With regard to the proposal for a well- conceived basic research 
effort on solid propellants, the President strongly stressed that an over-
all group, such as ARPA, should conduct this research. Otherwise, it 
would be done in bits and pieces. In fact, he thought that all research 
on fuels should be kept centralized, avoiding the wastes of duplicating 
effort. Dr. Kistiakowsky reported that there has really been very little 
support for, or interest in, a solid propellant development program. 
There have been many starts and stops, and the effort that has been 
devoted to these fuels has been very small. In the interest of economy 
of effort and continuity, he would agree with putting the program into 
ARPA. The President suggested that it might even be put in the civil 
agency now under consideration.

Dr. Killian stressed the need for a review by the President of pro-
posals for “second generation” missiles. The President strongly agreed 
and asked that necessary directives be developed.

The President further agreed with the recommendation for a pro-
gram of improvement on the TITAN missile, and for phasing out the 
ATLAS as soon as consistent with an adequate rate of buildup of total 
missile forces.

The President said that he conceived of the missile activity as sep-
arate and distinct from traditional air, ground, and sea operations. He 
would accept the logic of a decision by the Department of Defense to 
assign a submarine- based missile such as POLARIS to the Navy, but 
he saw no reason for the Air Force or for the Army to try to preempt 
the field. Instead, he would incline toward a single missile command. 
Specifically, he agreed that we should not rush into the proposed 
Minuteman program; he asked that there be no approval along these 
lines until the matter had been much more carefully considered, and 
presented to him. Dr. Killian repeated his recommendation that Defense 

1 Source: Centralizing direction of missile program. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assist-
ant for Science and Technology. Drafted on March 11.
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should not produce both THOR and JUPITER. The President said that 
so far as he is concerned there is no problem with dropping either of 
these. He asked what could be done with the team at Huntsville, which 
he understood was a group of outstanding ability. Dr. Killian said that 
they are working on the PERSHING missile family. He also said that 
this group is well suited to conducting space program activities, either 
under ARPA or NASA.

The President asked why Drs. Killian and Kistiakowsky thought 
that the THOR was a better missile than the JUPITER. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said it is not better, but simply nearer to quantity production. He feels 
that the shift to industrial producers of the JUPITER (Chrysler, Ford 
Instrument, and Goodyear) would delay its availability. The President 
said that he would agree to closing out the JUPITER, but thought the 
Huntsville force should be promoted to space and similar activities. 
He thought consideration should be given to taking them out of their 
present assignment and assigning them to ARPA, or even to NASA. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky commented that the PERSHING is an excellent 
approach, and the President said that the Huntsville group could work 
on that project too.

The President asked Dr. Killian to prepare for him a series of deci-
sions very tightly drafted and very positive in tenor to accomplish what 
had been recommended. He said he strongly agreed with the basic pro-
posal to obtain centralized direction and thought this should be done 
soon.

Dr. Killian asked whether he should ask the Secretary of Defense 
to carry out studies to give effect to the proposals. The President said 
this would be all right, but that we should make clear what the sci-
entific conclusions and recommendations are. Dr. Killian said he was 
prepared to do this.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

26. Letter From the Special Assistant to the Secretary of 
State (Farley) to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 
(Atomic Energy) (Loper)

Washington, March 10, 1958

[Source: Department of State, Central Files, 711.5611/3-1058. Top 
Secret. 2 pages of source text not declassified.]
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27. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 12, 1958, 10:30 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Mr. Coolidge
General Randall
General Persons
Mr. Harlow
General Goodpaster

Mr. McElroy began by saying that his group, although initially 
divided on the matter, has now come to believe that the members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff should not also serve as Chiefs of their respective 
Services. The President said that a problem arises from this solution—  to 
be sure that the Joint Chiefs of Staff member is recognized as having the 
highest position and authority in his Service. Control of “patronage,” 
i.e. promotion and assignment gives the Service Chief tremendous 
power; amenities of office at his command add to this. The President 
thought it might be well to reserve to the member of the Joint Chiefs 
a few specified powers of highest type, e.g. selection of individuals 
for top commands, and recommendation of individuals for the post of 
Chief of Service.

The next point raised by Mr. McElroy related to the manner in 
which the command line ran from the Secretary of Defense to the 
operating commands. The President thought that, legally, the line ran 
directly from the Secretary of Defense to the commands, but function-
ally it would go through the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The President spoke at considerable length on the matter of 
research. He thought that basic research on space activities should be 
put into NASA, and that DOD research should be limited to the applied 
phase— this to be centralized in ARPA. He thought there were great 
gains to be made from centralizing the basic research on space activ-
ities. Mr. McElroy agreed. He said he thinks that these questions are 
largely extraneous to the Defense Department, which has plenty to do 
to handle its own tasks properly. Both he and the President recognized 

1 Source: Department of Defense reorganization and control of missile programs. 
Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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that there are certain military applications of outer space activities, such 
as reconnaissance and communications.

The President went on to question any action to put the Minuteman 
project in the Air Force. He thought that there is developing more and 
more reason to have a separate long- range missile force. Mr. McElroy 
saw certain logic in having this project in the Air Force, because of 
the close operational tie to other strategic bombardment activity. He 
said he, too, felt that the trend is toward a single strategic attack force, 
which would include non-Air Force elements such as POLARIS.

Mr. McElroy next asked as to the title for the civilian head of the 
Service— whether he should be called a Secretary of the Service, or an 
Under Secretary of Defense for the Service. The President thought that if 
his duty can be tightly defined, it would be well to make him a Secretary. 
However, if Congress tries to pull authority away from the Secretary of 
Defense, then in order to make clear his control, it would be preferable 
to make these individuals Under Secretaries. Mr. McElroy said that the 
group thinking is exactly in line with the President’s suggestion on this 
matter. He thought that by having them as Secretaries they could take 
a great deal of the burden off his shoulders, for example, in testifying 
before Congress.

In discussion of the further steps to be taken, the President 
asked for a brief statement to be prepared of the reasons why reform 
of the organization is required. This should bring out the things that 
must be eliminated. There should then be a statement of objectives 
and of principles. It should also be stated that we are not prepared 
to write a bill in its entirety on all phases of the matter, but that we 
are ready to start hearings at an early date. The President stressed 
that the message should bring out with great clarity the neces-
sity of organizing for top efficiency— for getting maximum results 
from the tremendous resources that are being put into our military 
establishment.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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28. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

NSC 5807 Washington, March 14, 1958

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1
B. NSC Actions Nos. 1841 and 1842
C. NSC 5802/1

The enclosed report on the subject, prepared by the Interdepartmental 
Committee established for the purpose by NSC Action No. 1842– e, is 
transmitted herewith for consideration by the National Security Council.

The enclosed report will be considered by the Council at its meet-
ing on Thursday, March 27, 1958, in the light of discussion of an oral 
briefing on the subject by the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
and the Atomic Energy Commission, and of a presentation on Soviet 
Civil Defense and Air Raid Construction by the Director of Central 
Intelligence, at the NSC meeting on March 20, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
 The Attorney General
 The Director, Bureau of the Budget
 The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
 The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
 The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
 The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
 The Director of Central Intelligence
 The Special Assistant to the President for Public Works Planning

Enclosure

Memorandum From the Chairman of the NSC Special 
Interdepartmental Committee on Shelters (Berry) to the 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay)

Washington, March 14, 1958

Transmitted herewith is the report of the Special Committee on 
measures to carry out the concept of shelter, established pursuant to 
NSC Action No. 1842.

1 Source: Transmits Interdepartmental Report on NSC 5807, “Measures To Carry 
Out the Concept of Shelter.” Top Secret. 16 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 
351, NSC 5807 Series.
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Except as specifically noted, the report carries the full endorse-
ment of the Committee, which was composed of myself as chairman; 
Mr. William E. Carey, Bureau of the Budget; Mr. Vincent Rock, Office of 
Defense Mobilization; Col. James E. McHugh, Department of Defense; 
and Dr. Robert L. Corsbie, Atomic Energy Commission.

In the course of preparing the report, the Committee consulted 
with representatives of the Department of State, the Department of the 
Treasury, and the Special Assistants to the President for Science and 
Technology and Public Works Planning as suggested by the Council. 
However, the Committee has not requested the representatives of these 
agencies to express their views on the final report.

/s/ Lewis E. Berry

Attachment

Memorandum Prepared for the National Security Council

Washington, March 13, 1958

SUBJECT

Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1814
B. NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1841 and 1842
D. Memorandum for the NSC dated Jan. 22, 1958
E. NSC 5802/1

Introduction

Your Committee has adopted the following frame of reference for 
its task:

(1) That shelter from radioactive fallout is required to limit 
expected casualties from a nuclear attack to a level which would permit 
the United States to survive as a nation. The concept of fallout shelter is 
to be incorporated into the national Civil Defense program for protec-
tion of the civil population.

(2) That measures taken to incorporate fallout shelter construction 
must avoid so far as possible adverse psychological effects upon the 
United States and allied nations as well, and must not detract from sup-
port of retaliatory and active defense capabilities.
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(3) That measures taken must rely primarily upon private and local 
Governmental initiative, stimulated by Federal leadership, including 
Federal example.

(4) That effective Federal leadership will require a skillful and 
expanded program of public education with emphasis upon weapons’ 
effects and ways in which citizens can protect themselves.

(5) That measures adopted must not be inconsistent with the pos-
sibility that the Government may wish at some future time to initiate 
a program of the type recommended by the Security Resources Panel, 
possibly upon a compressed time schedule. However, measures under-
taken at this time should not be based upon the assumption that there 
will be a nationwide Federal construction program; rather the effort 
should be designed to preclude the necessity of such direct measures 
if possible.

Proposed Measures2

The Committee recommends adoption of the following measures:

1.  Research and Development, including prototype construction (exploit-
ing multiple- use principle to the maximum)

 $ Millions
a. Research  $6.5 (annual rate)

Although sufficient knowledge of weapons’ effects and of shelter 
design now exists to permit proceeding with a complete and effec-
tive fallout shelter program if this were deemed desirable, expanded 
research is necessary to refine our knowledge, particularly of blast 
shelter, and develop more economical and efficient shelter models. In a 
program of this magnitude, well considered research should save many 
times its initial cost.

The following program of research is already identified and can be 
undertaken as rapidly as funds are made available.

(1) The field testing, with nuclear weapons, of shelters, other struc-
tures, and shelter equipment; provision for development and execu-
tion of radiological defense measures; exposure of animals to weapons’ 
effects; and the instrumentation necessary to evaluate results obtained.

----- $2.0 Millions

2 Note on Costing: The Committee has accepted without critical review the cost 
factors proposed by FCDA with the understanding that these cost factors are consistent 
with those used in the Report to the Council by the Special Committee on Shelter Programs 
and the Report of the Security Resources Panel, both prepared pursuant to NSC No. 1691– b. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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(2) The design of various prototype shelters, the development of 
shelter programs, and development and laboratory testing of structures, 
facilities, equipment and materials not requiring nuclear field tests.

----- $1.0 Million
(3) Studies dealing with psychological, emotional, educational and 

morale problems and determinations of tolerance limits under emer-
gency conditions; medical, food, and water requirements in shelter 
habitation; and sanitary controls to permit tolerable occupation.

----- $1.5 Millions
(4) Development of architectural designs and specifications for 

new types of multiple- use shelters which will be attractive as well as 
practical. The Committee believes that attention should be given to the 
use of grants to schools of architecture and engineering which would 
stimulate curriculum development, training of new students, and new 
concepts of shelter design.

----- $2.0 Millions

* * * * * * * * * * * * * *

While the above program will be of highest importance in improv-
ing our capabilities to develop a comprehensive shelter system, there 
are serious unsolved problems relating to effects of nuclear attack on 
humans, including the immediate and long- range effects of radiation, 
and to the development of measures to provide protection against or 
mitigate those effects. The Committee feels that a special assessment 
is required to determine whether present research efforts in this field 
by the several agencies of Government are reasonably adequate or 
whether further coordination or acceleration is indicated. It is therefore 
recommended that a suitable group be designated to evaluate the pres-
ent efforts and to report on their adequacy, including recommendations 
for improvement of the total national effort, if such is warranted.

b. Prototypes $Millions
$55.4 (3 year program)

This program combines (1) engineering development of multi-
ple use shelter types, (2) exercise of Federal leadership and (3) public 
education. Each prototype will be one- of- a- kind, multiple- use where 
possible. Experience will be gained not only in design and construc-
tion, but in administration. Prototype structures will be erected on 
Government- owned land where necessary and desirable. Costs are 
based on estimated cost of the shelter features only, except in the case of 
garages and new school prototypes, where the entire cost of the struc-
ture is included. The Federal Government will recover as much of the 
beneficial- use value of underground garages as possible.
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The Committee recommends the following types (including in 
each group both blast and fallout prototype designs):

(1) Underground parking garages

10 prototypes of variable size, ranging from 100–1000 car garages
-----$31.9 Millions

(2) Understreet shelters

4 prototypes ranging in size from 1000–3000 shelter spaces
-----$2.1 Millions

(3) Subway shelters

4 prototypes, ranging in size from 1000–5000 shelter spaces
-----$1.5 Millions

(4) Shelters under new highways

16 prototypes, ranging in size from 500–5000 spaces
-----$4.6 Millions

(5) Shelters as additions to existing schools

8 prototypes, varying designs to include classrooms, cafeterias, 
and assembly space, and groups of 4 classrooms

-----$1.9 Millions

(6) New schools, incorporating shelters

4 prototypes, ranging in size from 200–500 pupils, each sheltering 
twice the normal school population

-----$1.6 Millions

(7) Shelters as additions to existing hospitals

6 prototypes of needed hospital additions, including cafeterias, 
visitors’ and convalescent rooms, and reserve areas. Will vary from 
500–2000 person shelters.

-----$1.1 Millions

(8) Multiple- use shelters for incorporation in new hospitals

6 prototype multiple- use shelters ranging in size from 300–2500 
shelter spaces

-----$1.6 Millions

(9) Shelters for industrial plants

15 prototypes, ranging in size from 500–5000 spaces, including 
special decontamination features

-----$6.0 Millions
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(10) Shelters for commercial buildings

6 prototypes, ranging in size from 1000–5000 person shelters
-----$2.3 Millions

(11) Single and multi- family residence adaptations to provide 
shelter

16 prototypes, including bathroom shelters, basement recreation 
areas, farm storage areas, basement work areas, and enlarged basements 
under porches for storage, and larger shelters for multi- family use.

-----$0.8 Million

$Millions
2. Surveys and Pilot Studies $75 (3 year program)

a. Development of estimated availability of existing shelter on a 
sampling basis

As a basis for national planning, definitive information is needed 
regarding the capability of existing structures to provide fallout shelter, 
particularly in large cities. The Committee recommends that a survey 
of existing structures be conducted on a sampling basis to yield such 
information. This would be handled through direct Federal contract, 
and would be completed in one year.

-----$2.0 Millions
3b. Survey of Existing Shelter

The Committee recommends that priority attention be given to a 
systematic survey of the potential of existing buildings and other struc-
tures such as mines and subways to provide fallout shelter with little 
or no modification. Such areas should be identified for immediate use. 
Property owners should be urged to modify their buildings to provide 
fallout shelters where feasible, and assisted in plans and designs inci-
dent thereto.

The survey would require approximately two years for comple-
tion and would start after completion of the sample survey of existing 
structures. It would be conducted as an extension of the survival plan-
ning program through Federal contracts with States and cities, with 
the Federal Government providing the money. Costs are estimated as 

3 The Department of Defense and Bureau of the Budget members believe that the 
survey and pilot studies described under 2b and 2c should require an appropriate per-
centage of State and/or local participation. They believe that this procedure would be 
more effective in stimulating locally financed shelter construction and would avoid estab-
lishing a precedent which might preclude local financial support of subsequent shelter 
construction. The other members believe that such a requirement would delay unduly an 
effort which gives promise of identifying quickly a substantial amount of effective fallout 
shelter at very little cost. [Footnote is in the original.]
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follows: 100 largest cities at an average of $200,000 per city, $20 million 
dollars; the next 400 cities in order of size, an average of $50,000 each, or 
$20 million; remaining areas (predominantly rural), $8 million. Surveys 
would take full advantage of data already collected by survival plans.

-----$48 Millions (2 year program)
4c. Pilot Studies

The Committee believes that the nationwide survey of existing 
shelters should be supplemented by an intensive study of the total 
range and nature of problems which might arise in conjunction with 
a shelter program. This would be done by intensive study of selected 
metropolitan areas on a pilot basis. The studies would extend to the 
development of complete engineering plans and specifications; prob-
lems of zoning, condemnation, local organization and administration; 
detailed site studies, and plans for maintenance and operation.

Studies of the type proposed would cost approximately $5 million 
for a major metropolitan area. It is proposed that 5 representative cities 
be included in the pilot study program, with all studies to be completed 
within two years. Studies would require State and local participation, 
but the major part of the work would be done through research- contract 
financed by the Federal Government.

-----$25 Millions (2 year program)

$Millions
3. Public Education $12.5 (first year)

25.0 (annually thereafter)
The Committee agrees that greatly increased public understanding 

of bomb phenomenology, especially the nature of gamma radiation, is 
required if Federal urging of fallout shelter construction is to be effec-
tive. There must also be increased awareness of the probable extent of 
the fallout hazard resulting from all- out nuclear war, and the public 
must be convinced that the problem is not hopeless, but can be dealt 
with effectively through provision of fallout shelters.

The program recommended would be conducted in a low key of 
gradually increasing intensity in three parts:

4 The Department of Defense and Bureau of the Budget members believe that the 
survey and pilot studies described under 2b and 2c should require an appropriate per-
centage of State and/or local participation. They believe that this procedure would be 
more effective in stimulating locally financed shelter construction and would avoid estab-
lishing a precedent which might preclude local financial support of subsequent shelter 
construction. The other members believe that such a requirement would delay unduly an 
effort which gives promise of identifying quickly a substantial amount of effective fallout 
shelter at very little cost. [Footnote is in the original.]
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a. A nationally conducted program, using all available commu-
nications media, and working through all agencies of the Federal 
Government (the Agricultural Extension Service, etc.) is proposed. In 
addition to general information on nuclear effects, the program would 
urge that citizens provide themselves with fallout shelters; would pro-
vide wide dissemination of information and methods by which private 
citizens may provide in their homes fallout- protection for themselves 
and their families (1) by adapting existing cellars or other structures or 
(2) by incorporation of family shelter in new residential construction; 
and would publicize the Government’s own program of incorporation 
of shelters in public buildings, prototype construction, etc.

-----$6 Millions (annually)

b. Working primarily through adult education programs of the 
States, provide courses in “Problems of Living in the Nuclear Age.” 
These would be designed to reach at least one person in every family 
in America. Generalized courses would be accompanied by personal-
ized technical advice in planning fallout construction for those who 
wish it.

-----$3.5 Millions (first year)
-----$13 Millions (annually thereafter)

c. On a pilot area basis, find and support local leadership in neigh-
borhood groups. Leadership would be provided with sufficient profes-
sional and other support to organize a community shelter effort. This 
program is regarded as a complement to the research program in that 
it would yield data on the extent to which local participation can be 
stimulated by this means. It is also regarded as a complement to the 
intensive pilot study program of five representative cities.

-----$3 Millions (first year)
-----$6 Millions (annually thereafter)

$Millions
4. Elements of a Base for Rapid Acceleration $1.5 (annually)

The measures proposed above are designed to promote shelter 
construction without extensive financial participation by the Federal 
Government. The Committee recognizes, however, the possibility that 
these measures may be ineffective and that the Government might 
later wish to initiate a shelter program on an accelerated basis. Many 
of the other recommended measures will assist in preparing a base for 
rapid expansion, but in addition it is believed that specific attention 
should be given to the preparation of a “shelf” of plans and informa-
tion which might save months of delay in an emergency.

Specific items proposed are:

(1) Identification of materials, equipment and manpower
-----$1 Million (annually)



National Security Policy 103

(2) Preparation and maintenance of standby orders and organization
-----$0.5 Million (annually)

5. Incorporation of shelter in civilian Federal buildings

The Committee agrees that Federal example is an indispensable 
element in any combination of measures designed to stimulate State, 
local government, and private spending for fallout shelters.

$Millions
a. New Construction $6.5 (annually)

Projections of new Federal construction activity (including the 
Post Office construction program, but excluding military construction) 
indicate a potential level of about 125,000 shelter spaces annually at an 
average cost of $52 per shelter space. This assumes utilization of new 
buildings for community shelter where practicable, thereby setting an 
example to local Government and business, and avoiding charges of 
favored treatment for Federal employees.

$Millions
b. Modification of Existing Federal Buildings $90.6 (3 year 

 program)
$30.2 (annually)

Federal example is as important in providing shelters in existing 
buildings as in construction of new buildings, since it is hoped that a 
large part of all fallout shelter can be provided through renovation and 
alteration of existing structures.

The program proposed at this time is limited to provision of 
community fallout shelter in existing Post Offices on a 3- year sched-
ule. Based on an average of 2 shelter spaces for every full time postal 
employee, and an average weighted cost of $113 per shelter space, the 
total program would cost approximately $90.6 million. Annual rate, 
$30.2 million for 3 years.

6. Incorporation of Fallout Shelters in Military Construction5

The Committee believes that an effective Federal program must 
include selective shelter construction at military installations. In the 
absence of such action it is very unlikely that private individuals, cor-
porations and local governments could be induced to finance their own 
shelter construction. Emphasis in the programs proposed is on military 
facilities whose location and function is such as to make them most 
effective as an example to the general public. However, the proposed 

5 Department of Defense support of the military programs proposed herein is contin-
gent on NSC approval of generally parallel programs of shelter construction for the pro-
tection of the civil population. These proposals are made without prejudice to the current 
protective construction policy of the Department of Defense. [Footnote is in the original.]
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programs have also been designed to contribute to meeting military 
operational needs.

Selective incorporation of fallout shelter in military construction 
is proposed to include: public access buildings such as headquarters, 
new public quarters and hospitals; other facilities such as air defense 
and communications facilities and emergency relocation sites selected 
according to operational importance, estimated hazard, and effective-
ness in demonstrating Federal example to the civil population.

$Millions

a. New Federal military construction $20 (annual rate)

b. Modification of existing military facilities $100 (5 year program)

$20 (annual rate)

Summary of Costs by Fiscal Year*
($Millions)

1959 1960 1961

1. a. Research and development $6.5 $6.5 $6.5

b. Prototype construction 18.5 18.5 18.5

2. a. Nationwide survey, sampling basis 2.0 — —

b. Nationwide survey — 24.0 24.0

c. Pilot studies 12.5 12.5 —

3. Public education 12.5 25.0 25.0

4. A base for rapid acceleration 1.5 1.5 1.5

5. a. Shelter in new civilian Federal 
buildings

6.5 6.5 6.5

b. Shelter in existing civilian Federal 
buildings

30.2 30.2 30.2

6. a. Shelter in new military facilities 20.0 20.0 20.0

b. Shelter in existing military facilities 20.0 20.0 20.0

TOTALS 130.2 164.7 152.2

* The Bureau of the Budget believes the scope of the financial outlay proposed is too broad, 
and that the total three year program should be restricted to $100 million.

LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS

Adequate authority is currently contained in the Federal Civil 
Defense Act to undertake all measures recommended except the incor-
poration of shelters in Federal buildings, whether new or existing.

The incorporation of shelter in new Federal buildings would 
require only that express language be contained in the applicable 
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appropriation acts indicating that the inclusion of protective construc-
tion was contemplated. Modifications of most buildings owned by 
the Federal Government could be accomplished in the same manner. 
Incorporation of shelter in existing buildings leased by the Federal 
Government would, in many cases, require legislative modification 
specifically to exempt such expenditures from the provisions of the 
Economy Act.

FINANCING AND ADMINISTRATION

The Committee is agreed that responsibility for preparing detailed 
budgetary estimates to support the measures proposed should rest 
initially with the Federal Civil Defense Administration, except in the 
case of new Federal construction or modification of existing Federal 
buildings (Measures No. 5 and 6), in which cases the agency which nor-
mally budgets for construction would also budget for the additional 
cost of fallout shelter features. The Bureau of the Budget may later rec-
ommend that funds for certain of the detailed projects be obtained by 
other Federal agencies.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) The Committee has recommended measures to support the con-
cept of shelter. Such measures are put forward as first or partial steps 
which if adopted, could provide the Federal leadership and example 
necessary to stimulate State and local governments and the private 
economy to take necessary shelter measures. Unless such stimulation 
is truly effective in inducing the provision of nationwide fallout shelter 
under local governmental and private auspices, and unless and until 
improvements in active defenses are brought about, estimated civilian 
casualties, in the event of nuclear attack on the United States, will not 
be limited to a level that will permit the United States to survive as a 
nation.

(2) With Federal leadership and example, it is believed that the 
direct measures proposed can be undertaken in ways that will obtain the 
support and cooperation of the American people.

(3) With respect to public information and education, it is believed 
that the critical factor bearing on maintaining a low- key program is not 
the level of effort expended, but rather the manner in which the nature 
and imminence of the threat is handled.

(4) Since the measures point to a partial program, they cannot 
engender public overconfidence in shelter, nor yet create a public pas-
sive defense psychology.

(5) Because of the emphasis which will be placed upon improved 
active defenses, because of the low key of the public information 
program on shelters, and because of existing Congressional and 
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public attitudes, it is not believed that the measures proposed will cause 
Congressional or public reaction prejudicial to higher priority national 
security programs; nor that the shelter proposals in and of themselves 
will cause a loss of support by our allies. Furthermore, it is believed that 
they will not present the posture of the United States as that of a nation 
preoccupied with preparations for war.

(6) The Committee believes that incorporation of fallout shelter 
in military construction on a selective basis is vital, not only for the 
protection of military personnel, but as an example to the civilian 
population.

(7) The measures recommended must be regarded frankly as exper-
imental. If satisfactory progress in shelter construction is not achieved 
as a result of these measures, consideration may need to be given at 
a later date to additional inducements which might be resorted to on 
a progressive scale as required. Such inducements could include: (a) 
requirement of shelters as a condition for Government loan guarantees 
under all existing programs, (b) low- interest loans for shelter construc-
tion, (c) rapid tax amortization, (d) other incentives, including match-
ing grants by the Federal Government.

Respectfully submitted,

Lewis E. Berry,
Chairman

Federal Civil Defense Administration

William E. Carey
Bureau of the Budget

Vincent P. Rock
Office of Defense Mobilization

Col. James E. McHugh
Department of Defense

Robert L. Corsbie
Atomic Energy Commission
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29. Briefing Note for the 359th NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 20, 1958

ITEM 1—MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

The Council’s attention today is again directed to the question of 
providing shelter for the population against the hazard of radio active 
fallout. This matter will be considered at two successive Council meet-
ings. Today we shall first hear a factual presentation by FCDA on radio-
active fallout and on types of protective measures against it. Following 
that, the Director of Central Intelligence will present a new estimate of 
the Soviet civil defense program, including shelter construction. Then 
at next week’s meeting, we shall discuss the excellent report by the 
Interdepartmental Committee on “Measures to Carry Out the Concept 
of Shelter” (circulated on March 14).

A brief word on the history of civilian shelter as it has been dis-
cussed by the Council.

You will recall that on December 21, 1956, in the Indian Treaty Room, 
Governor Peterson presented a proposed nation- wide shelter program 
which would have cost $32 billion over an 8- year period. As an out-
growth of that proposal, in April 1957 the Council called for four stud-
ies on various aspects of shelter which culminated in the Gaither Report 
last November 7. The Gaither Panel, although placing shelter in a second 
priority, nevertheless recommended a nation- wide fallout shelter pro-
gram estimated to cost $22.5 billion over a 5- year period. At its meeting 
on January 16, 1958, the Council agreed that existing civil defense policy 
should be modified to incorporate the concept of fallout shelter, but that 
the U.S. should not initiate a nation- wide fallout shelter program of the 
type recommended by the Gaither Panel, and that implementation of the 
shelter concept should be deferred pending Council consideration of the 
Interdepartmental Committee report, which we shall take up next week.

First, then, let us hear the factual presentation.

GOVERNOR HOEGH

ITEM 2—SOVIET CIVIL DEFENSE AND AIR-RAID SHELTER 
CONSTRUCTION

We shall now hear the intelligence estimate of what the Soviets 
are doing in the way of civil defense and the extent to which they are 
believed to have shelters for the civil population.

1 Source: Civil defense and civilian fallout shelters. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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MR. ALLEN DULLES

1. Each year, as you know, the Planning Board undertakes to 
review our Basic National Security Policy. Last winter’s review, based 
on a series of discussion papers, extended from February into May; 
our current Basic Policy (NSC 5707/8) having been finally adopted on 
June 3, 1957. Whereas it is not proposed, this year to undertake such an 
arduous review procedure the Planning Board has already spent five 
meetings in ground work for the annual review.

2. This work has been based upon the new “Estimate of the World 
Situation”, produced by the Intelligence Community on February 26, 
1958. We consider this National Intelligence Estimate most significant 
and serious; and the Director of Central Intelligence deserves great 
credit for the superior job done. Each Council Member will find its 
contents necessary background information to the basic policy review 
before us. I personally feel that it is a part of my duty to assure that so 
basic an intelligence appraisal is studied by the Council Members.

3. The Planning Board’s consideration of this Estimate has been stim-
ulated by a novel procedure. During the last two weeks, we have asked 
men outside of Government, who have very broad experience and high 
intelligence, to read the Estimate and sit down for an afternoon of discus-
sion with the Planning Board on major problems affecting our national 
security. These men included General Gruenther, former Assistant 
Secretary Bowie, former Under Secretary of the Army Bendetsen, former 
High Commissioner McCloy, and former Chairman of the CEA Arthur 
Burns.

4. I am going to ask Mr. Dulles first to express in his own words 
what he considers the most significant changes between this Estimate 
and the “Estimate of the World Situation” made last year, and also to 
call attention to any other significant part of the Estimate that occurs 
to him.

MR. DULLES

5. The Planning Board has developed, in the course of its consid-
eration of the Estimate during the last month, a great many significant 
points. On the blue sheets which are before you we have picked out 
five of these points for discussion today. I will read each of these points, 
and ask for comments. It will be of great help to the Planning Board 
in drafting the revision of our existing Basic National Security Policy 
(which we hope to be able to present to you about May 1st) to have the 
benefit of your views on the current World Estimate, whether or not 
they coincide with it.
cc: Messrs. Lay
 Gleason
 Smith
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30. Paper Distributed at the 359th NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 20, 1958

IMPORTANT POINTS IN THE “ESTIMATE OF  
THE WORLD SITUATION” (NIE 100–58)

(Figures in parenthesis refer to “Estimate” paragraphs)

1. Soviet Strength and Intentions.

a. The Soviet world position vis- a- vis the West has improved in 
1957 over 1956, in part due to its demonstrated scientific capabilities, 
its reasserted control over Bloc countries, and the effective psycholog-
ical impact of its propaganda effort to depict Russia as the advocate of 
“peace” and “disarmament.” This Soviet trend is not necessarily irre-
versible. (1, 19).

b. The Soviet determination to achieve world leadership is 
unabated. (6, 40).

c. It is unlikely that at least in the next five years the Soviet Union, 
even with an ICBM capability, will embark on general nuclear war or 
deliberately take actions involving serious risk of such war. The Soviet 
Union has still a healthy regard for U.S. retaliatory capability and of 
damage attending nuclear exchanges. (10, 66).

d. Changes in top Kremlin personnel do not indicate a deteriora-
tion or disintegration in the Soviet regime’s policy or determination 
to gain world leadership for Communism. However, there are evolu-
tionary changes in Soviet society which might in the long run (but not 
in nearby times) turn Russia into a nation with which the Free World 
could live more at peace.

e. During the foreseeable future there will be a dangerous jockey-
ing for position between the U.S. and the USSR, involving the most dif-
ficult calculations of risk of actions or inactions in particular situations. 
(67, 70). Failure to calculate accurately could lead to local war or even 
to a general conflict. Despite efforts to keep wars limited, the chances 
of doing so whenever major areas or causes are involved are at best not 
too promising. (67).

2. The State of Mutual Deterrence and Deterioration in the Western Position.

a. The U.S. and the USSR will soon achieve a state of mutual deter-
rence, under which each will try to avoid a general nuclear conflict 

1 Source: Important points in NIE 100–58. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File.
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because of the resultant inestimable damage to both and to the world. 
(5, 6, 66).

b. Under these circumstances, (a) potentially disruptive forces within 
the Western Alliance have been stimulated; (b) some friendly nations fear 
that the U.S. will no longer be willing to threaten nuclear retaliation in 
order to deter Soviet actions in matters of vital concern to them; (c) the 
Soviets will take more bold actions in the fields of economic penetration 
and subversion, perhaps in the area of limited war; and (d) there will be 
a weakening in the Free World alliances, less confidence in U.S. leader-
ship and military power, increased respect for Russian achievements in 
science, technology, rocketry, and nuclear weapons, more susceptibility 
to Russian propaganda for East-West negotiations— all in the hope of 
escape from tension. (9, 30, 34, 42, 72, 73)

3. U.S. Bases Overseas.

a. The U.S. will encounter increasing trouble in retaining overseas 
bases on terms assuring their availability and effectiveness in case of 
need. (38)

b. The dual control provisions of the IRBM agreements will intro-
duce troublesome elements into the operation of the NATO Alliance. 
The division between people who seek early negotiations with the 
Russians and people whose principal concern is to maximize the mili-
tary strength of the Alliance before negotiating, will offer opportunities 
for exploitation by the USSR and for Soviet maneuvers to delay the 
installation of IRBM’s. (38, 39).

4. Competition for Underdeveloped and Uncommitted Countries.

a. Most of these countries believe the world power struggle is of 
no direct concern to them. They are not greatly concerned with “anti- 
Communism,” but are interested primarily in their own economic 
development. Their choice will increasingly be, not between East and 
West, but between neutralism and pro- Communism. (47, 50, 87).

b. Most of these countries lack political and economic organization 
to achieve desired economic growth. There is a shortage of adminis-
trative and technical skills. Local capital is insufficient, and economic 
and political uncertainties and (in some cases) hostility, discourage pri-
vate and to some extent Governmental foreign investment. Population 
growth frequently exceeds the growth of the economies. Many under-
developed countries are increasingly disposed to accept Soviet eco-
nomic offers, and some may come to adopt Communist methods which 
appear to them to have been successful in the USSR and Communist 
China. (48, 65).
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5. Competition Between Free World and Soviet Systems.

a. The economic strength of the USSR will continue to grow at a 
faster rate than that of the U.S., and the Soviet regime will continue 
to have the capability to direct its economic strength in support of its 
internal and external policies which seek world leadership. (15).

b. Weaknesses in the Free World economy have emerged, includ-
ing slower economic growth, slower expansion of world trade, infla-
tionary pressures, and the U.S. economic recession. However, over the 
longer run, prospects for economic growth are favorable in many Free 
World areas. (61).

c. An intensive, world- wide competition between the Soviet Bloc 
and the U.S. will continue for some years to come during which the 
Soviet Bloc will undertake vigorous economic and political offen-
sives. (73).

d. The general course of events in the East-West contest will depend 
more than anything else on the manner in which the West mobilizes 
and employs its political, economic, and military resources. (74).

31. Memorandum of Discussion at the 359th NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 20, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 359th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
March 20, 1958

Present at the 359th Council meeting were the President of the 
United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; 
and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the 
Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator (participating in Items l–4); the Chairman, 
Council of Economic Advisers (participating in Items 1 and 2); the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; The 
Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the 
Acting Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, International 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter; Agenda 
item 2: Soviet Civil Defense and Air-Raid Shelter Construction. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Drafted on March 21.
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Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants to the President 
for Information Projects, for National Security Affairs, and for Science 
and Technology; the White House Staff Secretary; Mr. Karl G. Harr, Jr., 
Department of Defense; Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; 
Paul McGrath, Charles Shafer, and Robert Stokley, Federal Civil Defense 
Administration (for Item 1); Dr. Gordon Dunning, Atomic Energy 
Commission (for Item 1); the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy 
Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

(NSC Action No. 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1; NSC Actions 
Nos. 1841 and 1842; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: 
“Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM 
Science Advisory Committee”, dated January 22, 1958; NSC 5807)

In briefing the Council, General Cutler indicated that the prob-
lem of providing shelter for the population against radioactive fallout 
would be considered at two successive meetings of the Council. At the 
first one, today, the Council would hear a factual presentation by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration on radioactive fallout and on 
the types of protective measures against it. (A copy of General Cutler’s 
briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, and another is 
attached to this memorandum.) Upon the conclusion of his briefing, 
General Cutler called on Governor Hoegh, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator, who in turn indicated that the presentation would be 
given by Dr. Paul McGrath of FCDA.

Upon the conclusion of Dr. McGrath’s presentation, General Cutler 
complimented him on the high quality of his report, and advised 
the Council that the purpose in hearing this factual presentation 
was to remind members of the Council of the basic facts relating to 
shelter prior to Council consideration next week of the report of the 
Interdepartmental Committee entitled “Measures to Carry Out the 
Concept of Shelter” (NSC 5807).

The Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization inquired of 
Dr. McGrath the number of casualties estimated in Dr. McGrath’s dis-
cussion of Operation Sentinel. Dr. McGrath replied that the casualties 
were estimated at about 82 million.

Mr. Stans, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, pointing out 
the arbitrary level of tolerance of radiation which Dr. McGrath had set 
at 75 Roentgens, inquired what was the general range of tolerance in 
human beings. Dr. McGrath explained that the figure of 75 Roentgens 
had been selected because this intake of radiation would not make many 
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people sick and accordingly unfit to work. A dose of 200 Roentgens, on 
the other hand, would cause disabling sickness.

Admiral Strauss commented that the natives on some of the islands 
in our Pacific proving grounds, and some of our own U.S. personnel 
there, had undergone much larger doses than 75 Roentgens without 
serious ill effect.

The President inquired how one could distinguish the degree of 
contamination from radioactive fallout in a given area at a given time. 
Mr. Shafer, of the FCDA, explained that it was proposed to distribute 
instruments for this purpose immediately after a nuclear detonation.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration, concurred in generally by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, on the hazards of radioactive fallout and on the relative effective-
ness of types of protective shelter.

2.  SOVIET CIVIL DEFENSE AND AIR-RAID SHELTER 
CONSTRUCTION

(NSC Action No. 1842– f; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, 
same subject, dated March 14, 1958)

Having done a lot of hard work on this intelligence estimate, the 
intelligence community, explained Mr. Allen Dulles, was still of the 
opinion that the Soviet Union did have a program of civil defense and 
of air- raid shelter construction. It was not easy to pin down and describe 
this program, but Mr. Dulles said that he would be glad to invite skep-
tics into his office to see the enormous mass of evidence of the existence 
of such a program in the Soviet Union. Incidentally, he added, the pres-
ent estimate had been concurred in by all of the agencies of the intelli-
gence community.

Mr. Dulles then went on to cite certain specific evidence from train-
ing manuals, Soviet Red Cross reports, and other sources. Weighing all 
the evidence, Mr. Dulles then summarized his conclusions. First, that a 
minimum of from 10 to 15 million people of the Soviet Union’s urban 
population are now afforded some degree of protection, and that the 
effort to provide more is a continuing effort in the Soviet Union. All this 
was true despite much uncertainty as to the precise character and size 
of the Soviet program.

When the Director of Central Intelligence had concluded his 
remarks, General Cutler informed the Council that when it was pro-
duced before the Planning Board, this estimate on the Soviet program 
had been received with a certain amount of skepticism, particularly in 
view of two sentences— one in paragraph 2, reading “It is impossible 
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to determine the precise state of readiness in the USSR”, and secondly, 
the first sentence of paragraph 11, reading “The adequacy of protec-
tion afforded by the shelter program outlined in the above paragraphs 
has not been analyzed in this report.” General Cutler also pointed out 
that Ambassador Thompson was of the opinion that no shelters were 
being provided in the enormous Lenin Hills housing development 
in Moscow. Mr. Dulles replied that he was inclined to disagree with 
Ambassador Thompson’s interpretation of what had been observed in 
the Lenin Hills development.

General Cutler said that in any case Mr. Dulles presumably agreed 
with his advice to Mr. Dulles that he should not go out too far on a limb 
with respect to this estimate of the Soviet program. Mr. Dulles indicated 
that he had been inclined to go along with this view when it had first 
been expressed to him by General Cutler, but that he had somewhat 
changed his mind after seeing more of the concrete evidence to sup-
port the existence of a Soviet civil defense and air- raid shelter program. 
General Cutler inquired whether Mr. Dulles proposed to continue his 
efforts to discover the size and character of the Soviet program, and he 
received an affirmative answer.

Mr. Gordon Gray questioned whether it was meaningful to cite as 
evidence of a modem Soviet program shelter structures which had been 
built as early as 1949. To Mr. Grey, such structures would have little or 
no use in a future nuclear war. Dr. Killian, however, pointed out that 
such structures might still prove helpful as shelter against radioactive 
fallout as opposed to blast or thermal effects. Secretary Dulles agreed 
with this opinion, but pointed out that this was not the type of shelter 
which the United States was contemplating in its current study of shel-
ter programs.

Mr. Stans inquired of Mr. Allen Dulles how many of our American 
population could be protected by some of the same sort of measures, 
such as subways, which the intelligence estimate cited as being part of 
the Soviet program. There was no answer to this question.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an estimate on the subject by the Director of 
Central Intelligence, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 1842– f and 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of March 14, 1958.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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32. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 20, 1958, 3 p.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian reported the results of his analysis of Defense propos-
als for budgetary augmentations, which the President recently asked 
him to analyze. He said that the Services had asked for augmentation 
totalling $10 billion. At this point the President interjected that this 
type of thing seemed to him to show a lack of responsibility, and 
that he found it hard to retain confidence in the heads of the Serv-
ices when they produce such proposals as these. Dr. Killian said the 
sum had been screened, in prolonged discussions in Defense, to some 
$1,648,000,000.

The President asked how much of this was for the continuation of 
the B–52 line. Dr. Killian said that $456 million was for B–52s and the air 
tankers to go with them. This would be enough to keep one production 
line open at five per month for about a year. The President indicated he 
supported this program.

Dr. Killian said the next sum was $225 billion for the conduct of 
the NIKE–ZEUS program, and to continue development of the anti-
ICBM. Up to one- half of this total was intended for the overall devel-
opment phase. The Signal Corps also had a very attractive program 
for acoustic detection (using a “corridor” in the upper air), amounting 
to $3.7 million. The President said that is the kind of project he likes 
to hear about.

Dr. Killian said the next proposal is for $400 million to increase 
the IOC for POLARIS. This sum would add two more submarines, 
plus tenders, bringing the total number of subs up to five according to 
Dr. Killian. (I think the correct figure may be eight).

The next project was for a radio telescope development, involving 
$71 million. Dr. Killian said there are scientific and technical questions 
still remaining concerning this project, and he would like to suggest 
that it be subject to the review of the Science Advisory Committee.

The President agreed, and said that in fact he would like to see the 
study and review conducted, and then have Defense come in for sup-
plemental funds if the project proves out.

1 Source: Defense proposals for budgetary augmentations. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on March 21.
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The next item was for anti- submarine warfare—$91 million. This 
would provide a greater capability for keeping track of submarines 
once detected. The President recalled that we have put tremendous 
amounts of money into SONAR, and now it is apparently not satis-
factory. Dr. Killian indicated the difficulty is that the total system has 
not been properly integrated. There has been some tendency not to 
concentrate funds on the basic technical system, but to disperse them 
over a wide range of facilities and activities. Dr. Killian said the next 
proposal is for $100 million for solid propellant development. The 
present intent is to put this work into ARPA. The President agreed 
with this proposal.

Next was a project for an air- to- surface missile called GAM–77, at 
$91 million. This would extend the range and penetration of the B–52. 
These funds are for development purposes. The President indicated 
concurrence.

Next was the provision of $100 million to ARPA. Dr. Killian thought 
this should be made with the understanding that when the new space 
agency is established, this allocation will be reviewed.

It was next proposed to provide an additional $100 million for the 
TITAN program, intended to accelerate development, achieve stor-
able propellants, and harden the TITAN bases. The President said he 
would like to see the TITAN project given to ARPA. He did not con-
sider that the existing Services had any proper claim on future systems 
development.

The final project reported by Dr. Killian was an intelligence type 
radar for the Far East at $10 million. (Checking on this subsequently, 
he determined that it is similar to one in Turkey, and is to go into the 
Aleutians.)

Dr. Killian then took up a memorandum to the President from 
Secretary McElroy requesting authorization for certain ARPA projects. 
The President indicated his general approval, subject to checking out 
certain specific details.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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33. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 20, 1958, 4 p.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Secretary Quarles
General Twining
Mr. Stans
Dr. Killian
General Persons
General Goodpaster

Secretary McElroy gave the President a sheet showing proposed 
augmentations to the military budget.

Before discussing the details, the President asked what the Pacific 
missile range is, and why it should be assigned to the Navy. Mr. Quarles 
indicated that it is to be a national missile range, and said the Navy will 
be serving as the executive agent, adding that the range will be available 
to the Services and that it will permit launching satellites on Polar orbits.

The President said he saw several groups engaged in solid propel-
lant work— the Air Force, the Navy, and ARPA. He thought it should all 
be given to ARPA. Mr. Quarles said that ARPA is intended to pull together 
the development of solid propellants; it is not intended, however, to be 
the manager of the missile development aspects (i.e. the hardware).

Referring to the MINUTEMAN project, the President said it looks 
as though the Air Force is getting into long- range solid rockets, and he 
questioned whether the second generation should be approached in 
this way. Mr. Quarles confirmed that the intention was to start a solid 
ICBM development in the Air Force. The President said that he thought 
that this should not be assigned to any of the Services, but Mr. McElroy 
reported that he had assigned the development and operational use of all 
ICBMs and IRBMs to the Air Force. Dr. Killian said he understood that 
the $75 million assigned to the Air Force for the MINUTEMAN project 
would not include any hardware, but would be purely for development 
activities for the missile itself, as distinguished from its propellant. One 
of the Defense representatives confirmed that this is correct.

The President said he thought there is duplication between the 
POLARIS and the MINUTEMAN programs. Mr. Quarles said the 
MINUTEMAN is based on a more advanced warhead, more advanced 
guidance and propellant, and more stages. The President indicated he 

1 Source: Defense budget and missile development. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on March 21.
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had reservations as to the wisdom of this way of going about future 
missile development.

After a brief discussion, the President indicated agreement with 
the proposal for GAM–77, as a penetration aid for the B–52.

The President then asked what the NRRO proposal is, and why it 
is assigned to Naval Research. Mr. Quarles said that it is the radio tele-
scope project, and that Naval Research has the best experience for this. 
The President spoke strongly that we have not freed our minds from 
existing systems and organizations. We continually find ourselves pris-
oners of free- wheeling activities that have been going on for a number 
of years in each of the Services. Mr. McElroy said he thought that the 
NRRO should be an ARPA project, and the President strongly agreed. 
The President said he would not like to see large sums of money being 
expended for intelligence activities by a multitude of services and agen-
cies. Ideally, the function should be in the CIA. Practically, we should 
put such activities more and more into ARPA. He asked that this be put 
into ARPA. Dr. Killian pointed out the tie- in between this project and 
some of the NASA activities, and the President confirmed that there 
should be coordination as the project develops.

The President again said that we are prisoners of custom, and 
of particular past history in which we have had all of these separate 
research activities. Mr. McElroy said the activity would be placed under 
the proposed Under Secretary for Research and Engineering in the new 
scheme of organization.

Mr. Stans recommended that the proposal be put into the budget 
process, for review and screening. He said he wanted to point out 
where we seem to be going. The budget has already gotten to the level 
of $41 billion for FY 59, and $42 billion plus if these accelerations are 
included. There is a built- in expansion of a very large magnitude, 
since these proposals are still in the research and development stage. 
Mr. McElroy said that we could not hold to $38 billion with the world 
in its present state. The President pointed out that the civilian and mil-
itary chiefs in Defense have a very heavy responsibility, and that he 
is tending to lose confidence in some of their recommendations when 
they come in with proposals for $6 billion to $10 billion augmentations.

The President then recalled that the $400 billion shown for POLARIS 
is going to give us just two submarines. While he did not challenge this 
proposal, he did feel that this simply confirmed that aircraft carriers 
have run their course. Mr. McElroy said that he has been very much 
concerned on this subject. A wide variety of delivery systems seems to 
be emerging. He now has the Joint Chiefs of Staff studying what would 
be the best “mix” of delivery systems.

The President indicated he supported the continuation of the B–52 
production line as recommended.
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He indicated that because some of the supplementals have been 
for such things as bases, he was hoping that the program would not 
level off at a permanently higher level than $40 billion a year.

Mr. McElroy said that if it were possible to have a determination 
of policy before the end of the month, this would help him with the 
Johnson Committee.

The President concluded by saying that he hoped we could get our 
organization plan through the Congress. Thereby we would get money 
into the hands of the Secretary of Defense and he could exercise much 
stronger control.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

34. Letter From Eisenhower to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, March 21, 1958

Dear Foster:

Herewith a draft of the talk I am planning to make before the Editors 
on April seventeenth. There is still quite a bit of work to be done on it.

My theme is that we must find ways of reducing the need for arma-
ments. I mention various proposals that we have put forward during 
the past five years to ease tensions and promote peace— for example 
disarmament, atoms for peace, science for peace, control of outer space 
for peaceful purposes, exchanges of students, leaders of thought and so 
on, and a general diminishing of the barriers between free intercourse 
of ideas, persons and things. But I have wanted to make a rather star-
tling new proposal.

I wanted to suggest that, if the Soviets were interested, I would 
recommend to Congress the inviting of several thousand students for 
one year. Maybe this idea is not completely sound, but we need some 
vehicle to ride in order to suggest to the world, even if ever so briefly, 
that we are not stuck in the mud. We realize that the world is asking 
for something that is almost impossible when it insists that we should 

1 Source: Transmits draft speech with proposal to invite Soviet students to U.S. No 
classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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give to all peoples complete assurance that we are not only peaceful 
and friendly, but that we shall “hold the initiative” in striving for peace.

Our public relations problem almost defies solution. The need 
always for concerting our views with those of our principal allies, the 
seductive quality of Soviet promises and pronouncements in spite of 
their unreliability, the propaganda disadvantage under which we oper-
ate because of the monolithic character of Soviet news broadcasts, and 
the readiness of many nations to take a virtual black- mail position as 
they make more and more urgent requests for aid— all serve to make us 
appear before the world as something less than persuasive in proclaim-
ing our peaceful purposes and our effectiveness in pursuing them.

I didn’t mean to write at this length. I only want to ask for your 
comments on the draft as it stands now. Any penciled notes in the mar-
gin would be completely satisfactory.

If you could let me have the draft back some time the early part of 
the week. I would be grateful.

With warm regard,
As ever,

Dwight D. Eisenhower

P.S. Your note of this morning, enclosing some comments by your staff, 
seems to condemn my idea as futile. But I’m not yet certain that, as pre-
sented in the accompanying draft, it may not have some value.

35. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 24, 1958

SUBJECT

Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter

REFERENCE

NSC 5807

The enclosed comments and recommendations on NSC 5807, 
prepared by the NSC Planning Board, are transmitted herewith for 
consideration by the National Security Council at its meeting on 

1 Source: Transmits NSC Planning Board comments on NSC 5807. Top Secret. 9 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5807 Series.
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Thursday, March 27, 1958, in connection with its consideration of NSC 
5807.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Public Works Planning

Enclosure

Washington, undated

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

Planning Board Comments and Recommendations on NSC 5807

Research (Pages 2–3)

1. The Planning Board noted the Committee’s statement, in the 
unnumbered paragraph on page 3 that— beyond the four research pro-
grams outlined in paragraph 1– a and continuing research bearing on 
the shelter problem in all its aspects— there were “serious unsolved 
problems relating to effects of nuclear attack on humans, including the 
immediate and long range effects of radiation” and measures to miti-
gate such effects. In support of the recommendation of the Committee, 
the Planning Board recommends that:

The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
be requested to recommend a qualified group to make a special assess-
ment as to (1) the adequacy of present research efforts by the several 
agencies of Government on the design and testing of shelters and on 
the effects of nuclear attack on humans, including the immediate and 
long range effects of radiation and measures to mitigate such effects; 
and (2) whether such research efforts should be better coordinated, 
integrated, or accelerated; the group to report on such special assess-
ment, with recommendations, to the Council prior to July 1, 1958.

2. The Planning Board also recommends studies additional to those 
proposed by the Committee:

a. One study would appraise, in relation to a massive nuclear 
exchange involving nuclear detonation totaling millions of kilotons 
concentrated within a short time, the upper limits of such nuclear det-
onation and its by-products which could be tolerated by the peoples of 
the world and by the world itself.
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b. A second study would appraise the problem of survival of 
populations in the period following their coming out of shelter after 
a massive nuclear exchange. Further study is required, relating to the 
immediate and longer- range period following such coming out of shel-
ter, with respect to such factors as: sources of food, water, and fuel; 
methods and feasibility of decontamination; measures to care for casu-
alties and bury the dead; means of restoring transportation and utili-
ties; requirements for stockpiling survival and relief items and of their 
protection from blast or fallout; the psychological and morale problems 
confronting survivors who have lost members of their immediate fami-
lies and face an environment without accustomed social, economic, and 
governmental institutions.

[c. A third study would attempt to appraise what level of active 
defenses and of shelter, in any projected combinations, is required to 
limit casualties to a level which will permit the United States to survive 
as a nation.2]

The Planning Board, therefore, recommends that:

a. The Atomic Energy Commission, in consultation with the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, be requested 
to undertake through appropriate means a study appraising the upper 
limits of massive concentrated nuclear detonations and their by- 
products which could be tolerated by the peoples of the world and by 
the world itself.

b. The Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration, in consultation with the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Technology, be requested to undertake a study apprais-
ing the problem of survival of populations in the period following their 
coming out of shelter after a massive nuclear exchange.

[c. The Office of Defense Mobilization, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration, and the Department of Defense, in consultation with 
the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, be 
requested to undertake a study appraising what level of active defenses 
and of shelter, in any projected combinations, is required to limit casu-
alties to a level which will permit the United States to survive as a 
nation.3]

d. The reports referred to in a, b and c above should be made to the 
Council prior to July 1, 1958.

Flexibility of Prototypes (Pages 3–5)

3. The Planning Board deems the Committee’s recommendation 
with respect to the construction of 95 prototype shelters, some designed 
for fallout protection and others for blast protection, to be illustrative, 
and believes that there should be flexibility in choosing numbers and 
kinds of prototypes to be constructed.

2 Proposed by the ODM Planning Board Member. [Brackets and footnote are in the 
original.]

3 Proposed by the ODM Planning Board Member. [Brackets and footnote are in the 
original.]
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Pilot Studies (page 7)
44. Decisions under the Committee’s recommendation to provide 

Federal funds for pilot shelter and site studies in five cities, determined 
by FCDA to be representative, may be complicated by political con-
siderations. The Planning Board believes that one solution might be 
to invite cities, so determined to be representative, to come forward 
on a sharing basis, matching on a stated basis local funds with Federal 
funds. Under such an arrangement, selection might be made on the 
basis of the first five cities to volunteer within a specified time, appro-
priately distributed among representative categories. Only if such an 
offer prompted inadequate response would the Federal Government 
undertake the studies with 100% Federal funds.

Improvement in Active Defenses (See page 12)

5. The Committee did not address itself directly to the provisions 
of NSC Action No. 1842– d–(2) which specifies one of the conditions 
upon which adoption of the concept of fallout shelter is based:

“Improvements in active defenses can give reasonable promise, 
together with fallout shelters, of limiting estimated civilian casualties, 
in the event of nuclear attack on the United States, to a level which will 
permit the United States to survive as a nation and will in no case be 
greater than a similar casualty ratio in the USSR.”

The Committee did not make a determination under the foregoing 
condition because it did not have enough information on prospec-
tive improvements in active defenses to make a finding on this point 
and because its proposed measures were only partial in nature. The 
Planning Board does not consider itself competent to make a judgment 
on this point on the basis of information available at this time.

General

6. In the light of the above comments and recommendations:

a. The State, JCS, ODM, FCDA and AEC Planning Board repre-
sentatives endorse the report by the Interdepartmental Committee on 
“Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter” (NSC 5807).

b. The Treasury,5 Defense and Budget Planning Board Members 
recommend that the Council endorse those proposals contained in the 
report by the Interdepartmental Committee on “Measures to Carry Out 

4 (1) The Treasury Planning Board Member objects to the Planning Board’s solution 
as not being politically practicable. However, the Treasury Planning Board Member does 
believe that research on site- planning should be conducted.

(2) The ODM Planning Board Member favors the pilot studies but believes that, in 
addition, research on site- planning should be conducted. [Footnote is in the original.]

5 For additional Treasury comments, see Annex. [Footnote is in the original.]
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the Concept of Shelter” (NSC 5807) with respect to research studies and 
public education, but that Council decision as to the remainder of the 
recommendations (specifically those contained in paragraphs 1– b, 2– c, 
5 and 6 of NSC 5807) be held in abeyance pending completion of the 
studies recommended by the Planning Board in paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
its comments and the studies recommended by the Committee cover-
ing psychological, emotional, educational, morale and other problems 
of shelter.

Annex

ADDITIONAL COMMENT BY THE TREASURY  
DEPARTMENT ON NSC 5807

Deferment of Measures Which Could Commit the Nation to a Network of 
Large Public Shelters

Treasury notes that the Committee, recognizing the psychological, 
emotional, morale and other problems incident to shelter plans requir-
ing large groups of individuals to spend many days in public shelters 
providing space for 500 to 5000 persons, has recommended studies cov-
ering such problems.

The Planning Board, in reviewing NSC 5807, has noted and com-
mented on the serious unsolved problem relating to effects of nuclear 
attack on humans, including the immediate and long-range effects 
of radiation and measures to mitigate such effects, and has recom-
mended a special assessment of the adequacy of research efforts in 
these areas.

An additional study has been recommended by the Planning 
Board to appraise the problem of survival of populations in the period 
following their coming out of shelters after a massive nuclear exchange, 
including such matters as sources of food, water and fuel, the means of 
restoring transportation and utilities, and the psychological and morale 
problems confronting survivors.

The Planning Board has also recommended a study appraising the 
upper limits of massive concentrated nuclear detonations and their by- 
products which would be tolerated by the peoples of the world and by 
the world itself.

The Planning Board has further noted that the Committee did not 
make a judgment on the question of whether improvements in active 
defenses can give reasonable promise, together with fallout shelters, 
of limiting estimated civilian casualties, in the event of nuclear attack 
on the United States, to a level which will permit the United States to 
survive as a nation and will in no case be greater than a similar casualty 
ratio in the USSR.

In view of the inadequacy of information in the foregoing areas, it 
is believed that the efficacy of large public shelters (of the range from 



National Security Policy 125

500 to 5000 persons) has not yet been sufficiently tested and the con-
tribution of such shelters sufficiently evaluated to warrant the conclu-
sion that a network of such shelters is desirable, however financed, as 
opposed to a program placing major emphasis on smaller private shel-
ters available at places of residence and employment.

It is believed that construction as prototypes of a number of public 
shelters to accommodate 500 to 5000 persons, development of compre-
hensive shelter plans and organization in a few typical cities, inclusion 
of public shelters in new Federal civilian buildings and in many new 
military facilities, and the construction of shelters in existing post office 
buildings throughout the nation as well as in many existing military 
facilities, might well, because of public and Congressional reaction to 
such steps, commit the nation to an approach to the shelter problem 
which would rely heavily on large public shelters, placing only minor 
emphasis on shelter protection in homes, other places of residence, and 
places of employment.

It is believed that steps which would lead to such commitment 
are premature and should be held in abeyance pending completion 
of the above- described studies. Treasury proposes, therefore, that the 
Council withhold decision on recommendations 1– b, 2– c, 5 and 6 of 
NSC 5807.

36. Letter From John Foster Dulles to Eisenhower1

Washington, March 25, 1958

Dear Mr. President:

I have read the draft you sent me of your proposed speech to the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors and make these comments: It 
seems to me to be unnecessarily somber. After all, quite a lot of your 
“Chance for Peace’’ aspirations have been realized.

There is the Korean Armistice. There is an Indochina Armistice. 
There is an Austrian State Treaty. There is an International Atomic 
Energy Agency. There is great progress in the development of a 
“European community, conducive to the free movement of persons, 

1 Source: Comments on draft speech. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Nuclear 
Exchange.
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trade, and of ideas.” There was achieved at Geneva at least an agree-
ment for the reunification of Germany by free elections— although the 
Soviets have now repudiated it.

The “Chance for Peace” has been greatly increased by the apparent 
abandonment by the Soviet leaders of methods of violence such as were 
used in the prewar and postwar period up to 1953. The shift to political- 
economic offensives is, of course, highly dangerous, but it does bring 
an enhanced “chance for peace”. There has been a definite evolution 
within the Soviet Union toward greater personal security, increased 
intellectual freedom and increased decentralization. This also increases 
the chances of peace.

As you said in Paris, “There is a noble strategy of victory— not a 
victory over any peoples but victory for all peoples”.

I devoutly believe in the truth of this, and that you are carrying 
out that strategy. The principal aspect of your April 1953 speech which 
has not been realized is the limitation of armament and any permanent 
reduction of the costs of armament. I do not think, however, that it is 
necessary to be despairing even as to this. I am not particularly confi-
dent of evolving any complicated, formal agreement with the Soviets, 
but I think that there could be perhaps parallel unilateral acts which 
would slow down the pace consistently with our safety.

It does seem to me our security does not require us to develop 
every military potential, but to have sufficient to deter attack. I think in 
this respect we have some margin on which to operate, at least experi-
mentally, as a challenge to the Soviets.

I am not sure but what you might not make a major point in this 
respect. I suspect that it might draw a positive response from the 
Russians if only because they must be even more burdened than we by 
the cost of modern weapons.

As you know, I am somewhat skeptical as to whether the proposal 
for the reception— or exchange of students— will make a big hit. But I 
certainly see no harm in trying. I do, however, suggest that attribution 
to democracies of “peacefulness” is perhaps not fully justified by the 
facts, e.g., Suez, and its statement implies that the purpose of the stu-
dent exchange is not merely to import understanding but to subvert the 
Soviet form of government so as to make it more “democratic” and thus 
more peace- loving.

I would have a number of detailed suggestions, but perhaps it is 
not worth while to put them forward at this time in connection with 
this particular draft.

Faithfully yours,

John Foster Dulles
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37. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 26, 1958

SUBJECT

Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter

REFERENCE

NSC 5807

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the reference 
report (NSC 5807) are transmitted herewith for the information of the 
National Security Council, in connection with its consideration of the 
subject at its meeting on Thursday, March 27, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Public Works Planning

Enclosure

Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to McElroy

Washington, March 25, 1958

SUBJECT

Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter (NSC 5807) (C).

1. Reference is made to Armed Forces Policy Council Advice of 
Action, dated 29 January 1958, subject “DOD Comment on Certain 
Gaither Items”, and to the report, NSC 5807, prepared by the 
Interdepartmental Committee which was established by NSC Action 
No. 1842– e.

1 Source: Transmits JCS views on NSC 5807. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–
NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5807 Series.
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2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the nationwide fall-
out shelter program as acted upon by the National Security Council 
at its meeting of 16 January 1958 and the report, NSC 5807, of the 
Interdepartmental Committee established to propose measures to carry 
out the concept of shelter. As a result of this review, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff reaffirm their comments with respect to Item III–B–3 of the 
Security Panel Report, as contained in their memorandum for you, 
dated 4 December 1957.

3. With respect to a military fallout shelter program, the current 
J.C.S. Policy for Protective Construction provides adequate guidance 
for use of available funds.

4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the programs proposed by 
the Interdepartmental Committee of research, education, and construc-
tion of prototype shelters are desirable measures for carrying out the 
new national shelter policy. However, the following specific comments 
are offered for consideration:

a. As proposed by the Committee the general programs of research, 
education and construction of prototype shelters are considered desir-
able measures for carrying out the new national concept of fallout shel-
ters. However, it appears that with the extensive knowledge already 
available on weapons’ effects and shelter design that decreased sup-
port should be given to this phase with increased emphasis on actual 
construction of prototype shelter. Further, that this preliminary testing- 
educational program, if accelerated, would be more responsive to that 
period which the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science Advi-
sory Committee considered the critical period, namely, the next two 
years.

b. Although it may be desirable to construct shelter in military 
facilities in such a manner as to provide effective examples to the gen-
eral public, first level of importance should be given to military opera-
tional needs.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining,
Chairman,

Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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38. Letter From Eisenhower to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, March 26, 1958

Dear Foster:

I called you on the phone, but find you are still on the Hill. I wanted 
to talk to you about your conclusion that I was becoming a pessimist.

In trying to produce a draft of a talk before the Editors, an effort 
which I am now disposed to postpone, I deliberately wanted to stress 
the difficulties now confronting the world. Of these, the greatest are:

(a). The costs of relative security with the attendant possibilities 
of, either:

(1). Seeing the American people get so tired of these huge expen-
ditures as to cause them to refuse to support necessary appropriations 
and thus expose us to unacceptable risks.

(2). Imposing upon our people such political and economic con-
trols as would imply a dangerous degree of regimentation.

(b). The task of reaching some reliable agreements with the Soviets 
that will make it possible, with confidence, to reduce armaments.

To my mind this transcends all other objectives we can have. 
Security through arms is only a means (and sometimes a poor one) to 
an end. Peace, in a very real sense, is an end in itself.

It is, of course, quite comforting to recite all of the international 
difficulties that have, over the five years, been either surmounted or 
ameliorated. I’ve personally recited these in a number of speeches.

But these specific successes cannot blind us to the most potentially 
dangerous of all the situations now developing. This is the credence, even 
respect, that the world is beginning to give to the spurious Soviet protes-
tations and pronouncements. As their propaganda promotes this world 
confusion, the tone of Soviet notes and statements grows more strident. 
The more the men in the Kremlin come to believe that their domestic 
propaganda is swallowed by their own people and by the populations 
of other countries, including some we have counted upon as allies, the 
greater the risk of American isolation. One great step we can take to 
counter act this trend is to make sure our own people are not deceived.

It is not pessimistic to face up to difficulties and to seek ways to 
overcome them. We must never confess that we have gotten to the bot-
tom of the barrel in searching for ideas to stem and turn the tide of 
Soviet propaganda success.

1 Source: Thoughts on dealing with Soviet threat. Personal and Confidential. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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I personally believe that one of the main objectives of our own 
efforts should be to encourage our entire people to see, with clear eyes, 
the changing character of our difficulties, and to convince them that 
we must be vigilant, energetic, imaginative and incapable of surrender 
through fatigue or lack of courage.

So, no matter what the preoccupations we daily have with the 
unfolding scene— both international and domestic—I feel that our prin-
cipal responsibility is to try unceasingly to create both general and spe-
cific situations under which the consummation of reliable agreements 
conforming to our ideas of right and justice can be more probable.

I have not the temerity to argue that any idea I have advanced 
is necessarily good; I just say that we have one basic job to do. A part 
of this is educating and informing our own people— so that they will 
support every burden we must carry, and will dedicate themselves to 
helping seek out new ways to dispel the basic differences between us 
and the Soviets that, becoming more and more unyielding in character, 
could finally lead to consequences that could be most unpleasant.

My own feeling about this business is simple. Optimism is not the 
ability to smile because of a refusal to face disagreeable facts; it is the 
seeking unceasingly (and, if possible, intelligently) for the methods and 
means to overcome difficulties.

With warm regard,
As ever,

Dwight D. Eisenhower

39. Memorandum of Discussion at the 360th NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 27, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 360th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
March 27, 1958

Present at the 360th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter; Agenda 
item 3: Proposed Reorganization of the Department of Defense. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—15 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Drafted on March 28.
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of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Acting Director, Office of 
Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; 
Judge Lawrence E. Walsh for the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget; Capt. John H. Morse, Jr., USN, for the Chairman, Atomic 
Energy Commission (participating in Item 1); the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator (participating in Item 1); the Chairman, Council of 
Economic Advisers (Item 1); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, 
and the Air Force; General Lyman L. Lemnitzer for the Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air 
Force; the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps; the U.S. Ambassador to 
NATO; Mr. Charles A. Coolidge, Special Assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense; Brig. Gen. Carey Randall, Office of the Secretary of Defense; 
Mr. Gerard C. Smith, Assistant Secretary of State; Mr. Huntington 
Sheldon, Central Intelligence Agency; Mr. Ralph E. Spear and Mr. 
Robert Stokley, Federal Civil Defense Administration (for Item 1); The 
Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the 
Acting Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to the 
President for Information Projects, for National Security Affairs, for 
Science and Technology, for Security Operations Coordination, and 
for Public Works Planning; the White House Staff Secretary; the Naval 
Aide to the President; Mr. Bryce N. Harlow, Administrative Assistant to 
the President; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive 
Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

(NSC Action No. 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1; NSC Actions Nos. 
1841 and 1842; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Report 
to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science 
Advisory Committee”, dated January 22, 1958; NSC Actions Nos. 1877 
and 1878; NSC 5807; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same 
subject, dated March 24 and 26, 1958)

General Cutler briefed the Council at very great length on the back-
ground of the subject report (NSC 5807), as well as the report’s content 
and recommendations, including also the comments and recommen-
dations by the NSC Planning Board with respect to the report, and the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In addition, he distributed at the meet-
ing an extract from the Record of Actions of the NSC meeting of January 
16, 1958, which he said described the framework of the Council’s con-
siderations today. (A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note and the 
aforementioned extract are filed in the minutes of the meeting, and are 
also attached to this memorandum.) Thereafter, General Cutler called 
on Governor Hoegh to summarize the contents of NSC 5807.



132 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

At the beginning of his remarks, Governor Hoegh referred to the 
simulated attack upon the United States in Operation Alert 1957, and 
indicated the difference between the effect of the use of “clean” nuclear 
weapons and “dirty” nuclear weapons in such an attack, with respect 
both to casualties from blast and thermal effects and casualties from 
radioactive fallout. His chart indicated that the total casualties (dead and 
injured) would have amounted to 51.3 million people if “dirty” nuclear 
weapons had been used by the enemy, and to 30.4 million people if only 
“clean” weapons had been used.

Thereafter, Governor Hoegh summarized the contents of the report 
of the Interdepartmental Committee (NSC 5807), including the terms of 
reference, the recommendations, and the conclusions.

When Governor Hoegh had completed his summary, General 
Cutler briefly commented, first, on the recommendations and the com-
ment of the NSC Planning Board. He pointed out that the majority of 
the Planning Board had endorsed the report by the Interdepartmental 
Committee; but, in addition to the measures to carry out the concept 
of shelter in the report itself, the Planning Board had also called for 
the preparation of three additional studies beyond those contemplated 
in NSC 5807. General Cutler also referred briefly to a fourth proposed 
study suggested by the ODM Planning Board Member, which neither 
the Planning Board nor the Joint Chiefs of Staff had viewed with favor 
at this time. He then pointed out that while the majority of the Planning 
Board had endorsed the measures set forth in NSC 5807, the Treas ury, 
Defense, and Budget Planning Board Members had confined their rec-
ommendation to the research studies and the public education pro-
grams in NSC 5807, and recommended that the Council defer a decision 
on the remainder of the recommendations in NSC 5807. He noted that 
the Treasury Department, in explanation of this view, had submitted an 
Annex to the Planning Board report, in which it advocated deferring 
measures which would commit the nation to a network of large pub-
lic shelters. He thought it appropriate at this point to call on Secretary 
Anderson for further explanation of the Treasury’s point of view.

Secretary Anderson said that officials of the Treasury Department 
have given very careful thought to the report of the Interdepartmental 
Committee. He agreed with these officials that the decision with respect 
to the proposed measures was as significant a decision in the realm of 
domestic policy as the Government could take. First, he said, he wished 
to commend Governor Hoegh for reducing the broad and general rec-
ommendations of the Gaither Panel with respect to shelter, to something 
which was clear, tangible, and susceptible of being dealt with. The prob-
lem posed by a shelter program, continued Secretary Anderson, was 
not only a grave financial problem or merely a grave financial problem. 
The main problem lay in the fact that we simply do not know enough at 
present to determine whether to go ahead with a large Federal program 
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of shelter as a means which will really contribute to the survival of the 
United States in a terrible nuclear war. While the Treasury Department 
agreed with the Interdepartmental Committee that the Government 
should go ahead with the proposed educational program for the 
American people on shelter, the Treasury also put very heavy empha-
sis on the creation of home shelters by private individuals, as well as 
on the research programs which the Interdepartmental Committee and 
the Planning Board had recommended. On the other hand, the Treasury 
Department did not believe that the Government could proceed to build 
prototype shelters all over the United States (as recommended in NSC 
5807) without involving a serious popular and Congressional reaction 
which would eventuate in a hugh and costly Federal shelter program. 
If we proceed now to commit ourselves to such a program of prototype 
shelters, we shall presently find that we have committed ourselves to an 
economic program of such magnitude that it would be bound to have 
a significant bearing on the economic strength of the nation. In conclu-
sion, Secretary Anderson stressed the point that the Treasury was not 
prepared to oppose such a program of shelter- building, but it was urg-
ing that we defer a decision until we know more about the implications 
of such a construction program.

General Cutler thereafter briefly summarized Secretary 
Anderson’s view with respect to what portions of NSC 5807 Treasury 
did favor and the objections of the Treasury Department to the pro-
posed program to construct prototype shelters. Secretary Anderson 
concurred in General Cutler’s summation, and warned again that 
proceeding with the prototype construction program might commit 
us to a wholesale Federal shelter program whether we really wished 
to undertake such a program or not.

General Cutler then asked General Twining to comment on the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to the comments and recom-
mendations of the Planning Board regarding NSC 5807. General Twining 
stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff looked with favor on the three addi-
tional studies proposed by the Planning Board, but that the Chiefs did 
not agree with the proposal of the ODM Planning Board Member for a 
study “appraising what level of active defenses and of shelter, in any pro-
jected combinations, is required to limit casualties to a level which will 
permit the United States to survive as a nation.” In general, said General 
Twining, the Chiefs felt that such a study was too vague in its present 
terms of reference, and in particular that if such a study were to be made 
in the future, it should be done by the Weapons Systems Evaluation 
Group rather than by ODM, FCDA and the Department of Defense, as 
had been suggested by the ODM Planning Board Member.

General Cutler then summarized the views of the Joint Chiefs as 
consisting of agreement with those recommendations of NSC 5807 
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which called for programs of research and of public education, but that 
the Chiefs had certain reservations with respect to proposals to con-
struct shelter in military facilities.

General Cutler thereafter requested the Secretary of State to pre-
sent his views to the Council. Secretary Dulles stated that he wished 
to commend the authors of NSC 5807 just as Secretary Anderson had a 
while ago, for bringing the subject of shelter out of the ether and down 
to earth where we could observe and understand it. Beyond this com-
mendation, he added, he had a few observations to make.

In the first place, it seemed to Secretary Dulles to be a seri-
ous question whether the emphasis in the program set forth by the 
Interdepartmental Committee in NSC 5807 was actually in the right 
place. In the United States today there are millions and millions of 
basements which could provide a shelter which would reduce the 
hazard of radioactive fallout to as much as one- tenth. On the other 
hand, we have no basements which would actually enable people who 
sought refuge in them to survive over a considerable period. There 
seemed to Secretary Dulles no sense whatever in providing basements 
where people merely died of radiation sickness more slowly than they 
did outside. Accordingly, the obvious first thing to do was to improve 
existing basement facilities to a point where people seeking shelter 
in them could have a real hope of surviving. This would include pro-
vision for what comes after the nuclear exchange— the provision of 
food, water, heat, medical supplies, and the like— in these improved 
basement shelters. The kind of program that he was suggesting, said 
Secretary Dulles, made use of widespread existing house shelters 
all over the nation. To achieve such a shelter program wouldn’t cost 
the Government anything significant, and would add greatly to the 
chance of national survival in a nuclear war. In short, the measures he 
was advocating would provide the population with a high degree of 
protection while at the same time avoiding the problems and dangers 
which so worried Secretary Anderson.

Continuing, Secretary Dulles stated his firm opposition to the 
construction of massive shelter in the basements of public buildings. 
A measure like this must be approached gingerly. Programs calling for 
the addition of massive basements in new Federal construction would 
certainly involve very large costs to the Government and might not 
add significantly to our survival capacity. On the other hand, Secretary 
Dulles thought it would seem desirable to carry out the public educa-
tion program recommended by the Interdepartmental Committee and 
programs which would convert existing facilities into shelters rather 
than into living tombs. Accordingly, he was inclined to cut the pro-
gram of the Interdepartmental Committee further.

Secretary Dulles also said he assumed that the Interdepartmental 
Committee had given careful thought to the experience of the European 
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countries in the matter of building prototype shelters. These countries 
have had much more experience than we have in this field, and we 
could probably obtain this information from them for nothing.

In conclusion, Secretary Dulles stated that his own Planning Board 
Member (Assistant Secretary Gerard Smith) had gone along with the 
recommendations in NSC 5807 100 percent. He, Secretary Dulles, didn’t 
go quite that far. He would cut out the construction aspects of NSC 
5807, and would stress the use of private funds. He strongly opposed 
any massive shelter construction program.

When Secretary Dulles had concluded his observations, General 
Cutler said he understood that Secretary McElroy had some rather spe-
cial reservations with respect to the Interdepartmental Committee’s 
report, and that these probably related to the possible impairment of 
active defense measures if a large- scale shelter program were adopted by 
the United States. He called on Secretary McElroy to express his views.

Secretary McElroy said that of course he was concerned about the 
costs of a shelter program in relation to other programs deemed vital 
by the Department of Defense. This, however, was not the point that 
he wanted to emphasize at the present time. He then explained that the 
several research programs described in NSC 5807 were quite acceptable 
to him. Where he differed from the Interdepartmental Committee was 
on the matter of the program of public education. Secretary  McElroy 
believed that until the Government had sufficient knowledge and infor-
mation to answer the public’s questions, we should not expose them to an 
educational program. We don’t yet know enough to answer their ques-
tions, and we needed to undertake further research and study before we 
launched a program of public education as to the nature of radioactive 
fallout and the hazards resulting from all- out nuclear war. Furthermore, 
added Secretary McElroy, he was not at all sure that it was at present in 
the public interest for the Government to urge the people of the United 
States to store large amounts of food, water, and drugs in basement shel-
ters, at a time when we may need to encourage other types of investment 
and consumer buying by our people. Such a proposal might hurt our 
economy at a serious time.

The President observed that he wished to ask a couple of ques-
tions with respect to the assumptions or the frame of reference which 
the Committee had adopted in order to carry out its task. Addressing 
himself to Governor Hoegh, he said that he judged that the Committee 
was talking about protection from radioactive fallout rather than pro-
tection from the blast and thermal effects of nuclear detonations. But 
if the primary targets of the enemy are to be our U.S. cities, then such 
things as subways and the like won’t help to provide shelter— unless, 
of course, we prove to be wrong in our assumption that the Soviets 
will aim their attack on our population centers. Governor Hoegh 
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replied that of course it is conceivable that we might be able to pre-
vent nuclear bombs falling upon our cities; but we could certainly 
never avoid the hazard of widespread radioactive fallout in the event 
of a nuclear exchange.

The President likewise addressed his next question to Governor 
Hoegh. If, he said, we are thinking of an attack which would involve 
some 30 million U.S. casualties in the initial exchange, we have still not 
approached the casualty limits because there may be repeated attacks 
by the enemy after the initial attack. Such attacks might occur at a time 
when people were just coming out of shelter from the first attack. So, 
said the President, he concluded that when we talk about a vast nuclear 
exchange between us and the enemy, we are in fact talking about some-
thing the results of which are almost impossible to conceive of.

With respect to the psychological aspects of the problem of shel-
ter, the President said he had got together some knowledgeable people 
and asked them just how much money it would take to build a fallout 
shelter on his farm sufficient to hold some 14 or 15 people. They had 
estimated the cost to be between $25 and $30 thousand, and the shelter 
was by no means elaborate. This posed the psychological problem. The 
President said that maybe, if he got a good job after he ceased to be 
President, he could afford to build such a shelter, but most of his neigh-
bors would not be able to do so. In that case, won’t they argue that only 
the rich are managing to get shelter protection? And will they not go 
on from that point to insist that the Federal Government build shelters 
for them? The President stressed that he was all for the construction of 
private shelters as far as this seemed likely to go, but he confessed that 
he was baffled by the problem of working out a scheme that offered 
hope of real success. Accordingly, the over- all answer seemed to him 
to be for this Government to assure that no doubt whatsoever existed 
about the protection of our massive retaliatory capability. In summary, 
the President stated that he agreed with the measures which had been 
proposed by the Interdepartmental Committee, as modified by the 
comments of the other Members of the Council.

Secretary Dulles turned to Governor Hoegh and complained that 
no one in all these years had ever told him what he should store in the 
basements of his houses. Why had he not been told? Governor Hoegh 
explained the reasons why. Since there was no visible shelter program, 
anyone who was found building a private shelter was thought to be 
eccentric. Secretary Dulles pressed the question as to what kind of food 
should be stored in his basement. Governor Hoegh replied by asking 
the Secretary what he liked to eat.

Secretary McElroy commented that in his opinion it would be nec-
essary to terrify the people of the United States before they will do what 
Secretary Dulles was suggesting— namely, to build and stock shelters 
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in their basements. Secretary Dulles disagreed with Secretary McElroy 
on this point.

General Cutler next called for the views of the Director of the  Budget. 
Mr. Stans stated that the Budget Bureau believed it undesirable to pro-
ceed at this time with any more than a small part of the program recom-
mended by the Interdepartmental Committee in NSC 5807. The financial 
problems were, of course, obvious, but Mr. Stans could perceive other 
objections as well. He believed that if we undertook the prototype shel-
ter construction program, recommended in NSC 5807, we would be 
inevitably committed to a full- scale shelter program. Moreover, under-
taking a shelter program would interfere seriously with vital programs 
for strengthening the active defenses of the United States. But above all 
other objections was the fact, attested to by both the Interdepartmental 
Committee and the Planning Board, that many “unresolved problems” 
existed with respect to the shelter program. Therefore, before we invest 
substantial sums in any shelter construction program, the Bureau of 
the Budget feels that further studies, such as those recommended by 
the Planning Board, should be undertaken. In illustration of his point, 
Mr. Stans cited the value of studies on human tolerance of radiation. 
In summary, concluded Mr. Stans, the Budget Bureau favored only the 
following recommendations of the Interdepartmental Committee: (1) 
research on weapons effects; (2) research on the human tolerance level of 
radiation; (3) a very limited program of public education; and (4) studies 
as to what protection now actually exists throughout the United States. 
Mr. Stans added his belief that all these measures should be undertaken 
at a cost of no more than $25 million a year for two years, assuming some 
financial help from the States and the municipalities.

In reply to Mr. Stans, the President said that we could talk all we 
wanted about money, but if we know that shelter programs will save 
the lives of millions of people, money won’t matter much in the final 
decision.

Dr. Killian expressed the view that the primary task of the United 
States was to concentrate on developing our active defenses in order to 
keep the nuclear bombs away. These should have priority over passive 
defense measures. Secondly, said Dr. Killian, if the Government were 
to embark on the kind of program of public education recommended 
by the Interdepartmental Committee, it was quite likely that we would 
find ourselves obliged to go on to undertake a much larger shelter pro-
gram. Thirdly, and with respect to the Planning Board recommenda-
tions for three additional studies over and above those recommended 
by the Interdepartmental Committee, Dr. Killian expressed doubt that 
any of these studies would actually bring us to as definite conclusions 
as the Planning Board hoped to achieve. Nevertheless, Dr. Killian 
advocated proceeding with the studies recommended by the Planning 
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Board. The first and second studies seemed to him, on the whole, very 
reasonable. As to the third study— to wit, the problem of the survival of 
populations in the period following their coming out of shelter after a 
massive nuclear exchange—Dr. Killian was not sure that further study 
would throw much light on this problem, although he believed that it 
was probably worth trying. As to the fourth study, proposed unilater-
ally by ODM, this seemed to Dr. Killian infeasible as an undertaking. 
At best, it would require years to complete, and would involve an enor-
mous effort if any conclusion were to be reached, although admittedly 
this was the heart of the problem.

The Acting Director of ODM, Mr. Patterson, in response to a ques-
tion from General Cutler, said that he would not press for the time 
being the inclusion of the study proposed by the ODM Planning Board 
Member, although he reserved the right to bring the matter up at a later 
time, on grounds that ultimately it could not be passed over.

Apropos of a remark by Dr. Killian that the public education pro-
gram proposed by the Interdepartmental Committee would tend to 
alarm the people of the United States, the President said that he must 
strongly disagree with Dr. Killian. He believed, on the contrary, that the 
program of public education would make us more effective.

At this point General Cutler reminded the Council that the Holifield 
(Chet Holifield, D-Calif.) Committee would commence public hearings 
on shelter early in April. Perhaps, therefore, it would be advisable to 
hear now from the Vice President as to what these hearings were likely 
to involve.

The Vice President replied that, generally speaking, the views that 
Dr. Killian had just expressed made very good sense to him, and that 
he would like to add that Governor Hoegh, as Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator, had just about the most thankless job in the world. 
While Governor Hoegh had done a fine job in producing the report of 
the Interdepartmental Committee, the Vice President said that he could 
not but be concerned also by the statements that Secretary Anderson 
had made at the outset of the meeting. The Vice President felt that if we 
went beyond educational and research programs in the field of shel-
ter, we would presently generate political pressures for a Federal shel-
ter program which might involve a serious loss in our active defenses 
and in our capacity for massive retaliation. He added that he shared 
the President’s viewpoint that there really wasn’t much difference, 
in terms of national survival, between casualties of 30 million and of 
50 million Americans. While it might matter to the 20 million who were 
not killed, the Vice President believed that if 30 million Americans were 
killed in a nuclear exchange, there would be no hope of the United 
States surviving. What would really save the United States were our 
active defenses. While we certainly have to do something in the way 
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of a shelter program, because the country demands it, we should do 
as little as we can to satisfy this demand. If we went further than that, 
and became too involved in a shelter program, we would be bound 
to lose the correct balance between active and passive defenses. This, 
concluded the Vice President, was the right line to take in dealing with 
the Holifield Committee.

General Cutler asked the Vice President if he had observed strong 
pressure in the Congress for a large- scale shelter program. The Vice 
President said that he thought not, and added that he was inclined to 
agree with Under Secretary of the Treasury Scribner, that the Planning 
Board suggestion— that a selection for pilot studies might be made on 
the basis of the first five cities to volunteer matching funds— was polit-
ically impractical. The Vice President counselled against stirring up the 
public when at the present time all they want us to do is to spend our-
selves out of the recession.

General Cutler next called on Governor Hoegh, suggesting that he 
speak to the point of the Federal example as a necessary stimulant to 
the construction of private shelters. He asked Governor Hoegh how we 
could possibly proceed with an effective public education program if we 
did not set some kind of example to our citizens by building shelter at 
the Federal level. Had this not been the gist of Governor Hoegh’s argu-
ments? Governor Hoegh replied emphatically in the affirmative, and 
enlarged on his point. It might be possible to reduce the size of the rec-
ommended program for the construction of prototype fallout shelters, 
but it was absolutely essential to build some such prototypes. Governor 
Hoegh also felt that the construction of shelter in new Federal buildings 
was a necessary example for the States and local communities.

At this point General Cutler undertook to describe the consensus 
of the meeting. He believed that this consensus favored going forward 
with the research programs which had been recommended by the 
Interdepartmental Committee and by the Planning Board. He believed 
also that the sampling surveys and pilot studies were approved by the 
Council. It likewise seemed to favor starting a program of public edu-
cation and the program with respect to providing the elements of a base 
for rapid acceleration; but the consensus opposed adoption of the other 
programs recommended in NSC 5807.

(At this point, the President announced to the Members of the 
 Council that he had just been brought a note indicating that  Khrushchev 
had replaced Bulganin as head of the Soviet Government.)

General Cutler went on to say that he was not sure of the attitude 
of the Council toward the pilot studies, but he was sure that the rest of 
the Interdepartmental Committee’s recommendations were not accept-
able until the Council had had another look at the matter after comple-
tion of the research programs which the Council apparently endorsed.
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The Acting Director of the U.S. Information Agency, Mr. Abbott 
Washburn, spoke in support of undertaking the construction of at 
least a few prototype shelters because, he warned, without such shel-
ters it would be impossible to launch an effective program of public 
education. General Cutler thought well of this suggestion, and asked 
Governor Hoegh certain questions about this matter.

Mr. Patterson said that he, on the other hand, was disturbed about 
the program for public education if this were to be undertaken prior 
to the completion and evaluation of the recommended research pro-
grams. He felt that the Government must be in a position to answer 
clearly the public’s questions. Governor Hoegh said that he believed 
that we were already in a position to answer the public’s questions, as 
a result of the knowledge and information which had been acquired 
by FCDA and AEC.

Mr. Patterson then expressed himself as being in favor of a match-
ing program for building shelter in public buildings, rather than a pro-
gram in which all the costs of shelter construction were borne by the 
Federal Government. In reply to this argument, Governor Hoegh again 
stressed the value of the example set by the Federal Government.

The President said that this was one of the hardest problems in the 
world on which to make a wise decision. General Cutler therefore sug-
gested leaving the matter where it was. He would undertake to write 
a Record of Action which he would discuss with the President so that 
the President could make a decision after thinking the matter over at 
greater length.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject (NSC 5807) pre-
pared by the Interdepartmental Committee established for the purpose 
by NSC Action No. 1842– e; in the light of (1) the comments and rec-
ommendations of the NSC Planning Board on NSC 5807, transmitted 
by the reference memorandum of March 24, 1958, and (2) the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on NSC 5807 (transmitted by the reference 
memorandum of March 26, 1958) and on the above- mentioned Plan-
ning Board comments and recommendations (as summarized orally at 
the meeting).

b. Agreed that the following measures should be undertaken to carry 
out the concept of fallout shelter for protection of the civil population 
against radiation hazard, in accordance with NSC Action No. 1842– d:

(1) A research and development program along the lines of:

(a) The recommendations in paragraph 1– a of NSC 5807; and
(b) The recommendations by the NSC Planning Board in para-

graph 1, page 1, and subparagraphs 2– a and – b, page 3, of the enclosure 
to the reference memorandum of March 24, 1958.

(2) A limited program of prototype construction of relatively 
small- capacity fallout shelters, differing in design and type (includ-
ing multiple- use) and adapted to differing conditions such as climate; 
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appropriate tests by actual occupancy for realistic periods of time to be 
conducted after completion (total cost not to exceed $6 million).

(3) A nation- wide survey along the lines recommended in subpara-
graph 2– a of NSC 5807.

(4) Initiation of a program of public education along the lines rec-
ommended in paragraph 3 of NSC 5807, as modified by FCDA in the 
light of NSC discussion and as outlined in the Annex hereto (cost esti-
mated at not over $12.5 million for FY 1959; subsequent annual appro-
priations to be determined on the basis of experience).

(5) The elements of a base for rapid acceleration along the lines 
recommended in paragraph 4 of NSC 5807.

(6) The incorporation of fallout shelter in the construction of new 
Federal civilian buildings, of suitable size, designed after this date, 
along the lines recommended in paragraph 5– a of NSC 5807. (Supple-
mental appropriations for such shelter in buildings for which funds 
have already been appropriated will not be sought.)

c. Requested that the studies recommended by the NSC Planning 
Board and referred to in b–(1)–(b) above, and a report by the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator on the status of plans and actions to carry 
out the other measures described in b above, be submitted to the Coun-
cil by July 1, 1958.

d. Deferred action on the measures recommended in paragraphs 
1– b (except the limited program in b–2) above), 2– b, 2- c, 5– b, and 6– a 
and – b of NSC 5807; pending consideration by the Council of the reports 
requested in c above.

NOTE: The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted for implementation as follows:

b (except b–(1)–(b)) and c to the Federal Civil Defense Administrator.
b–(1)–(b) and c to the Special Assistant to the President for  Science 

and Technology, the Chairman, AEC, the Director, ODM, and the 
 Federal Civil Defense Administrator.

[Omitted here is agenda item 2.]

3.  PROPOSED REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE

(NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1)
Secretary McElroy said that the presentation of the Defense 

Department’s proposals for reorganization would be given by Mr. 
Charles A. Coolidge, of Boston, who was in charge of this project at the 
Pentagon. In anticipation of presenting these proposals to the President, 
and in order to obtain the best available advice, the Defense Department 
had employed a large group of consultants, quarterbacked by Mr. 
Coolidge and including Admiral Redford, General Twining, General 
Bradley, General Gruenther, Mr. Nelson Rockefeller, former Deputy 
Secretary of Defense William Foster and, on occasion (because of ill 
health), former Secretary of Defense Robert Lovett. As the Council would 
perceive, continued Secretary McElroy, we have moved in four direc-
tions in these recommended improvements in the organization of the 
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Defense Department, namely: (1) the command structure, (2) elimination 
of interservice rivalry, (3) better direction of research and engineering, 
and (4) improvements of efficiency both within the Military Services and 
within the Department of Defense, with a view especially to speeding up 
decision- making.

Secretary McElroy then called on Mr. Coolidge, who spoke 
from notes with the assistance of a large chart of the new organi-
zation. Among other matters, Mr. Coolidge pointed out that in the 
revised command structure it was proposed to abandon the use of 
one or another of the Military Services as an executive agent of the 
Department of Defense. The line of command for the future under 
this proposed reorganization plan would be from the President to the 
Secretary of Defense to the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the fighting forces. 
Thus there would be no intervention of a Service Chief of Staff in the 
line of command. Such an improvement should enable us to face up 
more promptly to any emergency.

Mr. Coolidge pointed out also that a great deal of time and thought 
had been given to the oft- mentioned proposal for the creation of a single 
Chief of Staff. However, it had been decided to retain the present system 
with certain changes which might, perhaps, appear at first sight picayune 
but which, in fact, Mr. Coolidge thought might prove very effective. He 
cited a number of such changes, of which perhaps the most significant 
related to Research and Development, whose head was in the future to 
be provided with a lot more authority than the heads of R&D in the past. 
Under the new system, the head of R&D would supervise all the research 
and engineering activities of the Department, and would be responsible 
for making certain that all the research and development required for the 
several missions of our armed forces (such as CONAD and Continental 
Defense) were actually being carried out. Appropriations for research 
and development would be made only to the Secretary of Defense, and 
not to the several military departments. Mr. Coolidge said that no deci-
sion had yet been made as to the precise title to be given the head of 
R&D, but that, regardless of title, he would rank as an Under Secretary.

With respect to the general functions of the Department of 
Defense, the new reorganization plan would suggest the elimination 
of paragraph 4 of Section 202 of the National Security Act of 1947, 
which states that the Departments of the Army, the Navy and the Air 
Force “shall be separately administered by their respective Secretaries 
under the direction, authority and control of the Secretary of Defense.” 
Mr. Coolidge pointed out that such elimination would not mean that 
we would abolish the Service Secretaries, but the elimination of this 
phraseology would enable the Secretary of Defense clearly to direct 
the Service Secretaries. Moreover, all appropriations by the Congress 
henceforth would be made solely to the Secretary of Defense and not 
to the Services.
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It was likewise proposed that the promotion of all officers above 
the rank of Major General or its equivalent in the other Services should 
be made on the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense rather than 
upon recommendation by a Service Secretary. This move was designed 
to encourage an over- all rather than a Service point of view among 
officers of senior rank. In this connection, the proposed reorganization 
would seek authority to transfer an officer from one Service to another 
with the officer’s own concurrence.

With respect to cutting down the number of Assistant Secretaries 
of Defense, Mr. Coolidge indicated that the proposed recommenda-
tions had not gone as far as Mr. Vinson and other Congressional critics 
would like us to go. We believe that many of the demands for wholesale 
reduction in the number of Assistant Secretaries were not realistic. If 
we attempted to get rid of too many such people, we would find our-
selves back in the Forrestal days, with a Secretary of Defense who was 
simply physically unable to carry out all the details of his responsibil-
ity. Nevertheless, according to these recommendations the Secretary of 
Defense would plan to review the operations of each of the Assistant 
Secretaries to see that there was no duplication or inefficiency. Thus far, 
only one Assistant Secretaryship will be abolished.

Secretary McElroy commented that whatever one called these 
Assistant Secretaries, their functions were necessary, and it was easier 
to induce better men to serve if they were given the rank and title of 
Assistant Secretary of Defense.

At this point the President said that he would presently he obliged 
to leave the Council meeting, and he would like to offer one or two 
thought for discussion after his departure. The President said he firmly 
believed that if this reorganization could achieve the elimination of the 
artificial roles and missions of the Services, and depend instead on the 
unified commands, and if, secondly, we could get rid of the concept 
of “separately administered” referred to by Mr. Coolidge, and thirdly, 
if we could achieve sufficient financial flexibility in the hands of the 
Secretary of Defense, the President was convinced that we would 
have achieved three great legislative changes which very such needed 
to be made. On the whole, therefore, the President seemed to indi-
cate approval of the proposals which had been outlined by Secretary 
 McElroy and Mr. Coolidge.

Mr. Cutler pointed out that since the recommendations which had 
been presented for information to the Council had yet to be formally 
presented to the President for his approval, the content of the proposals 
should not be discussed outside the walls of the Cabinet Room except 
under most careful security safeguards. The President agreed, and said 
he expected the foregoing recommendations to be coordinated, and 
he hoped that the Military Services would vigorously support these 
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recommendations. If they were so supported, the President was confident 
that we could win Congressional approval for the recommendations.

(The President then left the meeting.)

The Vice President inquired as to the effect of the elimination of 
Section 202(4) concerning the separate administration of the Departments 
of the Army, the Navy and the Air Force by their respective Secretaries. 
Secretary McElroy replied that the effect of the elimination of this phrase-
ology would be largely psychological in character. This concept of sepa-
rately administered Services was used to support divisiveness on Capitol 
Hill more often than in the Pentagon itself. Indeed, in general inter- service 
rivalry on Capitol Hill was worse than it was in the Pentagon. He believed 
that this was as important a change as any that the Defense Department 
was making in its recommended reorganization proposals.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral report on the recommendation by the 
Secretary of Defense on the subject, as presented by the Secretary of 
Defense and Mr. Charles A. Coolidge.

S. Everett Gleason

40. Record of Legislative Leadership Meeting1

Washington, April 1, 1958

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

Outer Space—Doctors Killian, Purcell and York gave a briefing sim-
ilar to that at Cabinet and along the lines of the recently issued Report, 
elaborating somewhat on the missile requirements for carrying various 
payloads, showing that from any particular rocket, the heaviest payload 
could be had for a satellite mission, whereas the payload was sharply 
reduced for projects involving the moon, and still further reduced for 
shooting as far as Mars.

The plan for establishing the National Aviation and Space Agency 
was outlined. Dr. Killian emphasized that peaceful space research 
would long be dependent on Defense Department missiles, yet it was 

1 Source: Outer space; Department of Defense reorganization; nuclear test cessation. 
Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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desirable to conduct the non- military research outside of the Defense 
Department. Hence, the decision to continue ARPA even while set-
ting up NASA. Discussion was very limited, consisting mostly of Sen. 
Knowland’s interest in being certain that space projects would not be 
considered a secondary interest by the NACA people, who would be 
predominant in the new agency. Dr. Killian was able to assure him that 
the NACA was already enthusiastically pressing into the new field, and 
the problem would rather be one of overenthusiasm if anything.

Defense Reorganization—Mr. McElroy and Mr. Coolidge made 
a lengthy presentation of the changes to be recommended by the 
President. The plan for revising the appropriations process, so that 
appropriations would be made to the Secretary of Defense (rather than 
the services) stirred Sen. Bridges’ interest particularly. He thought this 
was an especially important item because it involved getting into a 
field that had traditionally belonged to the Congress which always had 
made specific appropriations to the services. Sec. McElroy pointed out 
that the customary specific amounts for specific items would be devel-
oped as always in the Committee hearings, but by appropriating to 
the Secretary, and by giving him flexibility, he could modify programs 
as required by new developments— but he would have to inform the 
Congress of any changes being made.

At the end of the presentation, the President said he wanted to put 
a foundation under this in terms of his own thinking. He then spoke 
at length and with much intensity on the importance of streamlining 
the security organization to meet modern requirements. Hence came 
the great need for looking more to the unified commanders, for giv-
ing the Secretary greater flexibility, and for eliminating and controlling 
the rivalries among the services in research and development. He con-
cluded by saying that he wasn’t greatly concerned with the details of 
changes to be made, just so the Secretary got the authority and the flex-
ibility that would prevent him from being hamstrung in his efforts to 
get the best defense for the nation.

Sen. Knowland, in response to a direct question from the President, 
said he had no question about the basic need which concerned the 
President. He felt, however, that in handling the detailed proposals, 
there was great need to recognize the concern that people in Congress 
would have about maintaining their traditional power of appropriating 
funds; Congress would not surrender this lightly.

The President agreed this would be of concern, then went on to 
stress again the need for avoiding duplication among the services, 
especially when the defense budget was getting to $41 billion. If just 
one billion could be saved through this, he pointed out, it would cover 
a vast amount of requirements in other places in the government.

Nuclear Test Cessation—The President told the Leaders that the 
Khrushchev statement on cessation of tests was something anticipated 
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by Administration officials. He said the Administration had had many 
conferences as to whether we might do something like that if only as a 
move in the contest for world opinion; but the decision had been made, 
in the interests of our national security, not to end our nuclear testing.

The President saw some relationship between the Soviet announce-
ment and their frantic search for a Summit meeting— perhaps they 
hoped this would obviate the need for discussing the problem.

The President asserted that Americans can properly say they want 
to be friendly, but certainly they must keep their powder dry. A list of 
all the things the United States has done is being pulled together, the 
President said, so the best presentation can be made of our position— 
which we must stick to. The President said he would welcome any new 
ideas on how to convince the world of our friendliness, and our desire 
to be decent and peaceful.

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copy to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Minnich

41. NSC Report1

NSC 5807/1 Washington, April 2, 1958

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1814
B. NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1841 and 1842
D. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Report to the President by 

the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science Advisory Committee”, dated 
January 22, 1958

E. NSC 5807
F. NSC Actions Nos. 1877 and 1878

1 Source: “Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter.” Top Secret. 8 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5807 Series.
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G. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated March 24 and 26, 
1958

H. NSC Action No. 1882

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, Judge 
Lawrence E. Walsh for the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, Capt. John H. Morse, Jr., 
USN, for the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Chairman, 
Council of Economic Advisers, at the 360th Council Meeting on March 
27, 1958, noted and discussed the report on the subject (NSC 5807) pre-
pared by the Interdepartmental Committee established for the purpose 
by NSC Action No. 1842– e, in the light of (1) the comments and recom-
mendations of the NSC Planning Board on NSC 5807, transmitted by the 
reference memorandum of March 24, 1958, and (2) the views of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on NSC 5807 (transmitted by the reference memorandum 
of March 26, 1958) and on the above- mentioned Planning Board com-
ments and recommendations (as summarized orally at the meeting).

By NSC Action No. 1882–b, the Council agreed that certain meas-
ures should be undertaken to carry out the concept of fallout shelter for 
protection of the civil population against radiation hazard, in accord-
ance with NSC Action No. 1842– d. This action is enclosed herewith as 
NSC 5807/1.

The Council also (NSC Action No. 1882– c and – d):

c. Requested that the studies recommended by the NSC Planning 
Board and referred to in NSC Action No. 1882– b–(1)–(b), and a report 
by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator on the status of plans and 
actions to carry out the other measures described in NSC Action No. 
1882– b, be submitted to the Council by July 1, 1958.

d. Deferred action on the measures recommended in paragraphs 
1– b (except the limited program in NSC Action No. 1882– b–(2)), 2– b, 
2– c, 5– b, and 6– a and –b of NSC 5807; pending consideration by the 
Council of the reports requested in c above.

The President, on April 2, 1958, approved NSC Action No. 1882, 
and paragraphs b and c thereof have been referred for appropriate 
implementation as follows:

b (except b–(1)–(b)) and c to the Federal Civil Defense Administrator.
b–(1)–(b)— the recommendation by the NSC Planning Board in 

paragraph 1, page 1, of the enclosure to the reference memorandum 
of March 24, 1958— to the Special Assistant to the President for Science 
and Technology.

b–(1)–(b)— the recommendation by the NSC Planning Board in 
subparagraph 2– a, page 3, of the enclosure to the reference memoran-
dum of March 24, 1958— to the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 
in consultation with the Special Assistant to the President for Science 
and Technology.

b–(1)–(b)— the recommendation by the NSC Planning Board  in sub-
paragraph 2– b, page 3, of the enclosure to the reference memorandum 
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of March 24, 1958— to the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, and 
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator in consultation with the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President for Science and Technology.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology
The Special Assistant to the President for Public Works Planning

Enclosure

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

1. By NSC Action No. 1882– b, the National Security Council agreed 
that the following measures should be undertaken to carry out the con-
cept of fallout shelter for protection of the civil population against radi-
ation hazard, in accordance with NSC Action No. 1842– d:

a. A research and development program along the lines of the rec-
ommendations in paragraph 1– a of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“(1) Research and Development, including prototype construction 
(exploiting multiple- use principle to the maximum)

$Millions
“(a) Research $6.5 (annual rate)

“Although sufficient knowledge of weapons’ effects and of shel-
ter design now exists to permit proceeding with a complete and effec-
tive fallout shelter program if this were deemed desirable, expanded 
research is necessary to refine our knowledge, particularly of blast 
shelter, and develop more economical and efficient shelter models. In a 
program of this magnitude, well considered research should save many 
times its initial cost.

“The following program of research is already identified and can 
be undertaken as rapidly as funds are made available.

“(i) The field testing, with nuclear weapons, of shelters, other struc-
tures, and shelter equipment; provision for development and execution 
of radiological defense measures; exposure of animals to weapons’ 
effects; and the instrumentation necessary to evaluate results obtained.

-----$2.0 Millions



National Security Policy 149

“(ii) The design of various prototype shelters, the development 
of shelter programs, and development and laboratory testing of struc-
tures, facilities, equipment and materials not requiring nuclear field 
tests.

-----$1.0 Million

“(iii) Studies dealing with psychological, emotional, educational 
and morale problems and determinations of tolerance limits under 
emergency conditions; medical, food, and water requirements in shel-
ter habitation; and sanitary controls to permit tolerable occupation.

-----$1.5 Millions

“(iv) Development of architectural designs and specifications for 
new types of multiple- use shelters which will be attractive as well as 
practical. The Committee believes that attention should be given to the 
use of grants to schools of architecture and engineering which would 
stimulate curriculum development, training of new students, and new 
concepts of shelter design.

-----$2.0 Millions

“While the above program will be of highest importance in improv-
ing our capabilities to develop a comprehensive shelter system, there 
are serious unsolved problems relating to effects of nuclear attack on 
humans, including the immediate and long- range effects of radiation, 
and to the development of measures to provide protection against or 
mitigate those effects. The Committee feels that a special assessment 
is required to determine whether present research efforts in this field 
by the several agencies of Government are reasonably adequate or 
whether further coordination or acceleration is indicated. It is therefore 
recommended that a suitable group be designated to evaluate the pres-
ent efforts and to report on their adequacy, including recommendations 
for improvement of the total national effort, if such is warranted.”

b. A research and development program along the lines of the rec-
ommendations by the NSC Planning Board, as follows:

(1) The Special Assistant to the President for Science and 
Technology to recommend a qualified group to make a special assess-
ment as to (a) the adequacy of present research efforts by the several 
agencies of Government on the design and testing of shelters and on 
the effects of nuclear attack on humans, including the immediate and 
long- range effects of radiation and measures to mitigate such effects; 
and (b) whether such research efforts should be better coordinated, 
integrated, or accelerated. (Paragraph 1, page 1, of the enclosure to the 
reference memorandum of March 24, 1958.)

(2) The Atomic Energy Commission, in consultation with the 
Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, to 
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undertake through appropriate means a study appraising the upper 
limits of massive concentrated nuclear detonations and their by- 
products which could be tolerated by the peoples of the world and by 
the world itself. (Paragraph 2– a, page 3, of the enclosure to the reference 
memorandum of March 24, 1958.)

(3) The Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration, in consultation with the Special Assistant 
to the President for Science and Technology, to undertake a study 
appraising the problem of survival of populations in the period fol-
lowing their coming out of shelter after a massive nuclear exchange. 
(Paragraph 2– b, page 3, of the enclosure to the reference memoran-
dum of March 24, 1958.)

c. A limited program of prototype construction of relatively 
small- capacity fallout shelters, differing in design and type (includ-
ing multiple- use) and adapted to differing conditions such as climate; 
appropriate tests by actual occupancy for realistic periods of time to be 
conducted after completion (total cost not to exceed $6 million).

d. A nation- wide survey along the lines recommended in subpara-
graph 2– a of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“2. Surveys and Pilot Studies

“a. Development of estimated availability of existing shelter on a 
sampling basis

“As a basis for national planning, definitive information is needed 
regarding the capability of existing structures to provide fallout shelter, 
particularly in large cities. The Committee recommends that a survey 
of existing structures be conducted on a sampling basis to yield such 
information. This would be handled through direct Federal contract, 
and would be completed in one year.

“-----$2.0 Millions”

e. Initiation of a program of public education along the lines rec-
ommended in paragraph 3 of NSC 5807, as modified by FCDA in the 
light of NSC discussion and as outlined below (cost estimated at not 
over $12.5 million for FY 1959; subsequent annual appropriations to be 
determined on the basis of experience):

Outline of Proposed Coverage of FCDA
Information and Education Program

(1) Objectives

(a) Public understanding of nuclear weapons effects, particularly 
radiation.

(b) Instruction on effective measures of protection.
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(2) Low-Key Characteristics

The program would avoid harmful over- excitement of the people 
by careful treatment of the nature and imminence of the threat.

(a) Prudence, not alarm, is the keynote. All of our best efforts will be 
directed toward avoiding nuclear war; but prudence and a concern for 
the Country’s future dictate the desirability of taking steps to improve 
chances of survival in order to rebuild and protect our national heritage 
if nuclear attack should occur. (We pay a lot of money for insurance of 
various sorts while doing our best to avoid the contingencies against 
which we are insuring ourselves.)

(b) The national fallout shelter policy is based firmly on the philos-
ophy of the obligation of each property- owner to provide protection on 
his own premises. The Federal Government will provide information 
on how to do it, backed up by example of providing fallout protection 
in its new buildings in the future.

(3) Programs

(a) Support of adult education programs to increase understand-
ing of (i) the effects of nuclear weapons, (ii) what can be and is being 
done to provide protection, and (iii) the place of individual prepared-
ness in the total national security program.

(b) Combination of training films, instruction materials, magazine 
articles (popular, trade, etc.), newspaper features, TV programs, etc., 
aimed in appropriate combination at the following broad subjects:

(i) Nuclear weapons effects on people, plants and animals.
(ii) How to provide fallout protection.
(iii) Family fallout protection (including simple “How- to- do- it, 

information).
(iv) Improvised home and basement shelters.
(v) Protection of food and water.
(vi) What governments (Federal, State, local) are doing about fall-

out protection.
(vii) Radiological decontamination.

(c) The use of national organizations to disseminate information.

f. The elements of a base for rapid acceleration along the lines rec-
ommended in paragraph 4 of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“4. Elements of a Base for Rapid Acceleration $Millions
$1.5 (annually)

“The measures proposed above are designed to promote shelter 
construction without extensive financial participation by the Federal 
Government. The Committee recognizes, however, the possibility that 
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these measures may be ineffective and that the Government might later 
wish to initiate a shelter program on an accelerated basis. Many of the 
other recommended measures will assist in preparing a base for rapid 
expansion, but in addition it is believed that specific attention should 
be given to the preparation of a “shelf” of plans and information which 
might save months of delay in an emergency.

“Specific items proposed are:

“(l) Identification of materials, equipment and manpower
-----$1 Million (annually)

“(2) Preparation and maintenance of standby orders and 
organization

“-----$0.5 Million (annually)”

g. The incorporation of fallout shelter in the construction of new 
Federal civilian buildings, of suitable size, designed after this date, 
along the lines recommended in paragraph 5– a of NSC 5807, which 
reads as follows (supplemental appropriations for such shelter in 
buildings for which funds have already been appropriated will not 
be sought):

“5. Incorporation of shelter in civilian Federal buildings

“The Committee agrees that Federal example is an indispensable 
element in any combination of measures designed to stimulate State, 
local government, and private spending for fallout shelters.

$Millions
“a. New Construction $6.5 (annually)

“Projections of new Federal construction activity (including the 
Post Office construction program, but excluding military construction) 
indicate a potential level of about 125,000 shelter spaces annually at an 
average cost of $52 per shelter space. This assumes utilization of new 
buildings for community shelter where practicable, thereby setting an 
example to local Government and business, and avoiding charges of 
favored treatment for Federal employees.”
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42. Draft Paper1

Washington, April 7, 1958

Some Elements of a National Military Strategy in a Time of Maximum 
Tension, Distrust and Destructive Capability

1. Because of the incalculable destructiveness, general war affords 
a means of achieving only one important national objective; i.e., use as 
a last resort to prevent Soviet imposition of its will on the U.S. by force.

2. Only when convinced that a Soviet all- out attack is imminent 
will the U.S. consider launching a preventive war.

3. The purpose of maintaining a capability for massive nuclear 
retaliation is deterrence.

4. Because U.S. strategic nuclear capability is intended almost 
entirely for retaliation . . . .

5. . . . .
6. Strategic nuclear capability, in contrast to tactical nuclear capabil-

ity, . . . .
7. . . . .
8. The U.S. must oppose limited aggression with whatever weap-

ons are necessary and suitable, including the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons. Should the Soviet Union or our allies come to suspect that 
fear of general war would prevent us from effectively opposing lim-
ited aggression, such aggression would become inevitable and would 
not be resisted by our allies.

9. (I disagree with this thought.)
10. (I disagree here, as well, on the same grounds; i.e., that the 

Soviets are emboldened by weakness and deterred by strength, in my 
view.)

1 Source: “Some Elements of a National Military Strategy in a Time of Maximum 
Tension, Distrust and Destructive Capability”; attached to print Document 19. Top Secret. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Nuclear Policy.
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43. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, April 9, 1958

The President said he had an excellent talk with Secretary Gates 
and Admiral Burke at the White House last evening. They said the 
Marines are particularly emotional over the proposed reorganization.

As to themselves, they said that they completely accept the basic 
propositions of unified strategic planning and direction, and placing all 
activities under the control of the Secretary of Defense. They are rather 
afraid of what their staffs might do, however, since there is a great deal 
more emotionalism and apprehension at lower levels than they them-
selves feel.

Also, they said that they had prepared a plan a few months ago, 
which was very thoroughly worked out and coordinated within the 
Navy Department, and they don’t see how they can change their posi-
tion so quickly.

They added that they knew a lot of people were calling them recal-
citrants. They do not feel that they are that at all, since they support the 
basic concept the President has put forward. They told the President 
they were worried about the situation they would face when they were 
called to testify. The President said it is simply a matter of not getting 
rattled. He felt that they can answer questions quite satisfactorily, given 
that they have the conviction favoring unified strategic planning and 
command direction which they had earlier indicated.

The President said that several times in the conversation they 
mentioned their “apprehensions” over what might be done under 
some future President or some future Secretary of Defense. The appre-
hensions do not apply in the present circumstances. The  President said 
he talked these apprehensions out with them. The primary one repre-
sented concern over a single service of supply. The President told them 
he had never believed in it and does not now. There should, however, 
be the capability for single management of various “common use” 
items. The President thought they accepted this line of thinking very 
well. They also said they were afraid that the services might become 
“mere shells” with consequent loss of morale. The President said he 
stressed to them the tremendous responsibilities and tasks that would 
still remain, and felt that their minds were much put at ease by this 
explanation.

Again they came back to the need for the provision “separately 
administered.” Here he made clear that he expects the Secretaries 

1 Source: Conversation among Eisenhower, Gates, and Burke on Defense reorgani-
zation. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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to administer their departments; the point is to remove the basis for 
the argument and resistance now encountered in attempts to eliminate 
duplication, etc.

They expressed full and wholehearted agreement with the propos-
als that are being made concerning research and development.

The President said they expressed most effusively their gratitude 
for inviting them in and talking the matter out with them, and said that 
he had removed a tremendous burden from their minds. The  President 
commented that there was need for someone who has worked closely 
with them, such as General Persons if he were available, to stay in close 
contact with them, and work out additional points of concern that 
might arise.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

44. Letter From the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Quarles) 
to Secretary of State Dulles1

Washington, April 22, 1958

[Source: Department of State, Central Files, 711.56300/4-2258. Top 
Secret. 2 pages of source text not declassified.]

45. Presentation to the NSC by Holaday1

Washington, April 24, 1958

Mr. President:

At the 27th February meeting of the National Security Council, the 
Secretary of Defense agreed to report to the Council his recommenda-
tions concerning the following three points given in the Report to the 

1 Source: Missile development and deployment. Top Secret; attached tables are 
Secret. 11 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science Advisory 
Committee. These are:

(1) Report on whether decisions should be made now:

(a) To produce additional first- generation ICBMs beyond the 130 
currently programmed, to be operational prior to the end of FY 1963;

(b) To build additional launching sites required to make opera-
tional any additional first- generation ICBMs so produced; and

(c) To harden such additional launching sites.

(2) Report on whether to order now production of more than 
3 POLARIS submarine missile systems; and on possible further accel-
eration of production.

(3) Report on whether to install interim defense against ballistic 
missiles attack at SAC bases, utilizing modified available anti- aircraft 
missiles.

The Secretary of Defense agreed at the 16 January meeting to report 
on whether to increase the number of operational IRBMs beyond the 
8 squadrons (120 missiles) now approved.

In arriving at our decisions it appeared appropriate to consider 
these questions in the light of the over- all missile capabilities which the 
U.S. would have during this time period. Presented on this chart are the 
following missiles:

JUPITER
THOR
ATLAS
TITAN
POLARIS
MACE
REGULUS
SNARK

The basic chart shows those programs specifically approved by the 
President in black. The programs recommended by the JCS as a part of 
JSOP 61 are shown in blue on the first overlay.

Although the three additional programs here indicated, the MACE, 
the REGULUS II and the SNARK are aerodynamic missiles somewhat 
more vulnerable to enemy defenses than are the ballistic missiles, we 
consider that these missiles will be effective weapons for some time to 
come. The capability which they represent must be considered as com-
plimentary to the several ballistic missile programs.

On the basis of the information available, the Department of 
Defense does not at this time propose an increase in the ATLAS pro-
gram over the 9 squadron approved program. While ATLAS bases 
are currently planned to be soft, latest studies indicate that the 
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effectiveness of these missiles can be improved by diversification of 
deployment. Plans call for 1 squadron at Camp Cooke, 2 squadrons 
at Warren AFB, Wyoming, 1 squadron at Offutt AFB, Nebraska and 1 
squadron at Fairchild AFB near Spokane, Washington. Considerations 
are being given to a semi- hard, 20 1b. base deployment method for the 
6, 7, 8 and 9 squadrons.

With respect to the TITAN program, the 1959 budget augmentation 
request includes 50 million additional dollars for this program. Total 
will now be $454.5 million. This funding will permit the deployment of 
three TITAN squadrons on a hard base by CY 1961. The 4th squadron 
will be deployed in CY 1962, using later funding. These squadrons will 
be deployed outside of Denver, Colorado and will be serviced by the 
Martin plant located at Denver.

We are at the present time reviewing the TITAN program to deter-
mine whether it will be practicable to substitute a storable propellant 
combination instead of the current liquid oxygen- kerosene combina-
tion. There are several factors in favor of making such a substitution, 
including a significant reduction in logistics and reaction time. On 
the other hand, there are certain engineering problems which must be 
resolved before we can be assured that this simplified technique can be 
used. It is expected that these studies will be completed this summer. 
While we are not recommending an increase in the TITAN program 
over the approved level of 4 squadrons and 40 missiles, we believe that 
if the fuel work is successful we will need additional squadrons and 
would ask for an increase to a total of 8 squadrons as part of the 1960 
budget.

With respect to the POLARIS program, the FY 1959 budget aug-
mentation request included funds for two more POLARIS submarines 
and the necessary missiles. This will provide 5 submarines plus mis-
siles as the approved program. It is not practicable to program, at this 
time, for additional submarines and missiles until the development 
program proceeds into the test phase and a better measure is estab-
lished of system performance and the projected availability dates. The 
present Navy plan is to continue the production of POLARIS subma-
rines at a rate of about 1 per quarter. If the program continues to show 
promise, it is likely that additional funds will be included in the 1960 
budget request to finance 3 additional submarines.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that the number of 
operational IRBMs be increased to a total of 16 squadrons (240 mis-
siles) by FY 1963. On the basis of a review of the possible deploy-
ment locations suggested by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, comments on 
these locations by the State Department, and progress at the NATO 
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meeting, it appears that we can make reasonably firm plans for the 
following deployments:

United Kingdom 4 squadrons

France 3 squadrons

Italy 2 squadrons

Turkey 1 squadron

Alaska 1 squadron

Okinawa or Near East 1 squadron

Total 12 squadrons
Accordingly, at this time the Department of Defense recommends that 
the total number of squadrons for the first generation of IRBMs be held 
for planning purposes to 12 squadrons (180 missiles). On the basis of 
a review of the THOR and JUPITER programs and even though we 
have only had sporadic successes in both programs, we would not have 
any reason to believe that either program will result in a complete fail-
ure. Because of the inherent differences between the two missile sys-
tems, particularly the ground support equipment, we do not feel that 
it would be desirable to place both JUPITER and THOR in the same 
overseas deployment locations. Accordingly, we have allocated the 
first three squadrons of JUPITER to France and would propose that the 
fourth JUPITER squadron be dropped from the program. We would 
propose  that the remaining requirement of five squadrons be met by 
the THOR to achieve the program objectives at the lowest cost. To meet 
the schedules for deployment shown on the chart and the needs of the 
space program, it will be necessary to increase the THOR production 
rate from 6 to 8 missiles per month. We also propose to arrange with 
the Army for a finite program for a total of 3 JUPITER squadrons. This 
is essentially a buy- out type program. We feel it is necessary to pursue 
this course of action so long as we do not have proven weapon systems, 
but are at the same time proceeding with the assumption that both pro-
grams will be successful.

The decision as to whether to install interim defense against ballistic 
missiles attack at SAC bases, utilizing modified, available anti- aircraft 
missiles, such as NIKE-HERCULES and TALOS has been given exten-
sive study. It is estimated that a 25 unit land- based TALOS program, to 
be effective in a timely manner, would require immediate approval and 
obligation of nearly one billion dollars, mostly to be spent over a period 
of three years, with additional funds required to develop and incorporate 
the anti- ballistic missile capability. A lesser program, on the order of 12 
land- based TALOS units, would require expenditure of approximately 
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600 million dollars over a period of three years. Although the imple-
mentation of this program could result in the earliest possible interim 
defense against ballistic missiles at a limited number of SAC bases, the 
expenditure of additional funds in these amounts does not appear to 
be justified. Since the NIKE-ZEUS system on the basis of available data 
will probably have a much greater capability, although it will be a year 
to 18 months later, the Department of Defense feels that the available 
effort should be devoted toward moving the NIKE-ZEUS system along 
at an optimum rate to achieve the earliest practicable capability with 
that system.

Accordingly, the Department of Defense proposes to accelerate the 
development of the NIKE-ZEUS system, placing particular emphasis 
on the electronic part of the development program.

Mr. Holaday here summarized.
In summary,
(1) We do not recommend an increase in the ICBM program above 

the approved 13 squadrons and 130 missiles at this time.
(2) If the development work on the TITAN missile continues suc-

cessfully, we may recommend an increase of 4 additional squadrons of 
TITAN in submitting the 1960 budget, that will give a total of 17 squad-
rons and 170 missiles.

(3) Bases have been selected for the deployment of 5 squadrons of 
ATLAS missiles on soft bases. A study is being made on making semi- 
hard the remaining 4 squadrons. Selection of these bases has not been 
made to date; they will probably be selected to give diversification of 
deployment at or near present SAC bases.

(4) One hard base for the deployment of 4 TITAN squadrons has 
been selected near Denver, Colorado. Sufficient money is in the pres-
ent budget to provide for the deployment of three squadrons. The 4th 
squadron will be financed in the 1960 budget request. If additional 
squadrons of TITAN missiles are provided, they will be deployed on 
hard bases.

(5) We do not recommend an increase in the POLARIS program 
above the 5 submarines and 80 missiles at this time. We may request 
additional money in the 1960 budget request to add 3 more submarines, 
giving a total of 8 submarines and 128 missiles.

(6) We recommend an increase in the IRBM program from 8 squad-
rons and 120 missiles to 12 squadrons and 180 missiles.

(7) We recommend an accelerated program using the NIKE-ZEUS 
system as a defense against ICBM missiles.
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CALENDAR YEARS

MISSILE 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

JUPITER

Squadrons 1 3 4 4 4 4

Missiles 13 45 60 60 60 60

THOR

Squadrons 1 3 4 4 4 4

Missiles 15 45 60 60 60 60

ATLAS

Squadrons 1 1 4 9 9 9

Missiles 10 40 90 90 90

TITAN

Squadrons 3 4 4

Missiles 30 40 40

POLARIS

Subs 3 5 5 5

Missiles 64 80 80 80

MACE (MATADOR B)

Groups

Missiles

REGULUS

Subs/Cruisers

Missiles

SNARK

Squadrons

Missiles

CALENDAR YEARS

MISSILE 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

JUPITER

Squadrons

Missiles

THOR

Squadrons

Missiles
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CALENDAR YEARS

MISSILE 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

ATLAS

Squadrons

Missiles

TITAN

Squadrons

Missiles

POLARIS

Subs

Missiles

MACE (MATADOR B)

Groups 2 3 5

Missiles 127 233 270

REGULUS

Subs/Cruisers 2/ 3/ 3/1 4/4

Missiles 19 36 47 109

SNARK

Squadrons 1 2 2

Missiles 15 30 30

Blast [illegible in the original] : JCS Recommended Program

CALENDAR YEARS

MISSILE 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

JUPITER

Squadrons 2 3 3 3 3

Missiles 30 45 45 45 45

THOR

Squadrons 4 8 9 9 9

Missiles 60 120 135 135 135

ATLAS

Squadrons

Missiles

TITAN

Squadrons
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CALENDAR YEARS

MISSILE 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

Missiles

POLARIS

Subs

Missiles

MACE (MATADOR B)

Groups

Missiles

REGULUS

Subs/Cruisers

Missiles

SNARK

Squadrons

Missiles

46. Memorandum From McNeil to McElroy1

Washington, April 25, 1958

SUBJECT

Comments on NSC 5810, “Basic National Security Policy”

The paper as proposed for NSC consideration is definitely an 
improvement over NSC 5707/8 which it is designed to replace. I note 
that many of the suggestions we made last year in connection with 
the review of NSC 5707 have been incorporated in the present paper. 
In one most important respect, however, the paper is still seriously 
deficient; namely, US objectives towards the USSR itself.

The policy paper in this regard appears to suffer from what might 
be called a “containment psychology”— not in the old Kennan or geo-
graphical sense of the term, but rather in the sense of trying to contain 
Russian progress in science, technology, education, production, foreign 

1 Source: Comments on NSC 5810. Top Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, White 
House Office Files, Project Clean Up.
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trade, etc. Throughout the paper there are statements of policy which 
imply that we should try to isolate the Communists behind the Iron 
Curtain and minimize their contact with the rest of the world. Our 
major political and economic efforts, apparently, are to be devoted to 
maintaining the free world alliances and winning over the neutrals to 
our side, thereby helping to isolate the Communists.

In my judgment this policy is both negative and inadequate. Note 
paragraph 4 of the new paper which deals with the “basic problem”. 
Listed in this paragraph are four courses of action which, if followed, 
are supposed to achieve our basic objective “to preserve and enhance 
the security of the United States and its fundamental values and insti-
tutions”. I submit that even if we are successful in carrying out these 
four necessary courses of action, this, in itself, would not achieve our 
basic objective as stated in the paper. Even if we were to win over to 
our side all the neutral nations and succeeded in completely isolating 
the Communists behind the Iron Curtain, our national security would 
nevertheless continue to be endangered. The Communists already have 
very great resources and a rapidly advancing technology behind the 
Iron Curtain. There is no way in which we can alter this situation. It 
is the military power which these resources and technology generate 
that poses the basic threat to our national security. In fact, isolating the 
USSR from contact with the rest of the world might well increase our 
danger.

It seems to me that the only way in which we can hope to allevi-
ate the basic threat to our national security is to effect a fundamental 
change in the character of the government of the USSR. No matter how 
remote this eventuality may seem to be, it must remain our ultimate 
objective.

But this is not enough. We must also know in which direction we 
wish to effect this change in the Russian government. To my mind 
the desired direction is unmistakable. It must be toward a govern-
ment more responsive to the will of the people, and, eventually, a 
government squarely based on the will of the people. This is the most 
dependable and perhaps only real assurance for world peace in the 
future. Agreements with dictators, no matter how well meant they 
may be, are always subject to sudden renunciation. Furthermore, 
Khruschchev is here today but may be gone tomorrow. The United 
States could not with assurance embark on a major disarmament pro-
gram so long as the government of the USSR is in the hands of a 
real dictatorship. It is much more difficult for democratically based 
governments to initiate sudden aggression, especially when it would 
expose their people to virtual annihilation. It should, therefore, be our 
objective not only (in the words of paragraph 4(d) of the paper) “to 
engage successfully in a world- wide peaceful contest with the USSR”, 
but more importantly to influence and encourage the USSR directly 
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in every possible way to move, no matter how slowly, towards a more 
popularly based government—and to move, no matter how slowly, 
into becoming a respected member of the family of nations.

It will probably be argued by many people that this is a Utopian 
objective; that there is no hope of ever converting the Communists to a 
less aggressive, more peaceful and democratic way of life. This, to my 
way of thinking, denotes a negative and defeatist attitude. It denotes a 
crisis of confidence in our ability to surmount the obstacles confront-
ing us. This psychology is dangerous to our leadership in the world— 
moreover, it is not justified.

The increasingly dangerous situation in which we now find our-
selves is by no means one- sided. The increasing threat to our security 
arises from the explosive progress in science and technology which is 
producing weapons of ever increasing speed and destructive power. 
But the USSR is in the same boat. They have every reason to be just 
as fearful as we are— and more so. Ironically, of all the peoples in the 
world, they and we are the most in danger. In this we have a commu-
nity of interest and for this reason the people of the USSR and the peo-
ple of the United States have the greatest stake in the achievement of a 
solution to this terrible dilemma.

On the political- economic side of the problem we have every 
reason to be confident that ours is the “wave of the future”. Present 
trends in the USSR give strong encouragement to this belief. President 
Eisenhower, in his recent address to the American Society of Newspaper 
Editors, noted this trend. He said:

“And slowly but significantly the Iron Curtain has started to 
lift. Behind it the personal security and intellectual freedom of the 
oppressed peoples gradually increase— another development not with-
out promise.”

It is unfortunate that this same hopeful and positive note is 
not reflected in the proposed policy paper. In this connection, of all 
nations in the Communist bloc the USSR is, in certain respects, the 
best prospect for conversion to a way of life more similar to ours. The 
more advanced, educated and prosperous the people of the USSR 
become the greater will be their demand for a voice in their own 
destiny and the right of freedom of speech and movement and in 
the selection of jobs. It is not fortuitous that Khruschev holds up the 
United States as a shining example of achievement towards which the 
Russian people should strive. He is constantly exhorting the Russian 
people to catch up with the United States in food, clothing, indus-
trial production, etc. After forty years the leaders of the USSR are 
still striving to achieve the material success that we have achieved 
in this country. Our policy should be to encourage this competition; 
to take up this challenge and make it more difficult for the Russian 
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leadership to reverse this trend. The Russian people have everything 
to gain and we have nothing to lose in a race to see which system can 
do more for its people.

This point of view was most eloquently expressed by President 
Eisenhower in his Second Inaugural Address. He said at that time:

“We honor, no less in this divided world than in a less tormented 
time, the people of Russia. We do not dread, rather do we welcome, 
their progress in education and industry. We wish them success in their 
demands for more intellectual freedom, greater security before their 
own laws, fuller enjoyment of the rewards of their own toil. For as such 
things may come to pass, the more certain will be the coming of that 
day when our peoples may freely meet in friendship.”

Again, it is unfortunate that nowhere in the policy paper do we 
find this positive objective with respect to our policy towards the USSR 
itself. Instead, we find in those paragraphs of the paper dealing with 
“Other Means of Influencing the Communist Bloc” (pp. 16, 17, 18) vague 
references to “alternatives. . .which would be acceptable to the United 
States”—“Measures which make more difficult the reversal of policies 
more acceptable to us”—“Sustaining current ferment in the thinking, 
and fostering evolutionary trends, within the Bloc”— “Accelerate evo-
lutionary changes in Sino-Soviet policies”— etc. Nowhere in the paper 
is there any clear indication as to what alternatives”, what “meas-
ures”, what “evolutionary trends” and what “evolutionary changes” 
we would like to see take place behind the Iron Curtain. Certainly, in 
this most important of all policies, we should have positive, specific 
objectives.

The negative tone of the paper is clearly indicated in paragraph 
33 a (5), “undermine the faith of the Communist ruling classes in 
their own system and ideology”. Why should not our policy be pos-
itive? Why should we not seek to hold up to them the advantages 
of our own system and way of life? Do we or don’t we believe that 
our system is superior to the Communist system as a way of life? 
Undermining their faith in their own system would simply leave a 
vacuum. Would it not be wiser to offer something better to take its 
place? Certainly if we have faith and confidence in our own way of 
life we should not hesitate to urge it on other peoples for their own 
good and ours as well.

I am personally convinced that as time goes on our way of life 
with its many freedoms and respect for the rights of the individual will 
look better and better to the people of the USSR. Already the Russian 
leadership is under great pressure to meet the growing demands of 
the people for more and better consumer goods. Khrushchev’s con-
stant harping on such bourgeois frills as better food, more attractive 
clothing, is a far cry from the hard- bitten, austere communism of the 
Stalin regime. Already the communist economic system of the USSR 



166 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

is beginning to show signs of its inability to cope effectively with the 
problems emerging as a result of Russia’s present stage of economic 
development. Note the recent decentralization of industrial admin-
istration and the transfer of farm machinery to the collective farms. 
(For a further discussion of USSR economic problems see Harry 
Schwartz’s article beginning on p. 145 of the April Conference Board 
Business Record.)

Regarding specific paragraphs of the paper, I would like to offer 
the following comments:

Paragraph 3 (d)—It seems to me that this overstates the problem. We 
have a tendency in government to blame the people for our own failures.

Paragraph 14—The words in brackets, “an appropriate conven-
tional capability”, do not appear to be necessary. It is getting increas-
ingly difficult to define “conventional capability”. For example, does it 
include non- nuclear armed missiles? small nuclear weapons?

Paragraph 27 c (5)—With respect to economic development aid, we 
should recognize that here is another competitor for the government 
dollar. If what is said in paragraph 43, “Sound U.S. Economy”, is to be 
taken literally, care must be exercised not to go overboard on expand-
ing economic development assistance to other countries, or seek to out-
bid the USSR in every instance.

Paragraph 28—This paragraph represents an improvement over 
existing policies but it does not go far enough. While we should do 
everything possible to prevent the Communist bloc from subverting 
or gaining political control of independent states through economic 
aid, we should not oppose Communist economic aid, per se, to these 
countries. The US must recognize that the productivity and techno-
logical capabilities of the USSR will continue to grow. These capabil-
ities will be used for one purpose or another. It would seem that the 
use of Soviet resources in the form of economic aid to independent 
states offers less of a danger to the security of the US than the use of 
these same resources for weapons production or for advancing their 
military technology. Therefore, we should oppose Communist eco-
nomic aid only when there is clear evidence that such aid is being 
directed towards subverting or winning political control of independ-
ent states.

Paragraph 35 a (1)—Here is another good example of the negative 
approach in this paper. The paragraph talks about giving the peoples of 
communist nations a clear conception of the true US and the free world 
purposes and offers as an example only what we are against— not what 
we are for. The quote from the President’s Second Inaugural Address is 
highly pertinent in this connection.

Paragraph 35 b—Should be read in conjunction with the first sen-
tence of Paragraph 39. In paragraph 35 b the point is made that we 
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should, among other things, take every opportunity to negotiate with 
the Soviet bloc. Paragraph 39 reads, “The United States should continue 
its readiness to negotiate with the USSR whenever it appears that U.S. 
interest will be served thereby.” Paragraph 35 b says we should take the 
initiative— paragraph 39 is completely passive. This inconsistency prob-
ably arises from the fact that paragraph 35 b is new, whereas the first 
sentence of paragraph 39 has not been revised and except for the deletion 
of one word is the same as in the old paper.

Paragraph 36 b (2)—This is another example of the timid, uncer-
tain approach toward the USSR. Why must we discreetly inform Free 
World nations that expansion of US-Soviet Bloc contacts does not sig-
nify US acceptance of Soviet Bloc attitudes? Why should our talking 
to the Communists raise any question about our accepting their atti-
tudes? It seems to imply a lack of confidence in our own values. We 
should say openly and most emphatically to the whole world, and 
particularly to the USSR, that we are expanding contacts with them in 
the hope of making them better neighbors in this world that we both 
inhabit.

Paragraph 40—The last part of this paragraph is a considerable 
improvement over the old paper. But I believe it can be sharpened. Our 
overriding objective with respect to disarmament, arms reduction, etc., 
should be to make more difficult a surprise attack against the US. Any 
reduction in the possibility of surprise would be of the utmost value 
to the US— of much greater value, for example, than say a 25% reduc-
tion in the active duty strength of Communist forces or even a 25% 
reduction in the number of their active aircraft. It is reasonably certain 
that the USSR would never contemplate an all- out attack on the US 
unless it felt sure of virtually complete surprise. President Eisenhower 
recognized this point in his address to the NATO heads of government 
last December when he talked of “establishing a system which would 
exclude the risk of massive surprise attack”.

Paragraph 42 c—This should be the job of many people in govern-
ment, not just the USIA. We should have a positive program which 
would entail the deliberate preparation of official statements designed 
to get our views across to the world and particularly to the people of the 
USSR. We should carry the battle to the Communists by taking the initia-
tive and every allegation made by the Communists should be promptly 
answered by an appropriate official of the US Government. We should 
exploit their vulnerabilities and expose their every weakness in an orga-
nized, planned national effort. For example, on the matter of housing 
the head of the Federal Housing Administration, should, in public state-
ments, point out the glaring inadequacies of Russian housing as com-
pared with the US; the Secretary of Agriculture should point to the great 
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advances in American agriculture as compared with the backwardness 
of Russian agriculture, etc.

Paragraph 43 a (1)—This sentence should be revised to read:
“Counter the current recession in such a way as to foster sustainable 

economic growth”, etc.
This is the essential point in the present policy as I understand it.

Paragraph 47—The last sentence of this paragraph should be 
revised to read:

“Implementation of these objectives should give priority to those 
measures which would contribute to immediate combat readiness,” etc.
This would be more in line with our intent.

W.J. McNeil
Assistant Secretary of Defense

47. Memorandum From Twining to McElroy1

Washington, April 25, 1958

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy—NSC 5810

1. With respect to the Service comments on the whole of the pro-
posed Basic National Security Policy—NSC 5810, I do not agree with 
the Army-Navy-Marine Corps view, nor do I agree with the Air Force 
position.

2. The key to both positions is the wording of paragraph 14 in the 
draft statement of the Basic National Policy.

3. The wording supported in the Army-Navy-Marine Corps view 
was proposed by the Chairman of the Planning Board, General Cutler, 
contrary to the views of the majority of the Planning Board. In my 
judgment, this wording would water down our resolution to strike 
back against Russia in any aggression, and would indicate that we are 
willing to conduct limited wars without using the force required. This 

1 Source: JCS views on NSC 5810. Top Secret. 12 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File.
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intent would probably become known to the USSR and would be an 
invitation to start limited wars.

4. The Air Force position supports the wording in paragraph 14 as 
now written in the draft, which is a repeat from last year’s edition of the 
statement of Basic National Security Policy—NSC 5707/8. However, 
it proposes delaying the settlement of this issue until the results of a 
study now being conducted jointly by State, Defense, and the JCS are 
available. This study was directed by NSC action No. 1844b and is an 
investigation of limited wars. In my judgment, there is no need to await 
the findings of this study in order to settle one of the most important 
controversies in military strategy of recent years. We have sufficient 
information at hand, now, for decision.

5. I recommend that your position before the National Security 
Council be to support the wording of paragraphs 13 and 14 as now writ-
ten in the draft statement of the Basic National Security Policy — NSC 
5810. I further recommend that you non- concur in the footnote which 
refers to paragraph 14 and which recommends deferral of decision.

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Enclosure

Memorandum From Twining to McElroy

Washington, April 25, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810) (C).

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their divergent views 
regarding a draft statement of policy on the above subject, prepared by 
the National Security Council Planning Board for consideration by the 
National Security Council at its meeting on 1 May 1958.

2. The majority view submitted by the Chiefs of Staff, U.S. Army; 
the Chief of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps is attached as Appendix “A”. The minority view submitted by 
the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, is attached as Appendix “B”.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N. F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff
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Appendix A
Washington, undated

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY: CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS: AND THE COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

on
BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (NSC 5810) (C)

1. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; Chief of Naval Operations; and the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps have reviewed the draft statement 
of policy (NSC 5810) which was prepared by the National Security 
Council Planning Board for consideration by the National Security 
Council at its meeting on Thursday, 1 May 1958.

2. From a military point of view, the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; 
Chief of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps 
consider that certain changes are necessary in order to provide a Basic 
National Security Policy which is responsive to the present world situa-
tion. Over the past several years, a trend in world affairs has developed 
which has increased Sino-Soviet power and influence, both actually 
and relatively. The United States, as the leader of the Free World and 
the heart of its collective security system, has reached a point where we 
must take action to halt and reverse this trend or resign ourselves to its 
indefinite continuation.

3. Our national military strategy must not only be designed to cope 
with the condition of nuclear parity in an era of mutual deterrence to 
general war, but it must be a strategy which attracts rather than repels 
the rest of the Free World if we are to maintain an international envi-
ronment in which the United States can sustain its fundamental values 
and institutions.

4. Basic National Security Policy must provide the guidance for 
strong Free World leadership. Four issues are fundamental:

a. Initiative and an Active Policy. The United States must act to seize 
the initiative, thus shifting the onus of counteraction to the Communist 
leaders. Initiative is required in all fields but particularly in the politi-
cal and economic, where it must be supported by appropriate military 
measures. The adroit employment, particularly movement, of U.S. or 
allied forces as a cold war operation might spell the difference between 
success or failure of a bold political move. The United States must exert 
active pressures against the Sino-Soviet Bloc wherever and whenever 
possible in order to disrupt Communist designs for world domination. 
Pressures should specifically include efforts to splinter and reduce the 
existing Communist structure.

b. Mutual Deterrence. Relative nuclear parity has already made the 
policy of massive nuclear retaliation unacceptable as anything but a 
deterrent to total nuclear warfare. Both the United States and the USSR 
will be increasingly deterred from implementing such a policy except 
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in response to an attack on them of such proportions as to threaten their 
national survival, since its implementation could only result in mutual 
destruction.

c. Nuclear Weapons Policy. Because of mutual deterrence and the 
dangers of limited conflicts broadening into general war, the United 
States can no longer base its national policy on placing main reliance on 
atomic weapons for situations short of general war. In such situations 
the United States must maintain forces capable of reacting to aggression 
with either nuclear or non- nuclear means in the most effective manner 
to achieve U.S. national objectives while at the same time minimizing 
the risk of general war.

d. Limited War. It is important that our policy recognize that lim-
ited aggression is essentially any war in which neither the national sur-
vival of the United States nor that of the USSR is at stake, that it may 
include direct conflict between U.S. and Soviet forces, and that it may 
be intense and of significant duration. The objective may require a mil-
itary victory, in the traditional sense, or some lesser solution which is 
to our net advantage. Since limited aggression is increasingly the more 
probable form of conflict which we must face, national policy should 
put increasing emphasis on suitable ready forces with a flexible combat 
capability and provided with transportation which insures their strate-
gic mobility.

5. It is recommended that the four objectives outlined above, 
together with the implementing textual changes in NSC 5810 which are 
attached as the Annex hereto, form the basis of your position on Basic 
National Security Policy.

Annex to Appendix A

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CHIEFS OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY, THE 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, AND THE COMMANDANT OF 
THE MARINE CORPS

on
BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

(Changes indicated in the usual manner)
1. Page 2, paragraph 5, second sentence—Change to read: “5 . . . . (b) 

in a time of relative nuclear parity and increased Soviet political and 
economic aggressiveness, to place greater emphasis on non-military 
political and economic measures and on the military capability to support 
these measures and to deal with limited Communist aggression.”

REASON: Relative nuclear parity increases the likelihood of lim-
ited aggression and requires a military capability to deal with it and to 
support more active U.S. political and economic policies.

2. Page 3, paragraph 6—Insert as subparagraph 6b and reletter sub-
sequent subparagraphs:

b. To apply pressures actively against the Sino-Soviet Bloc whenever and 
wherever possible in order to disrupt Communist designs for expansion and 
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aggression, to reduce Communist influence and control, and to further U.S. 
objectives.

REASON: U.S. policies should be designed to mount a psychologi-
cal, economic, and political offensive against the Bloc as well as to shore 
up the defenses of the Free World against a comparable Bloc offensive.

3. Page 4, paragraph 8, last sentence—Change to read: “Hence the 
Communist rulers must be convinced by obvious U.S. ability and willing-
ness to meet a wide range of military contingencies with means appropriate to 
the objective at stake that aggression will not serve their interest; that it 
will not pay.”

REASON: To meet the flexible Communist strategy, the U.S. deter-
rent must include both a nuclear retaliatory force to deter total war and 
flexible ready forces to deter or deal with limited aggression; and above 
all, must be made credible to Communist leaders and our Allies by an 
unmistakable U.S. willingness to employ military force of a quality and 
degree appropriate to the situation.

4. Page 4, paragraph 9—Change to read:
“9. The higher purpose of military strategy must be to affect the will of 

the enemy, not merely to destroy him. The U.S. recognizes the increasing prob-
ability of long term mutual deterrence with respect to general war and the 
reduced political usefulness of massive retaliation as a means of insuring the 
security of the Free World. In this era of mutual deterrence to general war, 
massive retaliation can only be used as a threat, and in the event of general 
war, in reprisal. To deter the Communists from the use of their military power, 
the If this purpose is to be achieved U.S. and its allies in the aggregate 
will have to have, for an indefinite period, military forces with suffi-
cient strength, flexibility and mobility to enable them to deal swiftly 
and effectively severely with Communist overt aggression in any possible 
its various form, including general war. and to prevail in general war 
should one develop. In addition the. This deterrent is much more likely 
to be effective if the U.S. and its major allies show that they are united 
in their determination to use military force when necessary against such 
any aggression.”

REASON: As set forth in Section A of NSC 5810 the United States 
must recognize the existence of a mutual deterrence to general war and 
the reduced political usefulness of massive retaliation as the principal 
means of insuring the security of the Free World.

5. Page 4, subparagraph 10a—Change to read:
“10. a. It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not 

sole, reliance on nuclear weapons to integrate nuclear weapons with 
other weapons in the arsenal of the United States; and to place main, 
but not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons in general war, remaining prepared 
to fight limited war with or without such weapons. to consider them as 
conventional weapons from a military point of view, and to Nuclear 
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weapons will be used them when required to achieve national objectives. 
Advance authorization for their use in either general or limited war is as 
determined by the President.”

REASON: It is essential that U.S. policy, in an era of relative nuclear 
parity, be extremely flexible and provide for adoption of whatever 
forces and weapons best serve U.S. interests.

6. Page 5, paragraph 13—Change to read:
“13. In carrying out our aim of deterring general war, the United 

States must develop and maintain under its own control, as part of its mil-
itary forces, sufficient its effective nuclear retaliatory power and must 
keep that power secure from neutralization or from a Soviet Knockout 
blow; even by surprise capability to reduce the Soviet powercomplex to 
impotency. To the degree that it approaches invulnerability, this force can be 
made progressively smaller without any decrease in the certainty of its avail-
ability for effective application. Security of the deterrent force is a crucial factor 
in obviating the requirement for immediate or automatic political decision as 
to its use. Thus, it would minimize the risk of hasty or ill- considered deci-
sion in time of crisis. The United States must also develop and maintain 
adequate military and non- military programs for continental defense. 
Defensive elements must be premised on acceptance of the fact that general 
war would probably result in large scale damage to the United States. The 
national effort devoted to defense should provide for early warning, defense 
of retaliatory forces, and a level of defense in vital areas sufficient to require a 
significant enemy effort to overcome it, leaving no single threat totally unop-
posed. So long as the Soviet leaders are uncertain of their ability to neu-
tralize the U.S. nuclear retaliatory power, there is little reason to expect 
them deliberately to initiate general war or actions which they believe 
would carry appreciable risk of general war, and thereby endanger the 
survival of the USSR.”

REASON: To establish terms of reference for the deterrent force 
and defense requirements.

7. Page 5, paragraph 14—Delete and substitute the following:
“14. a. There is a steadily increasing probability that armed con-

flicts of the future will be limited wars. Limited war can be defined as 
an armed conflict in which U.S. national survival is not directly at stake. 
It would probably be characterized by mutually accepted limitations 
on objectives, locale, weapons and participants. While maintaining our 
nuclear capability to deter general war, and during a period of relative 
nuclear parity, it becomes increasingly important further to develop 
and maintain a capability to oppose limited military aggression wher-
ever U.S. security interests are involved.

b. In each case of limited military aggression, the United States 
must determine whether: (1) vital U.S. interests require the defeat of 
such limited aggression by prompt and resolute application of whatever 
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degree of force is necessary, even at the risk that major Communist 
counteraction may spread the hostilities into general war, or whether 
(2) U.S. interests would be served by applying only that degree of force 
judged necessary to confine the hostilities to a limited area and to the 
objective of restoring the status quo ante, thereby seeking to minimize 
the risk that major Communist counteraction would spread the hostil-
ities into general war.

c. Within the total U.S. military forces, therefore, there must be 
included ready forces which, with help as may realistically be expected 
from allied forces, are adequate (1) to present a deterrent to limited mil-
itary aggression, and (2) while minimizing the risk of general war, to 
defeat or hold, in conjunction with indigenous forces, any such limited 
aggression, pending the application of such additional U.S. and allied 
power as may be deemed necessary to suppress the limited aggres-
sion. Such ready forces must be highly mobile and suitably deployed, 
recognizing that some degree of mal- deployment from the viewpoint 
of general war must be accepted. Military planning for U.S. forces to 
oppose limited military aggression will be based on a flexible and selec-
tive capability, including an appropriate nuclear capability for use as 
authorized by the President.”

REASON: This paragraph is a realistic and workable policy for the 
United States in an era when Soviet ability to deliver a massive nuclear 
attack on the United States will provide a strong deterrent to such an 
attack by the United States, except in retaliation. It properly emphasizes 
the increasing importance of further developing and maintaining the 
capability, including a nuclear capability, to oppose limited aggression, 
and recognizes that limited aggression may occur wherever our poten-
tial enemies see advantage in such action. Furthermore, it allows much 
needed political flexibility in that it does not require in advance that the 
United States, once committed to action in a limited war, must apply 
unlimited force to achieve military victory regardless of consequences, 
but leaves the United States free to fight for a limited objective if such is 
the best course under the conditions then existing.

8. Page 7, paragraph 19— add new last sentence to read:
“In addition to the foregoing, the United States should be pre-

pared to provide limited military assistance to uncommitted nations 
as required to prevent such nations from seeking and obtaining mil-
itary assistance from Communist sources and thus falling within the 
Communist sphere of influence.”

REASON: To establish a policy intended to avoid repetition of dif-
ficulties in Egypt, Indonesia, etc.

9. Page 8, paragraph 20, third sentence—Change to read:
“. . . . At the same time its must be recognized that the attainment of 

relative nuclear parity by the USSR will probably result in Sino-Soviet Bloc 
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actions at a higher level of provocation than in the past which will confront us 
with increasingly difficult decisions. Therefore, the United States. . . .”

REASON: A logical consequence of nuclear parity is an increasingly 
provocative attitude on the part of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Aggressive 
actions stemming therefrom will pose an ambiguous threat to national 
security. Nonetheless, they must be resolutely opposed at the moment 
of their initiation, if the Free World is to avoid a steady attrition of its 
position.

Appendix B
Washington, undated

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. AIR FORCE
on

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (C)

1. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, has reviewed the draft state-
ment of policy (NSC 5810) which was prepared by the National Security 
Council Planning Board for consideration by the National Security 
Council at its meeting on Thursday, 1 May 1958.

2. It is the view of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, that the majority 
position on NSC 5810 is suitable as a basic statement of United States 
policy. In reaching this conclusion the following areas have been espe-
cially considered:

a. Over- all U.S. Strategy. The basic U.S. security objective should 
continue to be the maintenance of a position of military strength per-
mitting aggressive political action to achieve, by peaceful means, U.S. 
national objectives. NSC 5810, as written, is a comprehensive and ade-
quate development of this objective. It provides a comprehensive basis 
for the development and execution of those programs in the political, 
economic, military and other fields necessary to give meaning to the 
basic strategy. The supporting military forces and tasks, and their prior-
ities, necessary to provide the position of strength to permit the exercise 
of U.S. initiative in world affairs, are correctly and adequately described. 
In this connection, in the annual report to the National Security Council 
on the Status of U.S. Military Programs as of 30 June 1957, the 
Department of Defense indicated, based on Joint Chiefs of Staff advice, 
that forces are in fact in existence to fulfill the military commitments 
and the basic objectives outlined in basic policy.2

b. Nuclear Parity. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force agrees that we 
may be approaching a position of relative nuclear parity between the 

2 NSC 5720, Part 1. [Footnote is in the original.]
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United States and the USSR. As stated in national policy, the basic threat 
to U.S. security is the Communist Bloc determination and ability effec-
tively to direct rapidly growing military and economic power toward 
the objective of world domination. The most dangerous military mani-
festation of this threat is the possibility of general war. The over- riding 
military requirement thus continues to be the development and main-
tenance of adequate and safe- guarded nuclear retaliatory power. As 
the USSR approaches relative nuclear parity with the United States it 
becomes even more essential to deter conflict. The United States must 
ensure that the Soviet leaders recognize as unacceptable the conse-
quences of retaliation for actions which the United States considers 
threaten its  security.

c. Nuclear Weapons Usage. Primary reliance on nuclear weapons as a 
deterrent, and for selective use in actual conflict, is the keystone of U.S. 
policy and posture. This concept is the only course of action open to the 
United States compatible with the economic well-being of the United 
States and the free world, and hence with the preservation of our fun-
damental values and institutions.

d. Limited Aggression. With regard to the position taken by the 
majority of the Planning Board in connection with paragraph 14 of NSC 
5810, it is the view of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force that review of this 
paragraph should be deferred pending the State-Defense-Joint Chiefs 
of Staff consideration of limited aggression now in progress. However, 
a valid statement of national policy in this regard is a continuing essen-
tial; therefore, current national guidance, as repeated in paragraph 14, 
NSC 5810, should remain in effect for the interim. In this connection the 
Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force agrees that within the total United States 
military forces there must be a capability of deterring or, if necessary, 
defeating, local aggression with forces able also to contribute in general 
war. This requirement has existed and will continue to exist regard-
less of forecasts as to relative probabilities of local aggression requiring 
United States military intervention. With respect to existing U.S. lim-
ited aggression capabilities, as of 30 June 1957, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
concurred in the Department of Defense advice to the National Security 
Council that “the United States has ready forces capable of responding 
selectively and flexibly to local aggression in peripheral areas of the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc and to carry out initial general war tasks.”3

3. It is recommended that the foregoing form the basis of the 
Department of Defense position on NSC 5810 at the National Security 
Council meeting on 1 May 1958.

3 NSC 5720, Part 1. [Footnote is in the original.]
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48. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Anderson1

Washington, April 30, 1958, 3:45 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL FROM SECRETARY ANDERSON

The Sec returned the call and A said he was briefed for NSC tomor-
row. It seems to him we are getting away from what he has thought of 
as military power being a means of enforcing the policies of the U.S. 
and being an implement by which we achieve our policy. A thinks we 
should develop more flexibility to give strength to State—apart from 
dropping the atomic bomb. The Sec said the trouble is people doubt 
we would do it and therefore we have nothing. The Sec went to the 
Pres and asked if he could not go to Defense and meet with the offi-
cials and JCS and discuss this problem and he agreed and the Sec went 
and they are making a review of the strategic concept, but the fact is 
our present policies are running into a dead end. They agreed we need 
more flexibility but also think we are getting more in the way of deter-
rent power than we need. A said if he says he thinks we should have 
more flexibility they say this is good—give us money for the nuclear 
defense and [illegible in the original] what we need for flexibility. We, 
said the Sec, have got to make some kind of an estimate and admit it 
cannot be 100%. Our deterrent capacity does not go down as the Soviet 
capacity goes up. The Sec said it goes down as they develop means of 
shooting down bombers so we can’t get through. The Sec thinks we 
are embarked on a a theory—not on a really thought- out thing. We are 
trying to get all we can as fast as we can and not accepting any limit 
other than the limit which seems to be imposed by physical limitations 
or lack of knowledge or budgetary controls. If we are given knowledge 
and no limitation from a budget point of view, there is no limit. A said 
it will never be settled by Defense or the JCS and the Sec agreed. A said 
para 14 is the focus of it and he was wondering tomorrow. . . . The Sec. 
said we should spend several sessions on it. A said to get the top fel-
lows of the NSC spelling it out clearly, review it for the Pres and take it 
in as top-side policy for his consideration. The is the top problem ever 
since A hit Defense. A said it is worthy of such time and debate as it 
takes to get it resolved. The Sec did initiate this request to reexamine 
the strategic concept which involves pretty much what is in para 14. 
He might want to see it before we try to formulate this. A said that is 
perfectly all right. They agreed it is crazy to resolve the paper between 

1 Source: Basic national security policy. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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9 and 11. The Sec thinks at the proper time the three of them (probably 
McElroy too) should sit down and work out what they think is sound, 
show it to the Pres but it should come from the top down and not down 
up. A agreed and said we should not pass on this.

49. Draft Briefing Note for 364th NSC Meeting by Cutler1

Washington, April 30, 1958

Introduction

1. The Planning Board has devoted much of the last two months to 
concentrated discussions of the world situation and in annual review 
of Basic National Security Policy (the current policy statement having 
been approved by the President last June).

2. Our review took into account major security policy decisions 
since last June; the Intelligence Community’s February “Estimate of 
the World Situation”; the Council’s discussion of that Estimate at its 
March 20 Meeting; and other factors. We were stimulated by informal 
discussions with General Gruenther, Arthur Burns, Jack McCloy, Karl 
Bendetson, and Robert Bowie.

3. The result of this reappraisal is the proposed revision before you, 
NSC 5810. The chief elements of this revised policy are stated in Section A 
on p. 2–3, (The Outline of U.S. National Strategy), and developed in detail 
in Section B (Military, Political and Economic Measures, and Domestic 
Strength and Other Measures). The chief elements are substantially the 
same as in existing policy, but there is different emphasis upon then.

4. As an orderly procedure, consideration today will be divided 
into three parts:

First: an introductory summary of the principal factors influencing 
our review of last year’s statement, and of their reflection in the new 
statement before you.

Second: focussing attention on two significant paragraphs—one on 
limited military aggression; and the other on Red  China-Formosa. Here 
will be taken up the oral views of Defense and of the Chiefs.

Third: five economic paragraphs which reflect splits of opinion in 
the Planning Board. Here will be taken up Mr. Randall’s comments.

1 Source: Basic national security policy, NSC 5810. Top Secret. 14 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File.
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Part I
1. Very many factors influenced, and are reflected, in this revision. 

I have placed the major factors on a single white sheet, which is at your 
place.

(REVIEW FACTORS)

Major Factors Influencing Review of Basic Policy

First. The realization that both sides are capable of delivering mas-
sive nuclear devastation (regardless of which side strikes first) increas-
ingly deters each side from initiating, or taking actions which directly 
risk, general nuclear war.

Second. During this time of nuclear parity and mutual deterrence: 
(a) there is growing doubt in the Free World whether the United States 
will use its massive nuclear capability, except in retaliation to direct 
attack on the United States or its forces, leading to a growth of neutral-
ism and a weakening of Free World alliances; (b) the USSR will be more 
bold— especially toward less developed and uncommitted nations— in 
economic penetration, in political action, and perhaps in probing 
through means of limited military aggression.

Third. Weakness or instability in less developed or uncommitted 
nations, and their primary aim for “modernization”, renders them vul-
nerable to expanding Sino-Soviet political and economic penetration.

Fourth. Changes in top Kremlin personnel do not indicate a deteri-
oration or disintegration in the Soviet regime’s policy or determination 
to achieve world domination for Communism.

Fifth. A U.S. massive nuclear retaliatory capability, invulnerable 
and sufficient to deter general nuclear war, and to prevail in such a war 
if it comes.

Sixth. A U.S. flexible and selective capability (including nuclear) 
to deter or suppress limited military aggression; realizing that the 
chances of keeping a conflict limited— whenever major areas or causes 
are involved— are at best not promising.

Seventh. Advances in Soviet military technology and scientific skill.
Eighth. The false images presented by Communism to the world 

of U.S. intentions and objectives, and of the USSR as the advocate of 
“peace and disarmament”.

Ninth. The adverse effect of the U.S. economic recession upon a 
healthy, expanding U. S, economy, which is essential to the security of 
the United States and the Free World.

Tenth. The ability of the Soviet and Chinese Communist regimes to 
direct their economic strength in support of internal and external poli-
cies which seek world domination.
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Eleventh. The American people lack appreciation of the extent of 
the crisis facing the United States.

2. I wish to draw attention to some of the new guidance and new 
emphasis in the revision before you, which reflects the impart of these 
factors. Please turn to Page 2, the “Outline of U.S. National Strategy,” 
where we restate the basic threat (Par. 3), the basic problem (Par. 4), and 
the nature of U.S. policies to meet them. (Pars. 5 and 6).

(READ)
3. Perhaps the principal new emphasis in this Planning Board revi-

sion may be characterized as follows:

a. The U.S. is facing an enduring crisis greater than heretofore 
recognized, which calls for mobilization of more human and material 
resources and for better appreciation by the American people of the 
extent of the crisis. (Pars. 3, 46).

b. If general nuclear war can be deterred, this crisis will involve a 
long, drawn- out contest for world leadership with the Sino- Soviet Bloc. 
(Par. 4).

c. During this time of relative nuclear parity, while the U.S. must 
securely maintain its deterrent power, military aggression will more 
likely be of a limited nature. Such limited conflicts should be dealt with 
in ways which will minimize their spreading into general nuclear war.

d. Concurrently, the U.S. must take a more positive initiative by 
increasing its efforts (1) in peaceful political and economic competition 
with the Sino-Soviet Bloc for the uncommitted and less- developed areas 
of the world (Par. 5, 6– a), and (2) in influencing acceptable changes in 
the Soviet Bloc through expanded exchanges and contacts, liberalized 
multilateral trade controls, etc. (Par. 35–37).

Part II

1. How I draw attention to two significant paragraphs in the new 
statement, which repeat and  continue in effect the texts of last year’s 
statement: Par. 14 dealing with limited military aggression, and Par. 41, 
dealing with Communist China.

2. There was some sentiment in the Planning Board that both 
paragraphs required amendment. However, the Planning Board did 
not formally recommend their revision;— in part because there is in 
existence high- level consideration of limited war strategy and in 
part because both paragraphs affect most sensitive relations with our 
allies. Instead, it was left that I, as Chairman, would report orally upon 
the views shared by some of us on the Planning Board.

3. a. First, as to Par. 14, p. 5, dealing with limited war. For discus-
sion purposes, I have drafted an alternative Par. 14 on the single blue 
sheet before you. This alternative is based upon the estimate that, in a 
period of relative nuclear parity and growing unwillingness on the part 
of both sides to start general war, the USSR may be more bold— not 
only in political and economic fields— but also in probing (perhaps by 
proxy) through means of limited military aggression. (NIE Par. 18, p. 4).
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b. This alternative would make two major changes in existing pol-
icy guidance:

first— that, in this period of relative nuclear parity, limited aggres-
sion may not always be confined to less- developed areas;

second— that, this period of relative nuclear parity, it may not be 
in the U.S. interest to deal with every limited aggression by applying 
whatever degree of military force necessary to suppress it.

The purpose of the proposed changes is to ensure that the U.S. 
will have a flexible capability so that it can determine the application 
of force best serving U.S. interests under the circumstances existing in 
each case of limited military aggression.

c. I will read the alternative on the blue sheet:

(READ ALTERNATIVE)

May 1/58—R.C.

ALTERNATIVE VERSION OF PARAGRAPH 14

14. a. During a period of relative nuclear parity, it becomes 
increasingly important— while maintaining our nuclear capability to 
deter general war— to develop further and to maintain a capability to 
oppose limited military aggression wherever U.S. security interests are 
involved.

b. In the case of any such limited military aggression, the United 
States should decide whether: (1) vital U.S. interests require the defeat 
of such limited aggression by prompt and resolute application of what-
ever degree of force is necessary, even at the risk that major Communist 
counter- action may spread the hostilities into general war, or whether 
(2) U.S. interests would be served by the application of only the degree 
of force necessary to achieve objectives of limiting the area and scope 
of the hostilities and restoring the status quo ante, thereby seeking to 
minimize the risk that major Communist counter- action would spread 
the hostilities into general war.

c. Within the total U.S. military forces, therefore, there must be 
included ready forces which, with such help as may realistically be 
expected from allied forces, are adequate (1) to present a deterrent 
to limited military aggression, and (2) in accordance with b above, to 
defeat or hold, in conjunction with indigenous forces, any such lim-
ited aggression, pending the application of such additional U.S. and 
allied power as may be deemed necessary. Such ready forces must be 
highly mobile and suitably deployed, recognizing that some degree of 
mal- deployment from the viewpoint of general war must be accepted. 
Military planning for U.S. forces to oppose limited military aggression 
will be based on a flexible and selective capability, including an appro-
priate nuclear capability for use as authorized by the President.
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d. The reasoning behind this suggested alternative is:
(1) The present guidance (Par. 14 in the revision before you) does 

not envisage the possibility of limited aggression in “developed areas” 
(including the NATO area). For two reasons this guidance seems “unre-
alistic”, in a period when both sides are coming to realize that general 
war is so horrible that it must be avoided.

First, in such a period, limited aggression may occur, and have to be 
dealt with, in any area. For example, the Soviet Union might take steps 
which seemed to risk general war— even in a place like Berlin— in the 
belief that the U.S. or its allies would not allow the confrontation, or the 
military conflict which might ensue, to get out of hand.

Second, while it is obvious that the capability for massive nuclear 
retaliation remains the deterrent to general war, is that capability sure 
deterrent to limited military aggression? Both the Free World and the 
Soviet Union are beginning to doubt whether massive retaliation to 
punish limited acts of aggression will actually be invoked, because of 
the devastation which would inevitably result to all concerned.

(2) The present guidance states that the best way to prevent limited 
military aggression from spreading is the prompt and resolute applica-
tion of the degree of military force necessary to defeat it. But, in a time 
of nuclear parity, is this course in every case the best way? Because of the 
unacceptability of a general nuclear conflict, which might result from 
application of such a degree of military force, should a different prin-
ciple be invoked? Whether in limited aggression to crush the enemy, 
or to seek only to restore stability to the situation, may depend on the 
circumstances of each case.

Expending the degree of force necessary promptly to defeat limited 
military aggression may, through resulting action and counteraction, 
bring on general nuclear war. Despite this risk, some cases may be so vital 
to U.S. interests that prompt and massive action to defeat limited aggres-
sion may have to be taken. But may there not be other cases where U.S. 
interests would be better served if we did not try to win too much, and 
thereby provoke hostile counter action and perhaps resultant general 
war,— if we satisfied ourselves with trying to restore the status quo ante:

(1) MR. McELROY—MR. QUARLES
(2) GENERAL TWINING
(3) General TAYLOR (BURKE & PATE)
(4) GENERAL WHITE
(5) GENERAL TWINING
(6) SECRETARY OF STATE
(7) OTHERS

My suggestion is that the Council might recommend approval 
of the revised policy statement before you (NSC 5810), including as 
Par. 14 the existing basic policy regarding limited aggression, without 
change; pending submission of recommendations by the Department 
of Defense as to any revision of the military strategy paragraphs of this 
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new basic policy in the light of Council discussion at this meeting and 
of the joint study on capabilities for limited warfare called for by NSC 
Action 1881 (due June 1, 1958).

4. a. Now, as to Par. 41 (p. 20), which repeats last year’s guidance 
dealing with Communist China. This paragraph contains no guidance 
as to a future attempt by other nations to seat Red China, rather than 
the Chinese Nationalist Government, in the United Nations.

b. In this connection, the Planning Board considered:

(1) that the General Assembly in 1957 adopted the “moratorium 
resolution” by a vote of 48 to 27, with 6 abstentions and 1 absent;

(2) the current withdrawing of Chinese Communist troops from 
Korea;

(3) the indication by Prime Minister Nash of New Zealand that 
at some time he might have to honor Labor’s pledge to recognize Red 
China;

(4) the possibility that in 1960 (or perhaps earlier), in U.K. general elec-
tions, the victory may go to the Labor Party, which has repeatedly called 
for the admission of Red China to the UN; and

(5) informal estimates that the U.S. might not be able to hold 
enough votes to defeat some resulting move in the UN to seat Red 
China and to turn out the Chinese Nationalist Government as repre-
sentative of China.

c. Some Planning Board members thought the U.S. should be con-
sidering how, while it still enjoys its strong position in the UN, alterna-
tive ways of dealing with such a contingency, and of finding a way—so 
vital to U.S. interests— to preserve the independence of Taiwan despite 
the loss of her status as representative in the UN of all-China.

d. Whether stated in the policy paper or not, should we now be 
thinking about how to preserve an independent Taiwan in a future con-
tingency that the U.S. might not be able to rally enough UN votes to 
prevent the seating of Red China in the UN?

SECRETARY OF STATE

Part III

1. There remain five split views to be resolved, all dealing with 
foreign economic matters.

2. Mr. Randall (who cannot be here today) has advised that the 
draft statement is generally satisfactory and consistent with U.S. for-
eign economic policy, with three exceptions relating to the three follow-
ing splits:

(1) Page 12, par. 27– d

This paragraph, part of our economic policy towards less- 
developed nations (especial “one- crop” nations) provides that the U.S., 
for political reasons, may on “occasion join in multilateral examination 
of price, production, and demand trends which might help to promote 
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readjustments between supply and demand and reduce price fluctu-
ations. Treasury and Commerce wished to add that the U.S. should not 
discuss the making of, or participate in, any international commodity 
agreement. The Planning Board did not agree with this addition.

Mr. Randall has called my attention to the fact that the CFEP on 
October 11/55 generally disapproved international commodity agree-
ments, and that CFEP policy requires interagency policy level approval 
before such an agreement may be discussed with a foreign nation. 
Neither of these points is reflected in par. 27– d. Mr. Randall believes 
that the whole paragraph should be deleted until present policy in this 
regard is modified by the CFEP, on motion of a CFEP member.

May I suggest, accordingly, because I agree, that this paragraph 
should be stricken and its substance referred to the CFEP for action as a 
matter within its jurisdiction.

(COMMENT:)

(2) Page 13, par. 29– a.

This paragraph deals with the total level U.S. economic assistance 
world- wide. Treasury and Budget wished to continue the qualifying provi-
sion, which appeared in the 1957 policy statement: “Increases in economic 
development assistance should, to the extent politically and militarily fea-
sible, be offset by decreases in other economic or in military assistance 
programs.” The Planning Board did not agree with this addition.

Mr. Randall thinks the addition of this provision undesirable, 
because there may be circumstances where such an offsetting would not 
be wise. He thinks each problem should be determined individually in 
the light of all the pertinent considerations.

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
DIRECTOR, BUDGET
SECRETARY OF STATE

(3) Page 18, par. 37– c.

This paragraph states the existing U.S. policy for a unilateral 
embargo on U.S. trade with the Chinese Communist Bloc. The ODM 
member suggested a liberalization of our embargo policy to conform 
with multilateral liberalization. The Planning Board did not agree with 
this suggestion at this time.

Mr. Randall commented that proposals for changes in our eco-
nomic defense policy should be made first in CFEP. I agree with his 
position.

MR. GRAY

(4) Page 12, par. 27– e (6).

This paragraph, part of our economic policy towards less- 
developed nations, provides: “Be prepared to consider, on a case- by- 
case basis, participation with other Free World nations in multilateral 
development projects or funds.” Treasury and Commerce would delete. 
The Planning Board did not agree with the deletion.

Since the circulation of the policy statement before you, State, Trea-
sury, and Commerce have agreed to a rewording of this paragraph as 
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follows: “Be prepared to study the acceptability of proposals for the 
establishment of international institutions for development financing.” 
The agreement on this language stems from a current study by the 
National Advisory Council on proposals for an affiliate of the IBRD 
which would help in financing less- developed countries.

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
SECRETARY OF STATE

(5) Page 5, par 14.

This is a modification which the ODM member wished to make in 
the old text of the guidance on limited military aggression: to specify 
that the “flexible and selective capability” should include “an appropri-
ate conventional capability” as well as a nuclear capability. The Plan-
ning Board did not agree with this amendment.

MR. GRAY

3. On Page 3, par. 6– e, I would like to suggest a correction which 
has recently come up. The present provision is that our policies should 
be designed—“e. To deter Communist limited military aggression” etc.

I suggest that it is not only Communist limited military aggres-
sion that should be deterred and defeated. The Communists may well 
seek to act by stirring up a neutral or uncommitted nation to aggress. 
Furthermore, any limited military aggression is dangerous. Therefore, I 
suggest that this provision should read:

“To deter limited military aggression wherever U.S. security inter-
ests are involved,”

Such a revision would conform to the general language on limited mil-
itary aggression in existing policy.

SECRETARY McELROY
GENERAL TWINING

Attachment

Summary Paper
Washington, April 30, 1958

SUMMARY OF TEXTUAL CHANGES IN DRAFT BASIC POLICY 
PROPOSED BY CHIEFS OF STAFF OF ARMY,  

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

Para. 5, second sentence (page 2)
Greater emphasis on those military forces needed to support a U.S. 

political and economic offensive and to deal with limited Communist 
aggression.



186 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Para. 6 (page 3)
New subparagraph (6– b) basically alters present strategy by call-

ing for active, intensified pressures on the Sino-Soviet Bloc, including 
deployment of U.S. forces to back up bold political moves. Purpose of 
new offensive is to splinter and reduce existing Communist structure.
Para. 8, last sentence (page 4)

Military posture to meet all contingencies is required in order to 
convince Communist leaders that the U.S. is willing and able to make 
any aggression unprofitable for them.
Para. 9 (page 4)

Two major changes in military thinking:
1. Use of force is to affect will of enemy, not merely to destroy him.
2. Massive retaliation can no longer insure the security of the Free 

World. It can only be used as a threat, and in the event of general war, 
as reprisal.
Para. 10– a (page 4)

Two major changes in the use of nuclear weapons:
1. Main, but not sole reliance on such weapons in general war.
2. Limited war to be fought with or without nuclear weapons.

Para. 13 (page 5)
Major changes are:
1. Sufficient nuclear retaliatory power to reduce Soviet power com-

plex to impotence must be under U.S. control.
2. As nuclear retaliatory power approaches invulnerability, (a) it 

can be reduced in size, and (b) launched only after due consideration 
rather than, as now, automatically or hastily to prevent its destruction 
in the event of surprise attack.

3. No continental defense can prevent large- scale damage to the U.S. 
in event of general war. Vital areas in U.S. should be defended to the extent 
that a significant enemy effort is required to destroy them.
Para. 14 (page 5)

Two now introductory sentences to alternate para. 14:
1. Defines limited war as an armed conflict in which U.S. national sur-

vival is not at stake. (Explanation of this definition in Appendix A, para. 
4– d, states that direct conflict between the U.S. and Soviet forces may be 
included within the new definition.)

2. Estimates that future armed conflicts will probably be charac-
terized by mutually accepted limitations on objectives, locale, weapons 
and participants.
Para. 19 (page 7)
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New last sentence authorizes limited military assistance to uncom-
mitted nations in sufficient quantities and on terms adequate to prevent 
such nations from accepting Communist military assistance.

Para. 20, third sentence (page 8)
Estimates that achievement by USSR of relative nuclear parity will 

result in increasingly provocative actions by the Sino-Soviet Bloc with 
the corresponding increase in number of difficult decisions to be made 
by U.S.

50. Letter From Cutler to McElroy1

Washington, May 5, 1958

Dear Neil:

The President has just approved the Record of Action of the 
Meeting of the National Security Council for May 1, relative to NSC 
5810—the revision of Basic National Security Policy—and it is being 
transmitted to you formally. In addition, I thought it might be useful 
for me informally to summarize the points made by the President at the 
NSC Meeting which affect the Department of Defense (the following 
statement of which he has checked):

(1) He doubted the validity of the concept that “mutual deter-
rence” provides an umbrella under which “small wars” could be waged 
in areas such as NATO without expanding into general nuclear war. 
Accordingly, he thought this concept required further study.

(2) He asked for further study and debate on the view that it would 
be possible to withhold involving our massive nuclear retaliatory capa-
bility in the event that the Soviet Union attacked in the NATO area.

(3) He thought there were various alternative courses of action, if 
we were to strengthen our forces and our capabilities for limited war. 
One alternative might be at the expense of our nuclear deterrent capa-
bility. If such an alternative were adopted, we would need a detailed 
accounting by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to precisely what would con-
stitute a satisfactory deterrent. Another alternative could involve a 
massive increase in resources allocated to defense. If such a course were 
adopted, it would be necessary to study what methods might be found 

1 President’s comments on NSC 5810. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White 
House Office Files, Office of the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs.
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to maintain much greater forces, without resorting to a controlled soci-
ety or becoming a garrison state.

(4) He thought there should be provided to the National Security 
Council more definitive information as to the exact size of the deterrent 
forces which the U.S. requires in this calendar year and will require 
over the next two or three calendar years.

As you will see from the Record of Action, we have included in 
NSC 5810/1 the exact language for pars. 13 and 14 of the existing basic 
policy (NSC 5707/8) without change.

You will note in the approved Record of Action that the President 
revised the June 2 date for receiving from the Department of Defense 
(perhaps in the form of a limited-distribution-supplement) recommen-
dations for any revision of the military strategy outlined in NSC 5810/1, 
after Defense shall have given further consideration in the light of the 
Council discussion at the May 1 Meeting. The President has authorized 
an extension of this date to June 16, because he wants these important 
matters brought up for further discussion and final approval, while the 
significant issues raised are still fresh in our minds, without there being 
requested any further postponement.

Accordingly, he has approved a Council Meeting on June 26 to 
hear the Defense recommendation. This schedule will permit advance 
circulation of the Defense recommendation due June 16 (on such lim-
ited basis as may be deemed necessary) to Council Members, in plenty 
of time to be fully prepared for the Council Meeting on June 26.

It would obviously be very desirable to receive the joint study on 
limited war capabilities pursuant to NSC Action No. 1881 on or before 
June 16, so that its consideration could be coordinated with the above 
Defense recommendations.

Sincerely yours,

Robert Cutler
Special Assistant to the President

cc: The Deputy Secretary of Defense
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
The Special Assistant to JCS for National Security Council Affairs
Lay
Asst. Sec. of Def (Sprague)
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51. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, May 7, 1958

Dear Mr. President:

I am forwarding herewith the first quarterly report of progress 
in the Military Reconnaissance Satellite Program undertaken by the 
Advanced Research Projects Agency, Department of Defense.

The Military Reconnaissance Satellite Program is the initial satellite 
program (other than VANGUARD and JUPITER C) which I have this 
far determined, in accordance with National Security Council Action 
No. 1846, “to have objectives having key political, scientific, psycholog-
ical or military import.”

This initial report covers historical background and program plans 
for the development of Weapons System 117L which consists of the sat-
ellite vehicle, its information sensing, storage and transmission devices, 
and the ground receiving equipment and facilities. A financial plan for 
this project through Fiscal Year 1959 is also included.

Weapons System 117L is the culmination of extensive research and 
investigation since 1946 to determine the feasibility and operational 
capability of a satellite as a military reconnaissance vehicle. These 
studies have concluded that a Satellite Intelligence System is feasible 
and has potential operational capability of providing current and reli-
able intelligence information. Need for this information will continue 
to become more critical as technological advances enable a potential 
enemy to bring into being offensive weapons with constantly increas-
ing range and greater destructive power.

Contracts for development and test of Weapons System 117L were 
let in October and November 1956. The first test flight of the Weapons 
System 117L satellite vehicle is planned to be conducted in late 1958. 
Successive tests of orbital capability of the vehicle and performance of 
the reconnaissance equipment are planned to continue through 1960.

Expected useful life for pioneer versions of the Military Satellite 
Vehicle equipment is 10 to 30 days and for later versions one year. 
The satellite vehicles are planned to be equipped with sensing devices 
which will relay reconnaissance information to the earth at a rate which 
would permit coverage of the entire Soviet Bloc by a single vehicle as 
frequently as once every eight days.

Successive progress reports will be provided to you each quarter 
showing highlights and significant accomplishments in the execution 

1 Source: Transmits report on military reconnaissance satellite program. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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of the Military Reconnaissance Satellite Program. Additional interim 
reports will be submitted in event of breakthrough or other occurrence 
which would rapidly modify the schedules or objectives of the program.

In accordance with National Security Council Action No. 1846, 
the “scope of operational capability” of Weapons System 117L will be 
promptly raised for your approval when such approval becomes neces-
sary in carrying forward the program.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

Neil H. McElroy
1 Incl

Report, subject
as above

52. Memorandum of Discussion at the 365th NSC Meeting 
of the NSC1

Washington, May 8, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 365th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, May 8, 
1958

Present at the 365th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; 
and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Others present were 
Mr. Fred C. Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Special Assistant to the President for Atomic 
Energy; the Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy (for Item 1); 
the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology (par-
ticipating in Item 6); the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, President’s 
Science Advisory Committee; Colonel John White, Central Intelligence 
Agency; The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the 
President; Mr. Abbott Washburn for the Director, U.S. Information 

1 Source: Agenda item 6: US–USSR Ballistic Missile Developments. Top Secret; Eyes 
Only. Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Agency; the Director, International Cooperation Administration; the 
Special Assistants to the President for Information Projects (Item 1), for 
National Security Affairs, and for Security Operations Coordination; 
the Naval Aide to the President; the White House Staff Secretary; 
Mr. Howard Furnas, Department of State; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion of the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1–5.]

6. US–USSR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEVELOPMENTS
(NSC Action No. 1833)

In introducing the subject, Dr. Killian indicated that it was essentially 
a comparison of developments in the Soviet ballistic missiles program 
with our own U.S. ballistic missiles program. This was primarily a tech-
nical study, but the conclusions that he was about to produce were based 
upon sound technical judgments. The study was essentially an analysis 
of Soviet tests since 1954 of ballistic missiles in the various ranges, in 
comparison with U.S. experience in developing and testing similar mis-
siles. Among the conclusions thereupon presented by Dr. Killian, there 
was one to the effect that in the field of the shorter- range ballistic missiles 
the Soviets had a larger variety of types and ranges than did the United 
States. With respect to both the intermediate range ballistic missiles and 
the intercontinental ballistic missiles, the Soviet Union was approxi-
mately a year ahead of the United States. There was also a suggestion of 
greater mobility for the longer- range Soviet ballistic missiles. ICBMs may 
be transportable by railroad. If so, this would indicate that the Soviets 
had developed a storable liquid fuel for their ballistic missiles.

Dr. Killian added that this general situation stemmed from the 
fact that the Soviets had inaugurated their ballistic missiles programs 
so much sooner than had the United States, rather than from the fact 
that the U.S. program was itself behind schedule. Dr. Killian then asked 
Dr. Kistiakowsky to provide the technical back- up and details behind 
these conclusions.

In his report, Dr. Kistiakowsky used two charts. The first was 
entitled “Guided Missiles Test Ranges”; the second, “Soviet Ballistic 
 Missiles and Satellite Firings Since 1954”.

Following Dr. Kistiakowsky’s report, Dr. Killian added two 
conclusions.

The President commented that he had just read in the papers that a 
high official of the Defense Department had spoken in opposition to the 
creation of a civilian space agency. The President inquired whether this 
could be true. General Cutler identified the Defense Department offi-
cial as Mr. Roy W. Johnson (Director of the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency in the Pentagon).
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Secretary Quarles rose to defend Mr. Johnson. He first described 
his own difficulties during his testimony before the Lyndon Johnson 
committee, and explained that Mr. Roy Johnson had been led into a trap 
of words. He was quite sure that Mr. Johnson did not disagree with the 
fundamental proposition of civilian control of the space program.

Mr. Dulles pointed out that the report of Dr. Killian and Dr. 
Kistiakowsky again brought up the matter which he had earlier pro-
posed to the President and the Council, of the desirability of relative net 
estimates respecting U.S. and Soviet programs. Since that time, some 
weeks ago, he, General Twining, Dr. Killian, and General Cutler had 
had some conversations on this subject and were still working on a 
possible procedure to provide such comparative estimates. In a certain 
sense, the report today constituted the first trial of such a relative esti-
mate. The President expressed his very strong approval of this kind of 
comparative estimate.

General Twining inquired of Dr. Killian whether he thought that 
there were any measures by which we could speed up the procedure 
for testing U.S. ballistic missiles. Dr. Killian replied that we were build-
ing a new test area on the West Coast to supplement the test facilities at 
Cape Canaveral. On the other hand, our immediate problem was not to 
provide more room for ballistic missiles tests, but to solve the propul-
sion problem in our ballistic missiles.

The President observed that Dr. Kistiakowsky’s report clearly 
showed that the Soviets were ahead of us in developing propulsion sys-
tems for their missiles. They may not, however, have been so successful 
in other aspects of their missiles program. Secretary McElroy wondered 
whether this report did not tend to over- emphasize Soviet capabilities 
for the reason mentioned by the President. It might be well if we did 
so over- estimate their capabilities, but we should bear the matter in 
mind. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that every effort had been made to avoid 
over- emphasis.

At the conclusion of the presentation on this subject in the Cabinet 
Room, the President and certain members of the Council adjourned to 
the President’s office, where Dr. Killian and Dr. Kistiakowsky discussed 
for a quarter of an hour the intelligence material on which their report 
on Soviet ballistic missile developments had been based. A list of the 
persons attending this meeting is filed in the minutes of the NSC meet-
ing; another is attached to this memorandum.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed an oral report on the subject by the Special 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, assisted by Dr. 
George B. Kistiakowsky.

b. Noted the comment by the Director of Central Intelligence that 
this report was an example of the comparative estimates of U.S. and 
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Soviet capabilities which he had recommended in NSC Action No. 
1833; and that he was continuing to consult with Dr. Killian, General 
Twining and General Cutler to develop the best procedure for making 
such estimates.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Director of Central Intelligence, the Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Special Assistants to the President for 
Science and Technology and for National Security Affairs.

S. Everett Gleason

53. Memorandum From Stroh to Robertson1

Washington, May 8, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

Encl: (1) CNO’s Views on Basic National Policy—NSC 5810

1. Attached hereto (encl (1)) is a copy of the paper which I under-
stand Admiral Burke spoke to you about last evening (7 May).

2. Admiral Burke would very much appreciate it if you could 
glance over it and give him the benefit of your reaction as to the lan-
guage, grammar, or any other field, but more particularly the appropri-
ateness and verity of the thoughts expressed.

3. As you know, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are to confer with the 
Secretary of Defense next Tuesday (13 May) on this matter, at which time 
each of the Chiefs and the Chairman will express their views and state 
why they feel NSC 5810 should be altered or left alone as the case may be.

4. Admiral Burke would also very much appreciate it if you could 
find the opportunity to ask for Mr. Murphy’s opinion in this matter 
even if he can spare the time only for a cursory glance.

Very respectfully,

Robert J. Stroh

1 Source: Transmits views of Chief of Naval Operations on NSC 5810. Top Secret. 
9 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 711.5/5-858.
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Enclosure

Paper Prepared by the Chief of Naval Operations

Washington, undated

THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS’ VISION ON  
THE BASIC NATIONAL POLICY—NSC 5810

Basic National Security Policies— as other statements of policies 
and objectives— are frequently defined in such broad and ambiguous 
terms that, although everybody can agree to the wording, the language 
cannot serve as a guide in any specific case.

Our major difficulty in writing a National Security Policy is to 
obtain specific language which will convey the same general thoughts 
to those who must plan for, and execute the policy.

There are several different ways of losing Europe, the Middle East, 
Asia and other areas; one of them being destruction of the United States, 
another being by permitting any one of our allies to be attacked by any 
communist country without immediately coming to our allies’ aid; and 
another by permitting our allies to lose confidence in our intentions, 
or our strength, or our willingness to help, or our judgment; and as a 
result, accommodate themselves to communism.

The main military elements of national strategy— now— are:

To reject the concept of preventive war or acts intended to provoke 
war, while at the same time making it clear that we are determined to 
oppose aggression despite risk of general war.

To deter the Soviets from starting general nuclear war by convinc-
ing them the United States has the nuclear power to destroy Russia, 
and will do so if they initiate general war.

To maintain the various United States nuclear retaliatory forces in 
such deployment and posture that regardless of what Russia does, even 
with a surprise attack, Russia will be utterly destroyed by the retalia-
tory attacks.

To build and maintain a defensive system for the continental U.S. 
of sufficient size and effectiveness that our military striking forces in 
the U.S. cannot be dealt a knock- out blow by a Russian surprise attack 
and be sure that the Russians are convinced that this is true.

To convince our allies that an overt military attack by Russia on 
any one of our allies will automatically cause the U.S. to unleash a 
nuclear retaliatory attack on Russia.

To maintain United States military forces of appropriate types, ade-
quate and ready to defeat or hold, with the help of indigenous forces, 
local communist aggression in undeveloped areas of the world.

To render direct economic and military assistance to allies in order 
to build up recipient nation’s ability to participate in its own defense.
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The Situation Now

The United States has had, for quite a few years, the assured 
nuclear retaliatory capability to destroy Russia.

Russia probably is convinced she will be destroyed if she attacks 
the United States in general war.

Russia on the other hand probably also is convinced she cannot 
destroy U.S. retaliatory power, in a surprise attack, or by any other means.

The United States does not find itself in a wholly satisfactory inter-
national position at the present time. American prestige is not as great 
as it has been in the past, our influence throughout the world is lessen-
ing somewhat, our military and economic power does not command 
the respect and admiration it once did.

The Soviets and the other Communist States have lived under 
the shadow of powerful United States nuclear retaliatory forces for a 
decade— and have become accustomed to their existence, and yet— the 
Communists have taken actions to expand their control over more ter-
ritory and more people of the world without let up.

Egypt and Syria are coming more and more under communist 
domination. Nasser is in Russia being advised that the sure way of fill-
ing his empty coffers is to seize all Middle East oil properties, a view he 
may find attractive if he can figure how to do it— and the Soviets will 
assist in the machinations to accomplish this end.

Indonesia is in a turmoil and the probability of this rich undevel-
oped country coming under communist control is greater than it was 
a year ago.

Should Indonesia go communist, Thailand, Laos and other Asian 
countries may follow suit to accommodate themselves to what they 
may consider the winning side.

Russia has made technical advances as well. The USSR has devel-
oped the capability to wreak severe damage on the United States with 
nuclear weapons. She has a large number of submarines. She has devel-
oped some ICBM capability. She was the first to put a satellite in orbit.

The world was surprised at the technological advances made by 
Russia, and probably credits the USSR with capabilities greater than 
actually exist.

It is just recently that the world has come to place significance on 
the USSR ability to severely damage the United States with several 
weapons systems regardless of the efforts we may make on our conti-
nental defense.

People are now commencing to question our policies, or perhaps 
only our relative superiority to the USSR, probably due to many fac-
tors, but certainly including the continuing expansion of communism, 
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the increasing technical competence of the USSR, and the means Russia 
now has to damage the United States.

The fact that, despite our great defensive efforts, the USSR can 
now inflict severe damage on continental United States, apparently has 
shaken the confidence of some of our allies that the United States will 
in fact make a nuclear retaliatory attack on the USSR unless the imme-
diate security of the United States is jeopardized. They may believe that 
the fear in the United States of the threat that we have not yet learned 
to live with stoically will immobilize our will— and our power— at the 
crucial showdown. They really question our national will to act as we 
say we intend to.

Others among our allies question our judgment on placing sole 
reliance on massive nuclear retaliation to defeat aggression, of launch-
ing headlong into a general nuclear war in retaliation of what they may 
consider a “small aggression.” Especially is this questioned when they 
visualize that the nation aggressed against is not a near neighbor, nor 
is its opinion necessarily asked before action is taken. These people are 
reported not to want to associate themselves in alliances which may 
become involved in a general nuclear war, automatically initiated to 
defend some other nation— and a war to which they cannot contribute, 
will have little voice in the control thereof, and, in their view, provide 
only their country as a battleground to be devastated.

Probable Future Situations

The USSR, as she develops an ICBM and a submarine missile capa-
bility, also may come to believe that the United States will not actually 
launch retaliatory strikes unless United States security is directly jeop-
ardized. If she comes to believe this, the USSR can be expected to con-
tinuously expose the United States to the threat of severe destruction so 
as to keep the United States so pre- occupied with preparing for general 
nuclear war that we will not take appropriate action in time to stop 
the gradual expansion of communist domination of other countries by 
other means. She can also be expected to be very careful not to provide 
sufficient provocation to the United States to launch our nuclear retal-
iatory forces.

Also, Russia may be expected to continue to exploit U.S. general 
war posture in perpetrating fear among our allies that through nervous 
anxiety the U.S. might itself set off the nuclear war either (1) as an inap-
propriate response to little probes or (2) by accident.

The communists, by intrigue, subversion, political warfare, and 
propaganda, will do their best to intensify any lack of confidence of 
our allies, not only in our ability and willingness to conduct general 
war in the protection of our allies, but also in our willingness and skill 
to prevent nations from coming under communist domination by less 
dramatic action.
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They will continue blackmail, sabotage, espionage, guerrilla war-
fare, economic warfare, local civil insurrection, and all the other tricks 
that they have used in the past, including limited war by proxy, to con-
quer more countries.

The threat of massive nuclear retaliation will not stop these actions 
in the future any more than it has in the past. Massive nuclear striking 
power is important, but it is not the solution to all of our problems, or 
even most of them.

Future Policy

It isn’t that we don’t need adequate retaliatory power of diverse 
types. We do. The difficulty is in determining how much we need. 
Any more than what we need is not only wasted, but it uses resources 
which might otherwise be made available for the more probable mil-
itary actions. Of course, we must have a safety factor in determining 
the amount that we need. Probably the maximum amount of retal-
iatory force the U.S. needs for a general war would not exceed twice 
the amount required to kill half the Russians. These retaliatory forces 
should be reasonably immune to a Soviet long- range missile build up. 
The point is, I think, that even if we had an unlimited and overwhelm-
ing retaliatory force, there are many situations which have arisen, and 
similar situations will arise again, where these overwhelming forces 
would not provide the solution. We should not therefore imply that 
these forces can solve all of our military problems. It comes down to 
a question of emphasis, or degree, or balance. In my opinion, we have 
given the appearance of becoming so engrossed and absorbed in the 
prospects of general nuclear war that our allies, as well as the com-
munists, and I think even we ourselves, are not sufficiently alert to the 
prospects of other types of military action.

The USSR must remain convinced that if the USSR overtly attacks 
any one of our allies directly, we will launch those retaliatory forces 
against the USSR. But at the same time, the USSR, as well as our allies, 
must also be convinced that we would not launch a massive retalia-
tory effort against the Soviet Union in reply to every communist effort to 
expansion, including overt attacks by non-Russian communists.

Russia and China and other communists, and most particularly 
the free world, should be convinced that we will use sufficient force 
promptly to quell even non-Russian communist attacks and will not 
rely solely upon massive retaliation as punishment. The punishment 
must fit the crime.

The world must realize that we intend to use atomic weapons 
when the situation may call for atomic weapons in any action, but at 
the same time, they must have confidence that we will use them with 
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discrimination in limited war because we realize that excessive amounts 
of force would unnecessarily destroy people and facilities.

We are at war now—not peace. We should not only realize, but act 
upon the realization, that treaties, negotiations and economic pacts, as 
well as limited military operations, are the weapons of this war.

Therefore, in addition to the performance of their combatant func-
tions, the U.S. must have military forces also capable of performing 
various other functions which will permit diplomatic maneuvering in 
support of U.S. cold war offensive.

The U.S. must be able to recognize and act quickly on small prob-
lems as they occur in the world and before those problems grow to a big 
size requiring big action.

In order for the U.S. to continue to be an influence in the world, the 
U.S. must have allies and friendly neutrals.

Our allies will require forces under their own control sufficient 
to enable them to contribute significantly to their own defense, since 
they are showing increasing reluctance to placing major reliance on the 
United States’ massive retaliatory strikes on Russia.

The U.S. should permit our allies the pride of achievement asso-
ciated with contributing significantly to their own defense. Since their 
greatest commodity is manpower, the U.S. will probably have to con-
tinue to supply our allies with a great deal of their armaments.

In my opinion, these steps would make it clear to the world that 
communist expansion by whatever means will be dealt with by the 
U.S. by the most appropriate means. No one, least of all the Russians, 
should have any doubt of our determination.

Probably the only effective way of convincing the world of our 
resolution is to take firm and timely action of whatever kind is neces-
sary to prevent the communists from gaining further footholds in non- 
communist countries. This should include the willingness to conduct 
limited war, to assist friendly countries to maintain freedom from com-
munism regardless of the steps that are taken to impose communism.

It is my opinion that the adoption of the more specific language 
proposed by the JCS majority view will more nearly provide the nec-
essary guidance for reorientation of our military strategy to meet the 
requirements of the situation which now faces us.
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54. Memorandum From Green (FE) to Robertson (FE)1

Washington, May 9, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

Rear Admiral Stroh has just brought over to you for comment a 
copy of a paper (at Tab A) which Admiral Burke proposes to read at 
a meeting of the JCS with Secretary McElroy next Tuesday (May 13). 
According to Admiral Stroh, Admiral Burke has already spoken to you 
about this paper.

The background, I understand, is as follows: General Cutler has 
recommended fairly extensive rewording of paragraphs 13 and 14 of 
the new Basic National Security Policy paper (NSC 5810). The general 
effect of Cutler’s proposed revisions would be (a) to include Europe 
and Turkey within the area where potential limited wars might be 
fought, (b) to require the use of “precision” weapons and something 
less than maximum nuclear countermeasures in the event of local war, 
and (c) to recognize that in certain local war situations it might be in our 
national interests if we could restore the status quo ante rather than try 
to “defeat” the enemy and occupy his terrain.

The JSC are split over the Cutler reformulation of paragraphs 13 
and 14. The Air Force opposes, whereas the Army, Navy and Marine 
Corps favor the Cutler changes. Admiral Burke’s paper provides effec-
tive and logical arguments for the majority JCS view.

I believe you will agree with the point of view presented in Admiral 
Burke’s paper, for he argues for the retention of a diversified arsenal of 
weapons systems, both conventional and nuclear, and for a capability 
to cope with small brushfire wars quickly and in a manner least likely 
to cause a spread of the war. The nucleus of his argumentation will be 
found on pages 6–8 of his paper at Tab A.

It is therefore recommended that you telephone Admiral Burke to 
say that you have read his paper with great interest and appreciation; 
that you thoroughly agree with the logic of his case; that you could 
supply any number of political arguments in support of what he has so 
effectively analyzed from a military viewpoint; and that you are pass-
ing his paper on personally to Mr. Robert Murphy (as Admiral Burke 
requests).

1 Source: Comments on CNO’s views on NSC 5810. Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 711.5/5-858.
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Comment

When occasion permits you might make the following additional 
comment:

There are many types of war or crises situations requiring many 
types of weapons to meet those situations. If we narrow the spec-
trum of our weapons system to nuclear weapons or if we are only 
prepared to use large- scale military measures designed to “defeat” 
the enemy, we may well find ourselves frozen into inaction in situa-
tions where we would properly hesitate to apply the required atomic 
weapon (as in infiltrations, evacuations, guerilla fighting, etc.). On the 
other hand, if we were to plunge into these situations from the outset 
with nuclear weapons or with excessive retaliatory measures, we not 
only would risk a major nuclear war but would forego all possibili-
ties of settlement involved in diplomacy conducted at the outset of 
a conflict before it spreads into the nuclear field or before it spreads 
geographically.

Attachments:

1. Admiral Burke’s paper
2. NSC 5810

55. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, May 12, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster

This was the first of General Twining’s “periodic” meetings with 
the President (intended to take place once each two weeks unless there 
is not enough agenda to justify a meeting).

General Twining first took up the question of the internal organiza-
tion of the Joint Staff following defense reorganization. He said there is 
now a chance to set it up on a sound basis. However, there is one view 

1 Source: Defense reorganization; nuclear test ban; outer space. Secret. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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in the Chiefs that the present set- up should be continued simply adding 
an integrated operational section; others feel that a J-Staff should be 
instituted, comparable to the staffs the unified commanders now have. 
He felt that if this step is not taken now, it may never be taken.

The President, after reviewing charts showing alternative patterns, 
said that the “J-Staff solution” is the way he would do it.

General Twining reported on recent developments regarding the 
reorganization proposal. General Twining said Congressman Vinson 
had tried to freeze the joint staff organization in its present form, but 
Defense is not agreeing to that. The President referred to several recent 
instances of Defense representatives departing from Administration 
positions in testimony to the Congress. The Navy is trying to get autho-
rization for twice as many Polaris submarines as approved. Mr. Roy 
Johnson is opposing the Administration’s proposals regarding the 
NACA. The President was delighted, however, to see the fine support 
Admiral Radford had given for the Defense reorganization bill. General 
Twining added that Admiral Burke has really been doing a good job on 
the Defense reorganization. His problem comes from the pressures on 
him from within the Navy.

General Twining then showed the President a copy of a memoran-
dum the Chiefs have submitted to the Secretary of Defense opposing 
the stopping of nuclear tests. He said the Chiefs of course realized that 
there are many factors that enter into the question with which they are 
not concerned, but they felt that the military aspect of the matter is such 
that there should be no cessation. The President said that if he could 
get the changes made in the law that he had asked, and could provide 
information to the United Kingdom, he thought we might very well 
want to achieve an agreement to stop tests after the present series. For 
the present, however, he thought we should just be negative on the pro-
posal; after Hardtack, and on the basis of an agreed and effective mon-
itoring system, he thought he would be agreeable to cessation. General 
Twining said the Joint Chiefs felt this action should be part of a wider 
package. The President stressed the great importance of getting inspec-
tion groups, capable of unimpeded movement, into Russia. Profound 
consequences could be expected, and we could anticipate extension of 
such inspection to other phases of disarmament. He repeated that as of 
now he would not stop the tests.

The President reverted to his comment about organization for outer 
space activities, and said he was concerned that the top- most officials 
in Defense do not see the need to be firm on these matters and to stop 
the free- wheeling testimony now going on. He recalled that Secretary 
McElroy and the scientists had agreed with him on the assignment of 
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these responsibilities (for other than military applications) to civilian 
organization. General Twining said it was not clear to him what the 
point of some of the recent testimony was.

Referring to Defense organization, General Twining said that 
Defense is not giving an inch on the provision concerning “separately 
administered.” He said the President’s letters to business leaders are 
having an effect, as well as is other activity, and grass roots sentiment is 
showing up heavily in favor of the reorganization proposal. There is an 
increasing feeling in Congress that Defense will get what the President 
has proposed. The President recalled that he has felt the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff should have less and less to do with the administration of the mil-
itary departments. Instead they should spend their time studying the 
over- all Defense problems that affect our country. Visits such as those to 
Puerto Rico and to Quantico were, in his view, highly useful techniques 
for this purpose.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

56. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, May 15, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Continental Defense

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5802/1
B. NSC 5807/1
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Continental Defense”, dated 

April 21, 1958
D. NSC Action No. 1911

The National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the 
 Treasury, the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator, by Memorandum Action as of May 15, 1958, 

1 Source: Transmits revised pages of NSC 5802/1. Top Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, 
S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, Continental Defense.
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(NSC Action No. 1911) concurred in the revisions of NSC 5802/1 
(“ Continental Defense”), prepared by the NSC Planning Board in the 
light of NSC 5807/1 (“ Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter”) 
and transmitted by the reference memorandum of April 21, 1958.

The President has this date approved the above revisions of NSC 
5802/1.

Accordingly, it is requested that the enclosed revised pages 7–9 
of NSC 5802/1, incorporating the above revisions, be substituted 
for the corresponding pages in all copies thereof and that the super-
seded pages be destroyed by burning, in accordance with security 
regulations.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
 The Attorney General
 The Director, Bureau of the Budget
 The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
 The Federal Civil Defense Administrator
 The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
 The Director of Central Intelligence
 The Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference
 The Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security

57. JCS Paper

Washington, May 1958

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 
July 1958

[Source: Department of State, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351. Top 
Secret. 35 pages of source text not declassified.]
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58. Briefing Note for 367th NSC Meeting1

Washington, May 29, 1958

ITEM 3

1. The next item is a Progress Report by the Department of Defense, 
relating to the Military Mobilization Base Program.

2. In March, 1957, the Department of Defense presented to the 
Council a new Military Planning Concept to Govern Planning and 
Development of the Mobilization Base.

3. That concept was reflected in our 1957 and 1958 Basic National 
Security Policy statements. The significant new features of this concept 
were:

(1) Meeting the requirements of only those forces which would be 
mobilized by M –/ 6 months (instead of M –/ 36 months).

(2) Taking account of the possibility of substantial bomb damage 
to the U.S.

(3) Covering the eventualities of cold war, military conflict short of 
general war, and general war.

(4) Positioning pre-D-Day stocks overseas sufficient to insure rea-
sonable effectiveness of forces there surviving enemy nuclear attack.

4. Defense was then requested to prepare at the earliest practicable 
date an outline— using this new concept— of the Military Mobilization 
Base Program, force structure, and annual costs in order of magnitude.

5. Today we will hear from Defense a report of difficulties encoun-
tered and progress made in meeting this request. Later, in the 1958 
Defense annual status report, we shall receive a statement of the actions 
taken by Defense up to June 30 to develop the Military Mobilization 
Base Program, using the new concept. Still later, hopefully in early fall, 
Defense will present to the Council its proposed Military Mobilization 
Base Program for FY 1960.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY McGUIRE

1 Source: Status of military mobilization base program. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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59. Memorandum of Discussion at the 367th NSC Meeting1

Washington, May 29, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 367th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
May 29, 1958

Present at the 367th NSC Meeting were the President of the 
United States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State; the Secretary of 
Defense; and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also pres-
ent were Mr. Fred C. Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Special Assistant to 
the President for Atomic Energy; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
Assistant Secretary of Defense McGuire; the Assistant to the President; 
the Deputy Assistant to the President; the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Director, International Cooperation Administration; 
the Special Assist ants to the President for Information Projects, for 
National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and for Security 
Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant 
Secretary of State Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense Sprague; the 
Naval Aide to the President; Mr. Harrell B. Altizer and Mr. Donald 
Schwartz, Department of Defense; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1–2.]

3. STATUS OF MILITARY MOBILIZATION BASE PROGRAM
(NSC Actions Nos. 1680 and 1698; NSC 5707/8, paragraph 47; NSC 

5810/1)

General Cutler briefed the National Security Council on the sub-
ject item. (A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the min-
utes of the meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.) He 
then called on Assistant Secretary of Defense E. Perkins McGuire, who 
read his report with the assistance of visual aids. (A copy of Secretary 
McGuire’s report is filed in the minutes of the meeting.)

At the conclusion of Secretary McGuire’s report, General Cutler 
first called on Secretary McElroy, who complimented Secretary McGuire 
and said he had nothing to add.

1 Source: Agenda item 3: Status of Military Mobilization Base Program. Top Secret; 
Eyes Only. Extracts—3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Mr. Gordon Gray commented that Secretary McGuire’s office was 
doing a splendid job on those responsibilities for the mobilization base 
which pertained to the Department of Defense. On the other hand, 
ODM was gravely concerned about the three problem areas which 
Secretary McGuire had mentioned in his report, and particularly the 
last one, namely, the lack of any bomb damage assessment.

Mr. Gray said that ODM was also concerned about a matter relat-
ing to the prepositioning of military supplies. While some protection 
was being afforded to military materiel prepositioned overseas, there 
was no adequate protection for military materiel prepositioned in the 
United States.

The President noted that one reason which clearly explained the 
need for affording greater protection to existing military supplies had 
derived from the conclusions of the studies by the Net Evaluation 
Subcommittee. These results had indicated that even after a not too 
devastating Soviet nuclear attack on the United States it would be 
extremely difficult to go on producing any single military end- item 
because components which went into the production of the end- item 
were manufactured in a variety of different cities, all of which would 
be target areas in a Soviet attack. Mr. Gray said that the subject of the 
President’s comment— the so- called vertical factor of production— also 
concerned him. The component situation had not improved.

Secretary McElroy predicted that it would not improve in the 
future, and suggested that there were good reasons why it should not 
improve.

Mr. Gray then pointed out what he considered to be a develop-
ment which needed to be watched and which was under study in the 
ODM. It would appear that under the new mobilization planning con-
cept if we could assume that limited war would last for as long as three 
years the United States would not be confronted, as in past wars, by 
the familiar conflict between guns and butter. Instead, it might face a 
serious unemployment problem. This was true because under the new 
mobilization planning concept we no longer assume full- scale mobili-
zation daring a war.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral report on the subject by the Depart-
ment of Defense, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 1680– b, as 
presented by Assistant Secretary of Defense McGuire and commented 
upon by the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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60. Memoranda From Several DOD/ISA Offices1

Washington, June 11, 1958

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF PLANNING

SUBJECT

US and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

This planning study was received on June 2nd and while the time 
element imposed upon the Office of Department of Defense is appreci-
ated, the Regional Director, Far East would have preferred additional 
time for thorough study of so important a matter and to allow more 
people to express their views.

In general this is an excellent planning study and certainly a good 
thinking exercise. It cannot help but be felt however that a succession 
of limited wars or simultaneous limited wars on two far- flung fronts 
could pitch the U.S. economy and way of life to a point where it might 
become preferable to throw aside normal restraint and restrictions 
defined for limited war in this study. Limited wars have brought the 
UK and France to an economic crisis that has only avoided catastro-
phy through extensive US support. Also it is felt that the study could 
stand a little more emphasis on the psychological, economic warfare 
phases. There is no doubt that limited warfare is precarious at best 
and any use of nuclear weapons, “Tactical, Minor or Clean”, can 
hardly but raise a doubt that the action will remain a limited rather 
than an overt conflict.

Specifically, (1) On page 11, at the end of paragraph 2, after the 
word “southward” recommend that the period be deleted and the 
following added: “as a concurrent and supporting operation.” (2) 
It would appear that the present version of US and Allied capabil-
ities was prepared before the recommendations submitted concern-
ing appendix D were considered. It is suggested that attention be 
invited to the Regional Director, Far East comments on this subject. 
(3) Attention is invited in conjunction with the immediately previ-
ous comment concerning the U.S. capabilities together with strong 
loyal Vietnamese forces to reestablish the independence and territo-
rial integrity of Laos. This is not considered possible with forces out-
lined in this study, especially in view of the conclusion on page 3 that 
the U.S. cannot assume effective employment outside their national 
territory of the Vietnamese. (4) Another possible conflict exists in the 

1 Source: Comments on “U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations 
to 1 July 1961.” Top Secret. 10 pp. NARA, RG 218, JCS Files.
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statement on page 13 that the provision of airlift could present a major 
problem and the general conclusion that the U.S. has the capability of 
dealing successfully with the situation. It is suggested that conclusion 
#1 be hypothecated to some degree to account for the present lack of 
adequate airlift to move ground forces.

L.M. Stevens, II, Capt. USN for
B.A. Robbins, Jr. Capt. USN

Regional Director, Far East

Attachment

Memorandum From the Director of the Near East, South Asia 
and Africa Region, DOD/ISA (Bergin) to the Director of the 
Office of Planning

Washington, June 11, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

Reference is made to I–14298/8, returned herewith.
This Regional Office has studied the attached document and, in 

accordance with your request, desires to comment as follows:
This is a well- constructed study and the conclusions and recommen-

dations appear to grow logically from the facts used, the assumptions 
employed, and the lines of action considered in the formulation of the 12 
hypothetical situations utilized in the development of the study.

Although this Office has been asked to limit itself to major points 
of substance, it feels obligated to comment on the methodology of 
the study, since the results flow inescapably from it and their validity 
depends directly upon it. At the outset, it is agreed that the choice of the 
method of study— the use of a sampling of hypothetical situations— 
was a reasonable one, probably the only method applicable. The crux 
of the matter is stated in Para 5, page 10: “The military responses are 
hypothetical ... and have not been war- gamed to develop detailed 
plans.” This is understandable, but it does not prepare one for the 
uncompromisingly self- satisfied tone of Conclusion 1, page 2: “The 
U.S. has the capability to deal successfully ....” Somehow this is all too 
comfortable, and too comforting, and scarcely squares up with what 
might well develop in the way of “limited war”.

To cite just a single item: our performance to date in creating ade-
quate transportation capabilities for the “quick” application of U.S. 
force— the sine qua non of a successful response— has been anything but 
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reassuring. One fears the possible soporific effect upon the NSC of such 
an optimistic assessment as Conclusion 1, page 2.

On the whole— and with the above reservation— the section 
labeled “III. CONCLUSIONS”, on pages 2–6, is a very well put- together 
and persuasive passage, and this Region is in general agreement. It 
is difficult to conceive of how “nuclear strikes deep into Communist 
China” will fail to bring on a general war.

With the major caveat that Conclusion 1, page 2, may have mis-
chievous results in creating an unwarranted feeling of self- satisfaction 
about our conventional forces, this Region feels the paper should prove 
most interesting to the NSC.

Charles K. Bergin
Rear Admiral, USN

Director
Near East, South Asia and Africa Region

Attachment

Memorandum From the Director of the European Region, 
DOD/ISA (Guthrie) to the Director of the Office of Planning

Washington, June 10, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

The following comments on the study prepared by a State- Defense-
JCS Working Group are offered in furtherance of your memorandum of 
29 May:

GENERAL COMMENTS:

In view of the importance of a study on this subject, it is consid-
ered extremely important that the generalized conclusions and rec-
ommendations regarding our military capabilities to conduct such 
operations must be supported by a detailed analysis and study within 
the Department of Defense. A review of the attached document indi-
cates that there is no such documentation. Instead, the discussion rests 
primarily on the views of the authors without any factual backup. In 
light of this fact, it is considered most important that the Department of 
Defense should not take a position on this paper in the NSC until such 
a time as the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have been formulated and 
considered by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

a. Conclusions:
1. The first conclusion that “The United States has the capability to 

deal successfully with situations requiring limited military operations” 
is not completely supported by the remaining conclusions and the dis-
cussion. It would seem that the conclusion requires qualification.

2. Reference Para. 4. The intent of the first sentence, i.e., “No mil-
itary tasks were found to be unique to limited military operations,” 
is not clear. Certainly many of the tasks which may have to be per-
formed under such conditions would be vastly different from those 
in the event of general war. This raises the question as to whether the 
present trend of weapons is such that U.S. forces will become increas-
ingly more inflexible. In this connection, it would appear that this 
Para. was written primarily from a viewpoint of air operations and 
does not give due recognition to the problems arising in connection 
with ground forces.

3. Reference Para. 7. It is noted in this Para. that “initial reliance 
was placed upon Air and Naval forces because they were in position 
and most capable of fast reaction.” While the Air and Naval forces may 
be positioned and capable of fast reaction in certain instances, there is 
a question as to their capability to react effectively under all situations. 
In this connection it is pointed out that in the early days of Korea the 
initial U.S. position was to counter the aggression by use of Air and 
Naval forces. It soon became evident that such action was not sufficient 
and that ground forces had to be deployed to the Peninsula at an early 
date. Although this Para. recognises that in many cases the intervention 
of U.S. ground forces will be essential, the timely availability of these 
forces is predicated on their proximity or on available air/sea lift.

4. Reference Paras. 9 and 11. These conclusions indicate that for U.S. 
forces to be most effective, they must be applied quickly. Yet the rapidity 
with which ground forces can be committed to action is depend ent upon 
availability of sea/air lift, a questionable capability.

5. Reference Para. 15. This conclusion raises a question as to 
whether or not the U.S. stocks of “low yield weapons” and “clean 
weapons” are available in sufficient quantities for use in the operations 
as visualized to allow the U.S. to carry out defense without generating 
adverse reactions referred to in Paras. 17 and 18. A more complete fac-
tual exploration and exposition of the subject seems indicated.

b. Recommendations:
1. Reference Para. 2. This Para. points out that “even though nuclear 

weapons are not used in limited military operations, public reaction 
world- wide, based primarily on fear of general war, will be adverse to 
U.S. military intervention.” This recommendation would seem to be 
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based more on a matter of opinion than on fact and in this connection 
it is pointed out that the bulk of the free world applauded the decision 
of the U.S. intervening in Korea at a time when the prospects of World 
War III were equal to, if not greater than, might be the case today.

2. Reference Para. 4 (See Para. 5., above). It is not made clear just 
what degree of “cleanliness” will not arouse adverse world opinion.

3. With reference to Paras. 6 and 7, it would appear that effective 
and prompt U.S. response to limited military aggression requires facili-
ties and capabilities to a greater extent than that now in existence.

In view of the above comments, it is believed that the first conclu-
sion and the first recommendation are not borne out by the supporting 
comments and recommendations. As pointed out above, it is believed 
that ISA should suspend further action on the document pending the 
receipt of the formal views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to their pro-
fessional judgment as to any military capability to conduct limited 
operations.

No detailed comments are made with regard to the “hypothetical 
situations” in view of the comments contained in Para. 8 of the basic 
memorandum and of the earlier comments furnished your office by 
this office.

John S. Guthrie
Brigadier General, USA

Director, European Region

Attachment

Memorandum for the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Comptroller, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and 
Engineering, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Supply and 
Logistics, the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic 
Energy, and the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Special 
Operations

Washington, May 29, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

1. The inclosed study on the above subject, prepared by a State-
Defense-JCS working group is scheduled for transmission to the 
National Secretary Council by the Secretaries of Defense and State on 
or before 16 June 1958.
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2. Your comments on the study are requested not later than 10 June 
1958 to assist the Secretary of Defense in determining the Defense 
position on the study. It is desired that comments be limited to major 
points of substance, and be related to the study itself rather than to 
the attachments detailing the hypothetical situations and hypotheti-
cal responses. It is also requested that you return the inclosure hereto 
with your comments, if you have no particular requirement for its 
retention.

3. It is requested that the study be handled on a limited distribu-
tion basis with access restricted to those with a “need- to- know”.

[illegible in the original]

Attachment

Memorandum to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Affairs, the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Military Assistance Program, the Military 
Advisor, the Directors of the European Region, the Far East 
Region, and the Near East, South Asia and Africa Regions, and 
the Director of the Office of Foreign Military Rights Affairs

Washington, May 29, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

1. The inclosed study on the above subject, prepared by a State- 
Defense-JCS working group is scheduled for consideration by the 
National Security Council at an early date.

2. Your comments on the study are requested not later than 10 June 
1958. It is desired that comments be limited to major points of sub-
stance, and be related particularly to the study itself rather than to the 
attachments detailing the hypothetical situations considered. It is also 
requested that you return the inclosure hereto with your comments.

3. It is requested that the study be handled on a limited distribu-
tion basis with access restricted to those with a “need- to know”.

P.H. Greasley
Brigadier General, USAF

Director, Office of Planning
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Attachment

Memorandum From the Director of the Office of Planning, 
DOD/ISA

Washington, May 29, 1958

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. SPRAGUE

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961

1. The study on limited military operations which the State- 
Defense-JCS working group has prepared is being reproduced by the 
Joint Staff and is expected to be in our hands this afternoon.

2. General Cutler has indicated the desirability of having the lim-
ited military operations study available on or before 16 June so that it 
can be reviewed by the other members of the Planning Board prior to 
its consideration on Friday 20 June. As you are aware, the Planning 
Board is also scheduled to take up at that time the residual problems 
in the basic policy paper. The close relation between the two studies 
makes it desirable to speed up the processing of the limited military 
operations study.

3. Attached for your signature is a brief memorandum request-
ing comments from appropriate elements of OSD. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff will be concurrently reviewing the study as will the State 
Department. It is our intention together with State and the Joint Staff 
to try to produce shortly after 10 June a draft letter to the NSC which 
both Secretaries McElroy and Dulles would sign, reflecting their 
views and comments on the study.

4. Signature is recommended.

P.H. Greasley
Brigadier General, USAF

Director, Office of Planning
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61. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 17, 1958

Participants

Department of State

Secretary Dulles
Christian A. Herter, Under Secretary
Gerard C. Smith, Asst Secretary–Policy Planning

Department of Defense

Secretary McElroy
Donald A. Quarles, Deputy Secretary
Mansfield D. Sprague, Assistant Secretary
John N. Irwin II, Deputy Asst Secretary
Thomas S. Gates, Jr., Secretary of the Navy
James H. Douglas, Secretary of the Air Force
Wilbur M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army
General Randolph McC Pate
General N. F. Twining, Chairman, JCS
Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Naval Operations
General T. D. White
General Maxwell D. Taylor
Rear Admiral Charles O. Triebel, USN
General Cutler

Secretary Dulles said he would like to commend the cooperation 
which the Department of Defense had given in connection with the 
Lebanon affair, pointing out that needed equipment had been supplied 
to the Lebanese government in exceptionally fast time. He pointed out 
that it would be best if the Lebanese forces could handle the problem 
themselves. If we have to intervene, it will be only the choice of the 
lesser of two evils— the greater of the two evils being the political reper-
cussions of our failure to come to the aid of our friends, the Lebanese.

Secretary McElroy then opened the discussion on the Strategic 
Concept. He said that Defense officials and the JCS had two discussions 
on the matter. They had given a good deal of thought to the type of mil-
itary backing that the US should have for its diplomatic aims.

Secretary McElroy felt that, perhaps, Defense had failed to give the 
Secretary of State a clear picture of our limited war capabilities. He sug-
gested that some situations could best be handled by non-US forces. 
Of course, it would be preferable if these were UN forces. But until 
that became possible, he wondered if some type of volunteer forces, 

1 Source: Strategic concept for the defense of Europe. Top Secret. 14 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548.
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including non- white forces, should not be recruited. This idea is being 
examined now in the Department of Defense. Also being examined is 
whether the US needs the numerous strategic weapons systems which 
it now plans for. It does not follow that, if our strategic weapons can 
be cut down, we would automatically build up our limited war capa-
bilities. Over the long run one might be able to reduce over- all defense 
expenditures, but not now. He speculated as to whether we should let 
our allies know more about our limited war capabilities— but, perhaps, 
we don’t have enough to do this.

Secretary McElroy then introduced Rear Admiral Triebel, who 
gave a briefing on the Joint State-Defense-JCS limited war capabilities 
study. As this study is available in the Department of State, this briefing 
will not be detailed here.

Upon conclusion of the briefing, Secretary McElroy asked what the 
basic problem was. Is it because our allies do not know about our lim-
ited war capabilities or are our capabilities insufficient?

Secretary Dulles said there were two problems: (a) the Strategic 
Concept; and (b) our limited war capabilities.

These capabilities are relevant if our strategic concept contem-
plates limited war. The Joint State-Defense-JCS study shows that we do 
have a doctrine for limited war, and we seem to be in reasonably good 
condition in regard to limited war capabilities and in the matter of rela-
tions with our allies in this respect.

Secretary Dulles said that, although there is no US commitment 
to come to Iran’s defense, there is a gap in our military capabilities in 
regard to Iran. He referred to the concern reported by General Taylor 
last winter that Iran would be used as a funnel for an attack. We must 
face up to this problem in connection with the forthcoming visit of the 
Shah of Iran.

The Secretary said that the big problem involving the strategic 
concept is in relationship to NATO. In our thinking we assume that 
there can be no limited war in Europe. He said he did not quarrel with 
this assumption— he shared this judgment. However, we in the State 
Department detect a growing concern, voiced by responsible European 
officials as well as demagogues, that the US, when it comes squarely 
under the threat of ICBM attack, will not launch an all- out nuclear 
attack on the Soviet Union if another NATO nation is attacked.

Secretary Dulles referred to Duncan Sandys’ concern to this effect, 
of which he had been advised at Copenhagen. The Secretary then read 
pertinent excerpts from Sandys’ paper which had been presented to the 
British Cabinet.

Secretary Dulles also reported Ambassador Houghton’s judgment 
that, during the forthcoming visit to Paris, de Gaulle would make two 
points in justification of a French nuclear weapons production program. 
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First, the prestige of being in the nuclear club; and, second, France’s 
fear that the US would not call upon massive retaliation to save Europe 
when the cost in US casualties became clear to US leaders.

Secretary Dulles said that none of us doubts that President 
Eisenhower will order a strategic nuclear attack in that event. But his 
term has but two years to run and who knows what his successor’s 
views will be. Secretary Dulles said he knew of one potential successor 
who might not be as firm as President Eisenhower on this score.

Secretary Dulles said he felt that the time was near when our 
European allies are not going to be satisfied with a strategic doctrine 
depending on a US decision to invoke all- out nuclear war in the event 
of an attack on Europe. He felt that the European countries would go 
their independent ways unless we find with them a concept they con-
sider more dependable.

The Secretary said he did not think limited war in Europe was 
possible. The important thing, however, was what the allies think and 
do. The Europeans are just starting to think about this problem in a 
fuzzy manner. Two alternatives seem to be opening to them. One was 
to develop independent nuclear weapons production capability, such 
as the British and the French are trying for. It is only logical that oth-
ers will follow. Maybe this course is right. But it is dangerous not to 
have an agreed strategic concept which is satisfactory to all the NATO 
partners. It is dangerous for them to prefer that each one have its own 
nuclear capability.

In the case of the French, a nuclear weapons program is something 
of a gesture. They cannot afford a real program. They must depend on us 
or accept risks of another kind. Even the United Kingdom cannot afford 
such a program. Certainly Italy cannot. In the case of Germany, there are 
strong public opinion controls. The Brussels treaty only prevents produc-
tion of nuclear weapons on German territory. The French-Italian-German 
(FIG) program may get into nuclear weapons production.

The second alternative is to drift into neutralism.
Secretary Dulles said that he and others had thought about the 

possibilities of “area” defense with tactical weapons. He did not believe 
a war in Europe could be confined to a limited area. However, in order 
to give our allies a credible policy, we should think of how to create a 
situation where our allies would have greater rights in regard to the 
future use of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. If we insist that, with 
the exception of possible hostilities in Yugoslavia and Berlin, the only 
conceivable type of European war is all- out nuclear war, the result will 
be a feeling of futility— a brief effort to manufacture nuclear weapons, 
followed by an abandonment of that effort because of its expense, and 
then a drift to neutralism. That is the likely course of events under pres-
ent circumstances. We can hold on one or two years.
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Secretary Dulles pointed out that Sandys’ statement was no mere 
informal effort. It had been formally submitted to the Cabinet, which 
had apparently acquiesced in Sandys’ subsequent publication.

Mr. Quarles asked what Sandys’ alternative was. The Secretary 
replied that it was total disarmament, which no responsible official 
considered seriously.

Secretary Dulles said that he quoted Sandys as representative of 
leading statesmen in Europe. He could quote plenty of others to the 
same effect. Indeed Sandys’ doubt is a rational doubt. No one knows 
what a future President will do. There may be future moods of isolation 
in the US. No nation likes to have its national existence depend on a deci-
sion which may involve the destruction of another nation— so thought 
is being given in Europe to alternatives. Sandys’ alternative is fantastic. 
But Prime Minister Macmillan thought it was good propaganda.

The Secretary said there seemed to be two serious alternatives 
under consideration— separate national nuclear weapons programs or 
neutrality. The Secretary said he had no definite answers to this prob-
lem. He did feel that a strategic concept, which was wholly dependent 
on a US decision to incur nuclear devastation, would not be gambled 
on by our allies. We must think of alternatives. He has no cure for the 
problem and no special competence in this field.

Secretary McElroy asked if the Europeans think that we would 
withdraw our forces from Europe. If they do, that would really be bad. 
But our forces in Europe are developing an increased tactical weapon 
capability. In the event of war, how would it be possible for the US 
nuclear forces not to be drawn into action.

Secretary Dulles recalled a Sunday afternoon in December 1950. It 
then seemed possible that the American divisions in Korea would be 
wiped out. Radical alternatives were considered, but no thought was 
given to using nuclear weapons. Who was to say that the same situation 
might not come up in the future in regard to our divisions in Europe.

Mr. Gates asked if this situation warranted a reconsideration of pre-
ventive war. Secretary Dulles said it did not in his judgment. This might 
be a logical alternative, but it was not practical in view of the beliefs of 
the American people and their form of government. He said he wanted 
to make it perfectly clear that he was not backing down nor did he have 
any feeling of fear. Mr. Quarles said that we didn’t have any freedom of 
choice about preventive war. Mr. Gates said he had in mind preventive 
strikes after a European ally is attacked. Secretary Dulles said that is 
different. If our allies thought that “we could shoot the works” without 
getting badly hurt they might have more confidence in us. Mr. Quarles 
said that is our present policy. General Twining confirmed this. General 
Taylor said that he had some doubts that this was our policy.
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Mr. Sprague asked how it would help European nations’ confidence 
to have control over nuclear weapons since they would not have enough 
weapons to give them parity with the Soviet Union. In this situation, 
would not the same doubts about non- use of nuclear weapons crop up?

Secretary Dulles agreed and said he felt that European nations 
would not long pursue individual programs to manufacture weapons. 
He feared they would then attempt to “stay out” of the conflict.

Mr. Quarles said that, as a matter of logic, if countries become neu-
tral they are in more danger than if they are in the alliance. If this is true, 
why would they drift to neutralism?

Secretary McElroy said that it appeared that we could not match 
the USSR in Europe without resorting to at least tactical nuclear weap-
ons, but use of such weapons would bring all- out nuclear war unless 
the hostilities were quickly stopped by common consent.

Secretary Dulles said he thought a war in Europe could not be lim-
ited. Many people think that US involvement in a European war would 
be more likely if it developed gradually than if the US was faced sud-
denly with a “cold blood” decision looking to all- out war, which might 
lead to the end of the US.

Secretary Dulles recalled being in Japan at the beginning of the 
Korean war when it was thought that no US ground forces would be 
needed— only some air support. Later it was felt that small ground 
forces would be needed to stiffen the Korean forces. Later large US 
forces were required. In the first World War, American participation 
was in the beginning to be only logistical. Later large manpower contri-
butions had to be made. Once in a fight, emotions may lead to decisions 
different from those facing a nation in “cold blood” when a decision 
may have to be taken which would involve destruction of all life in the 
northern latitude.

Secretary McElroy said the important thing is the continued deploy-
ment of US troops in Europe. He recognized the possibility of American 
divisions being sacrificed in a European war, but failure in such situa-
tions to bombard the USSR would sit terribly with Americans. Secretary 
Dulles pointed out that the same was true in the case of the alternative.

Secretary McElroy pointed out that if we lost Western Europe, we 
would be isolated by the Communists.

Mr. Quarles said it would be poor tactics for the Soviets to destroy 
US forces in Europe. It would be a sure way to incur the destruction of 
Russia. Even if the Soviets felt that in the first instance we would not 
fight, an attack on American troops would lead to the opposite result.

Mr. Douglas asked if we would be able to hold allies if we could 
assure them of tactical nuclear weapons sufficient to meet Soviet attack 
with conventional forces. He recalled Secretary Dulles’ point that it 
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was important to force the Soviets to first use of nuclear weapons. Mr. 
Douglas said that this would avoid having to meet conventional attack 
with strategic bombardment.

Secretary Dulles said that our allies’ concern is based on doubt that 
they can count on a nuclear response from the US. He mentioned think-
ing in the State Department about a NATO authority which might hold 
custody of nuclear weapons and suggested that this might be a useful 
project to explore.

General Taylor said that that was the objective of our program— to 
spread nuclear weapons laterally and to our allies. We have no illusions 
that 175 divisions can be stopped without the use of large yield nuclear 
weapons. But we have to believe and act as if we believed that there is 
an intermediate response to a Soviet attack in Europe short of all- out 
nuclear war.

Secretary McElroy asked if we had been too preoccupied and 
made too many statements in regard to our strategic bombing capabili-
ties. Have we deemphasized our tactical nuclear and carrier forces and 
Marine divisions? Perhaps not enough attention had been paid to the 
fact that somewhere between 25% and 40% of the defense budget was 
going to our limited war capabilities. Perhaps our allied visitors should 
see our limited war capabilities rather than concentrate on visits to SAC 
and Cape Canaveral.

General Pate pointed out that during the past two years the 
Marines and the Navy had had ten joint exercises involving seven dif-
ferent nations.

Mr. Sprague pointed out that George Brown (UK laborite), a recent 
visitor to the Pentagon, had told him that too few people knew about 
US limited war capabilities.

Secretary Dulles observed that from the briefing he had gathered 
that we do have plans for the use of small nuclear weapons— that we 
are not gambling everything on high yield weapons. This means to him 
that there are some possibilities in regard to “area” defense. General 
Taylor said that this is what we are shooting for— small, light weapons 
with little fall- out.

Secretary Dulles said that there was time enough— if our allies 
knew that we had more to our strategy than trans-polar strategic 
nuclear exchanges with megaton weapons.

Governor Herter asked if the number of our limited war effec-
tives would be reduced if there was a concurrent threat of general war. 
Admiral Burke said that in such a situation, which would be like the 
Suez situation, we would be increasing both our capabilities for limited 
and general war simultaneously. General Twining said in such a situa-
tion we would limit mobilization. Governor Herter asked if our limited 
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war air and sea lift capabilities would be prejudiced by a simultaneous 
general war threat. Mr. Gates observed that our capabilities for air and 
sea lift for general war and for limited war were compatible. General 
Taylor was inclined to disagree with this conclusion and stated that one 
could not be sure where we would stand in regard to sea and air lift if 
there was both a limited and general war threat at the same time.

Mr. Quarles pointed out that if events developed in that sequence, 
we could generate more capabilities by mobilization, but he acknowl-
edged that certain transport would have to be pre- empted for general 
war preparation. General Pate said that under these circumstances the 
Navy would be in a building- up phase. General Twining said you can’t 
have capabilities for both situations simultaneously. In the given cir-
cumstances, you would have to go all- out for general war preparation 
and your limited war capability would have to suffer.

General Twining said one cannot say categorically that there could 
be no limited war in Europe. Anything can happen. But we must keep 
the Russians believing that a limited war cannot happen there. The 
Russians apparently believe that now. They have not gained an inch in 
Europe since we promulgated our present strategic concept. We don’t 
know how a future President would reply to a nuclear attack in Europe, 
but we must keep the integrity of our present strategy. We must stay 
with it for awhile.

Admiral Burke said that it was not a question of our capability but 
of the allied attitude toward our strategy. They know that in regard to 
nuclear weapons they are mendicants. If they are attacked “they can 
only cry”. What they want is a mortgage on our future action. They have 
hostages in the form of our ground forces in Europe. Is this not enough 
for the present? They apparently want some control over nuclear weap-
ons. But it is up to us to keep some control over their control. We must 
look out for the danger of possible “trigger happy” foreigners to whom 
we may have transferred some control over nuclear weapons. But we 
will have to take some chances in this respect.

Secretary Dulles said that surely General de Gaulle will raise with 
him next month the question of a French nuclear weapons capability. 
The French will want to be on an equal basis with the US and the UK. 
If we turn down his request for some share in the nuclear deterrent, de 
Gaulle will press on to develop an independent nuclear weapons capa-
bility for France and an independent foreign policy which may even 
involve making an accommodation with the USSR.

Mr. Gates asked if the cause of European concern was our failure 
to finish up the jobs in Korea and Indochina. If we did not push for 
victories there, perhaps the Europeans feel there is little chance that 
we will take risks in Europe where the dangers were much greater. 
Secretary Dulles said he doubted that this was the reason. He felt the 
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primary cause of European concern was simply that they could read 
current articles about the tremendous casualties estimated to occur in 
nuclear war and logically had been led to wonder if any country would 
be willing to pay such a high price to come to the aid of its friends. He 
believes the US would pay such a price— not because of any “love” 
for our friends, not because of any agreement which we would feel 
an obligation to honor, but out of the belief that if we did not take this 
action we would be faced with a worse alternative later. We would be 
crowded and crowded by the Soviet Union.

Secretary Dulles emphasized that he never shows any sympathy 
for foreign anxieties in this respect. He personally truly believes that 
the US will, if necessary, carry out its strategic plans.

Mr. Quarles said in regard to General de Gaulle that we should 
make clear to him that US policy is not to try to prevent the French from 
developing a nuclear weapons capability. He believed that our previous 
policy of trying to stop the French had been greatly resented. He also 
felt that it was not logical to think of transferring nuclear weapons to the 
French because they could not obtain enough to have an independent 
deterrent. France is a member of an alliance and as such should rely on 
the capabilities of the alliance and not on the few weapons which it may 
be able to construct. (The tenor of Mr. Quarles’ remarks was that France 
should be “admitted” into the nuclear weapons club.2)

Secretary Dulles said that General de Gaulle might well take the 
position that the US’s attitude means that France will have to spend 
much of its treasure for obsolete weapons during a period of critical 
financial strain. And France will wonder if this is the type of treatment 
an ally should receive.

Secretary McElroy thought that France merely wanted to produce 
weapons and not necessarily to receive US help in producing them. He 
feels that the French don’t care about the quality of the weapons, but 
are mainly interested in salving national pride.

Mr. Quarles observed that our law prevents the transfer of nuclear 
weapons to the French.

Secretary McElroy said that he now had a better understanding of 
Secretary Dulles’ views and would like to be of help. He reverted to the 
concept of volunteer forces which might be used until a truly UN force 
could come into being. He suggested that such force would not wear US 
uniforms. It would be made up of yellow, black and white people, and 
would not be identified with national units. The idea would be to try to 
avoid involvement of national pride in certain types of limited hostilities.

2 NSC policy on France is that we should seek to persuade France not to make 
nuclear weapons. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Secretary Dulles felt that this was a very useful concept. He pointed 
out that some years back a Volunteer Freedom Corps had been explored 
but abandoned because of practical considerations. For example, where 
would the forces be located? However, the Indonesia situation justified 
a restudy of this problem. Prime Minister Macmillan had raised this 
question with the President during his recent visit. He had in mind 
recruiting forces out of the North Atlantic alliance to function some-
what like a UN Emergency Force. Macmillan was keen for the idea and 
wanted to pursue it further with the President. If such a force was not 
a US national force, it would meet the type of problem we are going 
to have to face. Even though Secretary Dulles feels that our massive 
retaliation policy may be losing credibility, the fact is that it has stopped 
communist aggression and now the primary threat is subversion. The 
communists have great assets to carry out subversion.

Secretary Dulles cited their control over various informational 
media. He pointed out that the communists can effectively assist revolts 
against legitimate governments. He spoke of their capability to manip-
ulate mass emotions. He referred to their participation in the Lebanon 
affair. In such a situation, it would be extremely valuable if we could 
turn to some international force.

Another aspect of this threat is inherent in the world- wide move-
ment toward self- government. Actually this gives promise of being in 
some cases merely a transfer from one form of despotism to another.

Secretary Dulles cited the slow evolution of American political 
democracy, pointing out how in the beginning only a small percent-
age of our governmental officials were directly elected by the people. 
Contrary to this experience, the new countries today are trying to go 
directly to an advanced form of democracy. The communists are capi-
talizing on this fact.

Secretary Dulles spoke of Soviet professional capabilities in agita-
tion and subversive work, and the lack of capability of the US in this 
respect. He spoke of communist organization in Indonesia in labor 
groups and among teachers.

The combination of the two above- mentioned aspects of the sub-
versive threat in Secretary Dulles’ judgment is more serious than that 
of overt military aggression. The USSR believes our strategic doc-
trine even if our allies don’t. Massive retaliation still has a certain life 
expectancy, but in the case of civil wars we don’t have a good strategic 
answer. Perhaps the US will have to go in more for manipulation of 
government structures of other countries. These questions raise serious 
problems calling for original thinking.

Secretary McElroy suggested that a joint State-DOD study of the 
“volunteer” problem be undertaken. Governor Herter pointed out that 
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Allen Dulles was presently thinking about a study of the covert capa-
bilities the US had in this field.

Mr. Brucker recalled that in 1953 a study was made of the Volunteer 
Freedom Corps idea and recommended that it be reviewed.

Secretary McElroy said that what we needed was a force some-
where between the covert type of force and the US Marines. The ques-
tion of whether or not such a force would be directly managed by the 
Pentagon was not important. It was felt that the US could do a good 
deal to help train and equip such a force. He recognized that such a 
force would obviously be ascribed to the US and its non- national char-
acter would be a fiction, but we would have to learn to deny these 
things as does the USSR. It was decided that the matter would not be 
pursued with the UK until we had a US position clarified.

Secretary McElroy said in regard to the strategic concept, the DOD 
would have another go at preparation of the statement.

Secretary Dulles felt that it was not so much a matter of formally 
modifying the statement of the present strategic concept or of changing 
our defense budgets. Rather it was “the way these things are presented.” 
We must find a way to let our allies feel that there is some “intermediate 
cushion” between unconditional surrender and total war.

Secretary Dulles recalled the “trip wire” theory put forward by 
the UK which had proved shocking to Europe and had been rejected. 
We have more than a “trip wire”. There can be intermediate stages in 
the application of our military force. Let us learn to become somewhat 
more articulate about these possibilities.

Secretary McElroy said that he would like to direct more of our allies’ 
attention to our limited war capabilities— to show them some of our new 
equipment and our reconnaissance and surveillance capabilities.

Secretary Dulles said that it was a matter of psychology—to get 
away from the “nuclear death” neurosis that has appeared in Europe. 
There are other ways of defending ourselves and we must get across 
to the Europeans that we are not neglecting to develop these ways. 
However, Secretary Dulles said, if a war comes in Europe he believes 
that it cannot be kept limited.

Mr. Quarles said that is the most important and the most danger-
ous problem, and that is why we are so sensitive to any changes in 
our strategic concept. The dilemma is how to improve our allies’ con-
fidence and yet at the same time keep the Soviet certain that any sub-
stantial attack by them in Europe will lead to strategic bombardment of 
the Soviet Union.
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62. Note From Cutler to Goodpaster1

Washington, June 18, 1958

For your information, I enclose a draft of some rough notes I made 
at the Dulles/McElroy Conference Tuesday afternoon.

Obviously, these should be very closely held.

Robert Cutler

Enclosure

Notes Prepared by Cutler

Washington, June 17, 1958

CONFERENCE—June 17, 1958

Sec/State; Under Sec/State; Sec/Defense; Deputy Sec/Defense; 
Service Secretaries; Joint Chiefs; Smith; Sprague; Cutler; Irvin; Triebel; 
Randall.

Concluding Recommendations of Study

1. Increase capability of CRAF for limited war— also parallel ship-
ping facilities.

2. Notify enemies of intention in limited war action.
3. Public information to place in proper context use of nuclear 

weapons.

Secretary of State

1. We do have a strategic concept for use of limited war.
2. We are in reasonably good shape as to capabilities to wage lim-

ited war in twelve areas studied: Far East (4), Mid-East (4), Europe (2), 
South Asia (2).

3. Query as to capability in Iran. Iran is worried and we have no 
real plan. Do a little extra preparatory work in this regard.

4. Big question is as to Europe and NATO allies.

a. Little chance of limited war in Europe— he does not quarrel with 
this judgment.

b. However, growing concern if U.S. will accept general war alter-
native when it comes, especially when USSR has ICBM capability and 

1 Source: Strategic concept for the defense of Europe. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Nuclear 
Exchange.
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we do not. This doubt is increasingly expressed by governments and 
demagogic mass leaders. Reads Sandys’ statement at Copenhagen 
(based on Cabinet submitted paper) to above effect (i.e., after U.S. is 
under USSR ICBM capability of attack, will it go to help Turkey or 
Western Europe). Cannot rely indefinitely on our nuclear retaliatory 
attack to preserve peace?

c. France pushing nuclear programs (a) to get in nuclear club; (b) 
sharing Sandys’ doubts, it wants own capability to invoke nuclear 
defense of France. What will JFD say when he visits de Gaulle in July.

d. Time is soon coming when our NATO allies will not be satis-
fied that U.S. will surely go to general nuclear war to defend them, if 
attacked, and risk American devastation; and will demand a surer stra-
tegic concept. They do not yet know what they will do:

(1) Probably try to develop own nuclear stocks so as to create 
nuclear war, if they wish, regardless of U.S.

(2) Dangerous situation if we do not have common strategic concept 
to use in defending our common alliance.

(3) France can’t financially afford to be an independent nuclear 
power. Can the British or Italians? Will public opinion permit West Ger-
mans to do so? Perhaps the four together could.

e. Is an area defense in Europe based on use of tactical nuclear 
weapons a feasible enough arrangement to calm our allies? If they have 
somewhat greater right to use nuclear weapons in area defense, would 
that suffice? Otherwise, a futile brief effort on their part to become 
nuclear powers, followed by trend to neutralism. Dulles feels this trend 
is inevitable, within a few years (not in next one or two).

f. The European doubt is rational— will U.S. return to isolationism? 
Would another President than Eisenhower take the awful risk of dam-
aging so much America to go to help Turkey?

g. Dulles does not have answer to problem. All he says is to doubt 
whether Europeans will long continue to rely on the military concept 
that U.S., after ICBM capability of USSR to plaster U.S., will come to 
help an attack on Europe by USSR.

5. McElroy: Is not the continued presence of U.S. troops in large 
numbers in Europe a gage that the U.S. will respond to protect them in 
Europe.

Dulles: If a conventional war starts in Europe, would we involve in 
nuclear retaliation or would we consider slaughter of U.S. troops over-
seas? Neither he nor McElroy could answer this question.

He does not consider preventive war as a solution to the problem. 
(Even with preventive war, the U.S. cannot be safe from terrible harm. 
(Quarles))

6. Quarles: Does not neutralism endanger a European country more 
than association with the U.S., and punishment resulting?

7. McElroy: Can you use tactical nuclear weapons in Europe with-
out spreading into general nuclear war? Dulles thinks not. But he says 
many people might think the U.S. more likely to get into defense of 
Europe, if gradually by using tactical weapons, instead of a massive 
sudden nuclear retaliation.
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Retention of American forces in Europe should be a great assur-
ance to Europeans. (McElroy)

8. Douglas: If our allies in Europe had sufficient limited nuclear 
capability to defend themselves against conventional attack by USSR, 
would they not be less fearful of the outcome? (Meaning, if we increased 
their capability.)

9. Dulles thinks we should explore a wider internationalization in 
NATO of nuclear capability. Max Taylor— this is the ultimate answer: 
act on it and believe in it.

10. Have we been too focused on massive nuclear retaliation with 
large weapons to realize our current, increasing ability with tactical 
nuclear ability, carrier forces, mobile marine battalions? (McElroy) 
Perhaps 30% of our money is going into this kind of capability. Should 
we emphasize this capability more to our allies and to the public and 
to the Congress?

11. Dulles: We are planning to make small nuclear weapons in 
quantity. For what purpose?

McElroy: To use against conventional forces which would over-
whelm us.

JFDulles: We will have time if this comes in 1961–1962 and allies 
know we have this intended capability and use it.

Quarles does not think small war preparations would hinder going 
on into general war, but that going into a general war would limit your 
limited war capability.

12. Twining: You can’t say that there will never be a limited war in 
Europe. But you must never let Russians think that we won’t use our 
nuclear retaliatory capability, toy with idea of limited war. Only solu-
tion is to get comprehensive safeguarded arms control system.

13. Burke: Our allies want a mortgage on us, as security we will 
come to help. Our forces in Europe are hostages. Must we give a new, 
different, or bigger mortgage? Perhaps giving them a nuclear capability 
of their own or in common control.

14. What will JFDulles tell de Gaulle? He will require France to 
have a greater nuclear independence or to have an independent foreign 
policy.

15. Dulles always tells our allies we’re going to help you because if 
we don’t we’ll be crowded and crowded against our own interest. They 
are convinced as to this in the case of present Administration.

16. Quarles: We should make clear to de Gaulle (a) not part of our 
policy to prevent France from acquiring independent nuclear capabil-
ity, (b) our equipping them is a different thing. But would de Gaulle be 
in a good posture unless France had enough by itself to defend France? 
No, in a better posture to share in our common nuclear power in NATO. 
Perhaps let him have a few to bolster his morale.
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JFDulles: De Gaulle will ask—“Why should I spend a lot of money 
to get a few inadequate weapons? Why don’t you give me some?”

(Our law does not permit us to give weapons to France now.)
17. McElroy: Desirability of supporting indigenous forces in non- 

identifiable national units (as mercenaries?) for use in limited wars 
throughout the world.

Dulles: A useful concept, though not an answer to the main ques-
tion. Volunteer Freedom Corps referred to. Perhaps this concept should 
be restudied.

Can we recruit from our various alliances certain elements to func-
tion on behalf of Free World, like UN force for UN world? Macmillan 
interested in idea. Idea of usable forces other than distinctly national 
U.S. forces.

R.C.

63. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, June 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1814
B. NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1841, 1842 and 1844
D. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated March 7, 1958
E. NSC Action No. 1881

The enclosed memorandum from the Secretaries of State and 
Defense, and the attached study on the subject,2 prepared by the 
Departments of State and Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with 
appropriate participation of the Central Intelligence Agency, pursuant 
to the plan concurred in by NSC Action No. 1881, are transmitted here-
with for consideration by the National Security Council at its meeting 
on Thursday, June 26, 1958.

1 Source: Transmits study on capabilities of forces for limited military operations. 
Top Secret; Special Limited Distribution. Se 7 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 
D 351.

2 Study not enclosed. [Footnote is in the original.]
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The enclosures are being given a special limited distribution. It is 
requested that special security precautions be observed in the handling thereof, 
and that access thereto be limited on a strict need- to- know basis.

James S. Lay, Jr
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Attachment

Memorandum for the National Security Council From McElroy 
and John Foster Dulles

Washington, June 17, 1958

SUBJECT

Study relative to the Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations in 
Response to NSC Action No. 1881

1. There is submitted herewith a coordinated study of United States 
and allied capabilities for limited military operations to July 1961, pre-
pared by the Department of State, the Department of Defense and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with appropriate participation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency.

2. We wish at the outset to stress the limitations of this study.
a. It does not examine capabilities for limited military operations 

against Soviet armed forces. The study was undertaken within the 
framework of our current strategic concept which holds that a war in 
which the armed forces of the USSR and the United States are overtly 
engaged is a general war.

b. It does not examine capabilities for limited military operations 
against an enemy using nuclear weapons. The study assumes that 
enemy use of nuclear weapons to 1 July 1961 would be construed as 
overt employment of Soviet armed forces.

c. It does not examine capabilities for covert limited military 
operations.

d. The study’s approach to limited military operations in the Far 
East is based upon an assumption— i.e., “that the United States could 
engage in effective military action against mainland China without 
undue risk of initiating general war”— which the NSC observed in 
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Action No. 1881–c was “to be regarded only as a working assumption 
for the purposes of this study.”

e. The study is not a complete and final analysis of limited military 
operations upon which the size and nature of United States forces required 
for limited military operations can be determined for future years. Estimates 
of enemy action were, of necessity, hypothetical and thus are not a basis for 
military planning. None of the situations studied have been war- gamed. 
The conclusions and recommendations, based as they are on hypothetical 
but possible situations, should not be considered as definitive.

3. We consider the significant findings of the study to be as follows:
a. U.S. Capabilities
(1) Within the limitations set forth in paragraph 2 and if the use 

of nuclear weapons as required to achieve military objectives is autho-
rized, United States capabilities for limited military operations are 
adequate to undertake and carry out limited operations of the nature 
examined.

(2) In many such limited military operations, the use of nuclear 
weapons would be required only as an unlikely last resort.

(3) In the Far East, however, the United States does not now have 
a ready non- nuclear capability which alone could cope satisfactorily 
with limited military operations against overtly engaged substantial 
Communist forces. The selective use of nuclear weapons against such 
forces and the facilities supporting them would be necessary.

(4) The withholding of authorization to use nuclear weapons for lim-
ited military operations against overtly engaged substantial Communist 
forces in the Far East would be likely to entail requirements for addi-
tional overseas deployment of United States forces, the construction of 
bases and other facilities overseas, augmentation of sea/airlift in being 
and expanded logistic support capabilities and “pipelines” both overseas 
and in the United States.

(5) The burden of the initial military response will fall on the U.S. 
forces deployed in or near the area involved, regardless of Service. 
Prompt and vigorous response by these forces may obviate a require-
ment for major reinforcements.

(6) The effectiveness of United States limited military operations 
will be affected by the timely availability of sea/airlift for the provision 
of logistic support to our own and friendly forces and particularly for 
the movement from the United States of ground forces committed to 
action. To the extent that the limited military operations examined in 
this study are expected to affect adversely our posture for general war, 
the temporary diversion of transport from general war tasks is usually 
cited as the principal adverse factor.

(7) Only small numbers of “clean” nuclear weapons, which will be 
in the high yield category, will be available to United States forces to 
1 July 1961.
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b. Allied Capabilities
(1) The indigenous forces which we might find it necessary to 

support in limited military operations will have widely varying capa-
bilities. Some, such as the GRC and ROK forces, have significant capa-
bilities on the ground. Practically all have marked deficiencies in air 
and naval capabilities.

(2) Very few of our allies could or would provide significant forces for 
limited military operations outside their national territory. Most lack capa-
bility. Some, e.g. Pakistan facing a real or assumed threat from India, would 
be loath to send substantial forces abroad. The provision of forces by oth-
ers, e.g. France in the Middle East, would be politically disadvantageous.

(3) Our allies can provide base and other facilities that will ease 
and lend flexibility to the application of United States power in limited 
military operations.

c. Political Considerations
(1) Failure by the United States to undertake effective limited mil-

itary operations in support of other free nations in situations such as 
those examined would have seriously adverse consequences through-
out the free world, particularly among our allies, and would encourage 
the Communists to adopt a more aggressive posture.

(2) Anticipation of the need for United States limited military oper-
ations in developing situations and the earliest possible decisions (i) to 
intervene if necessary and (ii) on the nature and objectives of the inter-
vention are essential.

(3) We need the political support of our allies for United States 
limited military operations. We should also ensure that appropriate 
regional collective security organizations and their members have 
some military role, no matter how minor, in such operations in order to 
maintain the solidarity and raison d’etre of these organizations.

(4) Emotional aversion to nuclear weapons is widespread in the 
free world, particularly among Asians, and our use of these weapons 
in limited military operations would incur seriously adverse political 
consequences.

4. We make the following additional observations.
a. The study understandably devotes relatively little attention to 

the deterrent aspects of United States capabilities for limited military 
operations. Deterrence of local aggression undertaken or inspired by, 
or serving the interests of, the Communists is a major aim. As the study 
suggests, timely political action supported by capabilities for limited 
operations can frequently avert the need for the commitment of United 
States forces in combat.

b. The determinative factors in decisions as to the initiation and 
conduct of United States limited military operations are political 
rather than military. In practically all likely situations, it is the political 
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consequences for our general position in the world of inaction or action, 
and the nature of our action, that will govern United States decisions.

c. Selective nuclear strikes deep into Communist China, as con-
templated in the Quemoy and Matsu, Taiwan and Korea hypothetical 
situations, could elicit a Sino-Soviet nuclear response. Serious consid-
eration would, therefore, have to be given to the proclamation of at 
least a limited national emergency if the United States were to under-
take limited military operations of this nature.

d. The increased possibility of general war inherent in most limited 
military operations requires precautionary and alerting steps. Even one 
limited military operation requiring heavy logistic support and deploy-
ment of major forces from the United States might necessitate partial 
mobilization.

e. Additional comments which should be taken into consideration 
in any possible further use of this study are contained in the Annex 
immediately hereunder.

5. We make the following recommendations.
a. The Director of Central Intelligence should be asked to initiate 

the preparation of National Intelligence Estimates on (i) world reactions 
and (ii) Sino-Soviet military reactions to United States use of nuclear 
weapons in limited military operations against Communist (non-So-
viet) forces in the Far East.

b. The findings of the present study with respect to the availability 
of allied forces for employment outside their national territory should 
be taken into account among other factors in the review of 1962 force 
goals for nations receiving United States military assistance directed by 
NSC Action No. 1908.

c. Greater efforts should be made to clarify to the free world United 
States intentions with respect to the use of nuclear weapons and to 
inform the free world of the radiation effects of low yield weapons and 
their relative efficiency in certain limited military operations.

/s/ Neil McElroy
/s/ John Foster Dulles

Annex

SUPPLEMENTAL POINTS TO BE CONSIDERED  
ALONG WITH THE STUDY

1. The studies do not in all instances give sufficient emphasis to 
the difficult command and communications problems which would be 
encountered in operations in areas remote from the U.S.

2. The studies give no specific recognition of future modernization 
or buildup of military forces hostile to the U.S. by Soviet Bloc military 
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aid. It is possible that such aid in any given instance could be signifi-
cant, particularly if the recipient forces were applied exclusively against 
local allied forces.

3. While employment of chemical and biological capabilities has 
not been reflected in the studies, it should be noted that limited sup-
plies of standardized chemical and biological capabilities are currently 
in the U.S. stockpile; much greater quantities of these could be pro-
duced before 1961 without further development.

64. Briefing Note for 369th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 19, 1958

1. The next item is to report on a review which the President 
directed of a paragraph in another security policy statement—Par. 27- d 
on Page 12 of the draft Basic National Security Policy discussed at the 
Council Meeting on May 1.

2. This paragraph— which appeared in the economic section of the 
basic policy paper— proposed, in recognition of the problems of “one- 
crop” countries, that, for political reasons, the U.S. might “on occasion, 
join in multilateral examination of price, production, and demand 
trends” for basic commodities “which might help to promote readjust-
ments between supply and demand and reduce price fluctuations”. 
Treasury and Commerce wished to add that the U.S. should not discuss 
the making of, or participate in, any international commodity agreement 
without Presidential approval.

3. Mr. Randall called attention to the fact that this paragraph, as 
proposed by the Planning Board, did not reflect existing CFEP policy 
of general disapproval of international commodity agreements, or the 
requirement that CFEP give its advance approval to any participation 
by U.S. representatives in international discussion of any such agree-
ment, or to U.S. participation in any such agreement.

4. At the Council Meeting on May 1 it was agreed to delete 
Paragraph 27– d and to refer it, and an alternative proposed by the 
Secretary of State, to the Council on Foreign Economic Policy to con-
sider in reviewing the existing CFEP policy on international commod-
ity agreements.

1 Source: Draft basic national security policy paper. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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5. On May 22 Mr. Randall filed with the Council a memorandum 
report, which is before you, stating (1) the text of the existing CFEP 
policy on international commodity agreements, and (2) the consensus 
of CFEP that this policy should be continued in effect. In the light of this 
review, there appears no need to include any paragraph on this subject 
in the basic policy statement, and none has been included.

6. It may interest the Council to know that the CFEP, under the 
exceptions procedure in its existing policy, recently authorized the 
Department of State to participate in an international coffee study group 
and to discuss an international coffee agreement, if such an agreement 
is proposed by one of the members of the study group. The CFEP also 
urged State to take every precaution not to imply directly or indirectly, 
that the U.S. would participate in or police such an agreement.

cc: Mr. Harr
Mr. Lay
Dr. Gleason
Mr. Johnson

65. Memorandum of Discussion at the 369th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 19, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 369th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, June 19, 
1958

Present at the 369th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary 
of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, Office of Defense 
Mobilization. Also present were Mr. Fred C. Scribner, Jr., for the 
Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget; Mr. Walter Williams for the Secretary of Commerce (Items 
2 and 5); the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator; the Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic 
Policy (Items 1 and 5); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director 
of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the 
Acting Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, International 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Basic National Security Policy. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants to the President for 
National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and for Security 
Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant 
Secretary of State Gerard Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Mansfield Sprague; the Naval Aide to the President; the Executive 
Secretary; NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY
(NSC Action No. 1903; NSC 5810/l; Memo for NSC from Executive 

Secretary, same subject, dated May 26, 1958)

General Cutler explained that the President would be delayed for 
a few minutes and he would accordingly change the order of items on 
the agenda, dealing first with the question of U.S. policy with respect to 
international commodity agreements which had been unresolved when 
the Council last discussed it in connection with Paragraph 27– d of our 
new Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1), at the  Council meet-
ing on May 1, 1958. He pointed out that on this occasion the issue had 
been referred to the Council on Foreign Economic Policy. On May 22, 
1958 the Chairman of the CFEP, Mr. Randall, had filed a report with the 
Council giving the text of existing CFEP policy on international com-
modity agreements and also the consensus of the CFEP that this policy 
remained valid and should be continued in effect. (A copy of General 
Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another 
copy is attached to this memorandum).

At the conclusion of General Cutler’s briefing, Secretary Dulles 
stated that he had an observation to make with respect to the text of 
our policy in the matter of commodity agreements. He pointed out that 
the text of our policy as formulated by the CFEP revealed two different 
emphases. The first paragraph which reads as follows:

“The United States shares the concern of other nations about the 
problems arising from commodity price and market instability and 
is prepared to discuss and explore with other governments possible 
approaches to these problems”

according to Secretary Dulles emphasized the willingness of the 
United States at least to discuss and explore approaches to these 
problems. On the other hand, the last paragraph of our policy read-
ing as follows:

“Representatives of the United States will not participate in any 
discussion or meeting with respect to an international commodity 
agreement and will make no commitment as to U.S. participation 
in such an agreement until approved at the interagency policy level 
within the Executive Branch.”
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appeared to have a somewhat conflicting emphasis. It seemed quite 
possible to Secretary Dulles that the discussions authorized by the 
first paragraph could lead to a commodity agreement in which other 
nations than the U.S. would participate. A current example is that of 
coffee. Under existing world economic conditions, Secretary Dulles felt 
that we would want to be sure that the first paragraph of this policy 
was literally interpreted when it was implemented, although of course 
we would not agree to actual U.S. participation in any commodity 
agreement.

Mr. Randall said he not only understood Secretary Dulles’s point 
but agreed with him. Indeed this specific matter had been discussed 
at great length by the CFEP. The general view in the CFEP was that 
the U.S. should go ahead and discuss commodity problems with other 
nations as much as they desired but not to the point of sticking our 
necks out too far and being committed to participation in an interna-
tional commodity agreement. Mr. Randall thought it was extremely 
difficult to express in words the sensitive emphases that both he and 
Secretary Dulles were agreed upon. It was hard to draw so fine a line.

Secretary Dulles said he believed that Mr. Randall was on the right 
track. Under current conditions the U.S. simply could not hold itself 
aloof from these problems of commodity price and market instability 
as we had been in a position to do when our policy on this subject had 
first been adopted and when commodity prices were relatively high.

The National Security Council:

a. Concurred in the recommendation by the Council on Foreign 
Economic Policy, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 1903– b–(5) and 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of May 26, 1958, that exist-
ing policy or international commodity agreements is satisfactory and 
should be continued.

b. Noted a statement by the Secretary of State that, in the imple-
mentation of U.S. policy on international commodity agreements, a lib-
eral interpretation should be given to that portion of the policy which 
states that the United States is prepared to discuss and explore with 
other governments possible approaches to problems arising from com-
modity price and market instability; while adhering to that portion of 
the policy which states that the United States will not participate in 
any discussion or meeting with respect to an international commod-
ity agreement and will make no commitment as to U.S. participation 
in such an agreement until approved at the interagency policy level 
within the Executive Branch.

NOTE: The above actions, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Chairman, CFEP.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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66. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, June 23, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster

General Twining reported that General Cutler is recalling copies of 
instructions regarding the Net Evaluation Sub-Committee’s next effort 
in order to edit one provision. A small follow- up study will be made 
after the main project, and an oral report will be given to the President 
on that phase.

General Twining said that Secretary McElroy has read in full 
Admiral Burke’s testimony on defense reorganization. His general feel-
ing is that Admiral Burke had done well in his testimony, but did not 
go “down the line” as some of the others had. General Pate goes up to 
testify this week, and there is more concern regarding his appearance. 
General Twining next mentioned a direct leak to Hanson Baldwin of 
some of the proceedings in a very private meeting Mr. McElroy had 
held with the Chiefs and Secretaries last week, with no one else present. 
This matter is being pursued.

Next General Twining reported that the President’s talk at Quantico 
had a very fine effect on the participants— it gave them a shot in the 
arm in stirring up interest in the meeting, and what the President had to 
say, as well as his personal vigor and force in saying it, had a profound 
impact on the participants.

The JCS are starting work tomorrow on the budget guidelines for 
fiscal year 1960. General Twining has told the Chiefs that if they do not 
turn in a satisfactory job on the guidelines, the Secretary will make the 
determination himself.

The President referred briefly to additions that the Congress is 
proposing in the FY–59 budget. He said that the talk that having one 
more division in reserve in the United States makes a great differ-
ence in our small war capability is meaningless to him. Also, he said 
we are apparently planning to “kill every Russian three times” in the 
development of our forces for massive retaliatory attack; because the 
Polaris looks like a promising weapon, to be fired from under water, 
we are hurrying into construction of nine submarines, without appar-
ent study of the capability as a whole. Finally, he said that statements 

1 Source: Defense reorganization, FY 1959 Defense budget. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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such as Sam Anderson’s regarding “shooting the moon” in August 
are very harmful, and muddy the water. We have gone to great effort 
to make this project a scientific project under ARPA direction and 
cognizance.

The President said it is clear to him that we are all going to have 
to think a great deal more of national solvency. General Twining said 
the Quantico meeting was useful in that respect. There was greater 
consciousness of this factor as a result. He indicated that the Secretary 
stated if he could not get such a program from the JCS he would do the 
job himself— he stressed that we must cut out some of the duplicatory 
weapons systems we have carried through the development stage.

Finally, the President suggested that General Twining stress some 
theme such as “security and solvency demand unity” in our defense 
effort, at every opportunity. Apparently it takes persistence to get such 
a point across. He added he would like to see Admiral Radford do 
some speaking on this— his testimony had been very effective. General 
Twining said he had been taking the line that economy and defense go 
hand in hand and that if one is destroyed the other must also be lost. 
In concluding, the President said that our country can afford what is 
needed for defense, but it cannot afford the costs that might be added 
by wastefulness.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

67. Briefing Note for the 370th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 26, 1958

1. The principal item today is the 250- page State-Defense Study 
on “U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 
July 1, 1961”, based on the examination of 12 hypothetical situations in 
Europe, the Middle East, and the Far East.

2. This Study grew out of a recommendation of the Gaither Panel 
last November (classified by the Panel as a “highest value measure”) 
that U.S. and allied forces for limited military operations be augmented 

1 Source: U.S. and Allied capabilities for limited military operations. Top Secret. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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and that a Study be undertaken to develop current doctrine on when 
and how nuclear weapons could contribute to such limited operations.

3. State and Defense prepared terms of reference for a limited was 
Study covering the entire range of U.S. and allied capabilities for lim-
ited military operations (NSC Action No. 1844– b).

The terms of reference, as approved by the Council (NSC Action 
No. 1881, March 20) anticipated that recommendations as to U.S. 
national security policy and U.S. and allied capabilities for limited mil-
itary operations would result from the Study.

The terms of reference precisely defined limited military opera-
tions, Study assumptions, and the scope of the Study— matters which 
will be covered in the presentation of the Study by Admiral Triebel.

4. The written memorandum of the Secretaries of State and Defense, 
submitting the Study to the Council, summarized 14 Study findings 
which they deemed significant, made 8 additional observations, and 
stressed 5 Study limitations. While listening to the presentation of the 
Study, the Council should keep in mind these 5 limitations:

(1) The Study does not contemplate limited military operations 
against Soviet armed forces; because, under the current U.S. strategic 
concept, overt military engagement of USSR and U.S. armed forces is 
deemed to be general war.

(2) The Study does not cover enemy use of nuclear weapons in limited 
military operations; because such use of nuclear weapons up to July 1, 
1961, would be construed as overt employment of Soviet armed forces. 
(However, I should point out that some of the 12 hypothetical cases call 
for use by the U.S. of nuclear weapons.)

(3) The Study does not examine U.S. capabilities for covert limited 
military operations.

(4) The Study assumes— as a working assumption—“that the U.S. 
could engage in effective military action against Mainland China with-
out undue risk of initiating general war.”

(5) The Study should not be used for determining the size and 
nature of U.S. forces required for limited military operations; and its 
conclusions and recommendations are not to be considered definitive.

5. The two Secretaries state in their memorandum, as a significant 
finding of the Study, that, within the foregoing limitations and if the use 
of nuclear weapons as required to achieve military objectives is autho-
rized, U.S. capabilities for limited military operations are adequate to 
undertake and carry out limited operations of the nature examined.

6. The Secretaries’ memorandum makes three recommendations 
(par. 5, page 4):

a. A National Intelligence Estimate should be prepared on world 
reactions and Sino-Soviet military reactions to U.S. use of nuclear weap-
ons in limited military operations against Communist (non- Soviet) 
forces in the Far East.
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b. The review of 1962 force goals of nations receiving U.S. military 
assistance— to be presented to the Council on September 1 (NSC Action 
No. 1908)— should take into account the findings of the Study as to 
the availability of allied forces for employment outside their national 
territories.

c. Greater effort should be made to clarify to the Free World U.S. 
intentions with respect to the use of nuclear weapons, and to inform 
the Free World of the radiation effects of low- yield weapons and their 
relative efficiency in certain limited military operations.

7. Because of the importance of this fine Study and of the sub-
missions by the two Secretaries, and before the Council takes positive 
action on the recommendations in the Study and the submission, it is 
suggested that, after today’s presentation of the Study, the Planning 
Board be asked to prepare comments and recommendations on the sub-
ject for future consideration by the Council.

Admiral Triebel will present the Study.

68. NSC Report1

NSC 5816 Washington, July 1, 1958

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

A NET EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE

Reference: NSC 5728

The President, on the recommendation of the Chairman, Net 
Evaluation Subcommittee, approved on June 25, 1958, the withdrawal 
of NSC 5728 and the issuance, on a special limited- distribution basis, 
of the amended Directive enclosed herewith as NSC 5816. The amend-
ment consists of the deletion of the last two sentences of paragraph 3 
and of subparagraphs 3– a, b and c of NSC 5728, and the substitution 
therefore of a new paragraph 3.

The enclosed Directive has also been revised in paragraph 5, to 
include on the membership of the Subcommittee the Director of the Office 

1 Source: “Directive on Net Evaluation Subcommittee.” Top Secret; Special Limited 
Distribution. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5816 Series.
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of Defense and Civilian Mobilization in place of the Director of the Office 
of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration, in 
accordance with Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958, effective July 1, 1958.

NSC 5816, as approved by the President is transmitted herewith for 
the information of the National Security Council, and is being referred 
to the members of the Subcommittee for appropriate implementation.

The enclosed Directive supersedes NSC 5728.
Special security precautions should be observed in the handling of the 

enclosure, with access thereto limited to those individuals having a strict “need 
to know” in the performance of their official duties.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security

Enclosure

DIRECTIVE

on
A NET EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE

1. Pursuant to the recommendations of the National Security 
Council in NSC Action No. 1260– b (November 4, 1954) and my subse-
quent approval thereof, I hereby establish the following permanent pro-
cedure (superseding NSC 5605) to provide integrated evaluations of the 
net capabilities of the USSR, in the event of general war, to inflict direct 
injury upon the continental United States and to provide a continual 
watch for changes which would significantly alter those net capabilities.

2. Each integrated evaluation should:

a. Cover all types of attack, overt or clandestine;
b. Include consideration of the several courses of action which the 

USSR is capable of executing; and
c. Take into account the estimated future status of approved mili-

tary and non- military U.S. defense programs.

3. Each integrated evaluation report should estimate, from the prac-
tical standpoint, the extent and effect of direct injury, including radio-
active fall- out, upon the continental United States, resulting from the 
most probable types and weights of attacks which the USSR is capable 
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of delivering during the nuclear phase of a general war (i.e., the period 
during which the Soviet nuclear weapon stockpile or means of deliv-
ery of nuclear weapons on the United States would be substantially 
expended). Military operations overseas should be considered only in 
so far as they (a) require a diversion of Soviet resources from attack on 
the continental United States, or (b) affect U.S. capabilities to execute the 
Bravo mission and consequently the Soviet capability to attack the con-
tinental United States. Each report should consider, in so far as damage 
to the USSR is concerned, the effects of U.S. attacks on the USSR which 
would affect their capability to damage the United States. In addition, a 
general estimate should be made of the over- all effects of the U.S. attacks 
against the USSR which would show the general order of magnitude of 
destruction, disruption of communications and government, and loss of 
life in the USSR. In arriving at this general estimate, it is not expected 
or anticipated that detailed analyses will be undertaken. An evaluation 
will be made annually on the basis of an assumption or assumptions of 
conditions under which a general nuclear war might be initiated. Such 
assumption(s) should be developed by the Subcommittee after careful 
consideration of the implication of the world situation, and submitted 
for my approval.

4. Integrated evaluations should be submitted to the Council on 
or before November 15 of each year, and relate to the situation on a 
critical date normally about three years in the future. In addition to 
these annual integrated evaluations, an integrated evaluation should 
be submitted to the Council at such times as the Subcommittee feels 
that a change has become apparent that would significantly alter the 
net capabilities of the USSR to inflict direct injury upon the continental 
United States.

5. In order to prepare these integrated evaluations I hereby estab-
lish a Net Evaluation Subcommittee of the National Security Council, 
composed of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who will serve as 
Chairman, the Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of 
Central Intelligence, the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Intelligence 
Conference, and the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Committee on 
Internal Security. Each Subcommittee member shall be consulted regard-
ing and given ample opportunity to review the following prior to adoption 
by the Subcommittee: (a) subsidiary terms of reference, (b) the assump-
tions to be used as a basis for each evaluation report, (c) the complete eval-
uation report (less background material, which shall be made available 
only on a “need- to- know” basis), and (d) any recommendations which the 
Subcommittee may choose to submit. If the Director of the Subcommittee 
Staff, after adoption of the evaluation report by the Subcommittee, has 
any additional comments which he believes should be presented to the 
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NSC, such comments may be submitted to the President, through the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee, for consideration. The Chairman of the 
Subcommittee, in consultation with the Director of the Subcommittee 
Staff, will prepare regulations and establish procedures for the handling 
of highly sensitive information2 required in the preparation of an eval-
uation report so as to safeguard its security on a strict “need- to- know” 
basis and to preclude the assembly of an unwarranted amount of sensi-
tive information in one document. Such regulations and procedures shall 
not be finally adopted until the other members of the Subcommittee have 
been consulted concerning them.

6. Subcommittee members are designated to act as individuals, 
but each shall have the right to consult, at his discretion and under 
appropriate security safeguards, with his agency or committee prior to 
Subcommittee action on matters normally within the cognizance of his 
committee or agency. In subscribing to the reports and recommenda-
tions of the Subcommittee the individual members shall not be expected 
to assume responsibility for technical matters or conclusions not nor-
mally within the cognizance of his own parent committee or agency. 
Reports as submitted to the Council should show, so far as possible by 
textual footnotes, any dissents by Subcommittee members.

7. The Subcommittee will have a Staff, composed of individuals 
assigned by member agencies, as required by the Director, and under 
the direction of a Director whom I shall designate. The Director may 
be compensated through the National Security Council from contribu-
tions by the member agencies. Individuals assigned to the Staff from 
each military service and by the Central Intelligence Agency should 
normally serve for two years and be so appointed that, to insure conti-
nuity, not more than fifty per cent will vacate each year.

8. The Net Evaluation Subcommittee hereby established is empow-
ered under the terms of this Directive to call on any agency of the 
Government for relevant information, evaluations, and estimates, sub-
ject only to establishment of appropriate security regulations and pro-
cedures for the handling of highly sensitive information as provided 
under paragraph 5 above.

9. Distribution of each completed Subcommittee report will be 
determined at the time by me.

Dwight D. Eisenhower

2 Information such as that relating to war plans, new weapons and equipment, tech-
niques and tactics for their employment, the vulnerability of U.S. defenses, and domestic 
and foreign intelligence sources and methods. [Footnote is in the original.]
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69. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to John Foster Dulles1

S/P–58–193–1A Washington, July 10, 1958

SUBJECT

National Security Council Meeting, July 14, 1958

The items for discussion at this meeting are four reports called for 
by NSC action, approved by the President on April 2, 1958, on Meas-
ures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter. There will be oral briefings on 
the reports (attached as Tabs A to D). High points in them are:

1. ADEQUACY OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH PROGRAMS IN 
NON-MILITARY DEFENSE. Principal conclusions are that adequate 
shielding is the only effective means of preventing radiation casual-
ties; that there is no lack of essential scientific knowledge which war-
rants postponement of basic shelter construction; that if no action is to 
be taken on shelter construction, the decision must be based on other 
than technical reasons; that there is need to investigate many details in 
order to provide an effective and coordinated shelter system; that since 
a substantial program of shelter construction could not be completed 
for a period of years, supplementary research and studies should be 
carried out while the basic shelter structures are being constructed; and 
that although a shelter system is the essential core of an effective non- 
military defense system, it cannot of itself be regarded as sufficient to 
assure our survival as a nation.

2. THE NUMBER OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS WHICH MIGHT BE 
TOLERABLE TO WORLD POPULATIONS. The report concludes that 
there would be adverse effects on populations of non- combatant coun-
tries of the Northern Hemisphere as a result of nuclear detonations in 
general war but they would not be as serious as some have assumed. 
This is based on the assumption that nuclear weapons used on both 
sides would have a total yield of 15 million kilotons. (15,000 megatons).

3. SURVIVAL OF POPULATION FOLLOWING A MASSIVE 
NUCLEAR EXCHANGE. This report assumes an attack on the United 
States in 1965; fallout shelter will be provided for the population; and 
the war will be over after one exchange of nuclear weapons. Principal 
conclusions are:

a. Ninety- four million Americans (49 percent of the estimated 1965 
population of 192 million) will survive the attack and its aftermath of 
fallout.

1 Source: Briefing for July 14 NSC meeting. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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b. Fallout shelter will save 67 million, while 27 million will survive 
in any event, since the areas where they live will be substantially free 
from fallout.

c. The people who emerge from fallout shelter will be able to sur-
vive in the postattack environment, provided that emergency food 
supplies have been located at suitable distribution points prior to the 
attack.

d. The nation will be able to rehabilitate itself, provided that meas-
ures have been taken to insure the availability of refined petroleum at 
key locations.

e. The struggle for survival and recovery will be long and difficult, 
and the rehabilitated United States may bear little resemblance to the 
pre- attack nation.

4. STATUS OF SHELTER MEASURES AS OF JUNE 30, 1958. Very 
little has been done to carry out the concept of shelter approved by 
the President on April 2, partly because no appropriation has been 
made for the purpose. It was then estimated that $28.5 million would 
be required for the program in FY ’59. The figure recently approved 
by the Budget Bureau is $11.35 million but a request for this amount 
has not yet been sent to Capitol Hill. Because of the lateness of the 
time it is possible that no appropriation for shelter will be made at this 
session of Congress.

COMMENT. If, as indicated in report No. 3 above, fallout shel-
ter could save 67 million Americans in a future war, the Government 
should move more rapidly and with more vigor to carry out the concept 
of shelter. This is especially necessary because the States and individ-
ual citizens will do little if the attitude of the Executive and Legislative 
branches of the Government is lukewarm. The President has not yet 
mentioned the subject publicly.

RECOMMENDATION: That at the NSC meeting, which is expected 
merely to note these reports, you stress the need for more urgency in 
the shelter program because of the present and long- term danger to the 
United States from nuclear war.
Attachments:

Tabs A, B, C and D
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70. Briefing Note for the 372d NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 14, 1958

1. This meeting is chiefly concerned with the problem of shelter 
against radioactive fallout in case of nuclear attack— three studies pre-
viously requested by the Council and an interim report by Governor 
Hoegh on the status of shelter measures.

2. Following the meeting of the Council on January 16, the President 
approved a modification of then- existing civil defense policy by incor-
porating the concept of fallout shelter for protection of the civil population 
against radiation hazard, subject to certain specified conditions. One of 
these conditions was that the implementation of the concept be deferred 
pending Council consideration of a report by an Interdepartmental 
Committee as to appropriate measures to carry out the concept.

3. On March 27 the Council considered the measures recommended 
by this Committee, together with recommendations by the Planning Board 
for certain further studies. Thereafter, the President approved (1) the taking 
of six specific measures (to be mentioned later) to carry out the concept of 
fallout shelter; (2) the submission of a report by Governor Hoegh on the 
status of these measures through July 1; (3) the making of the three studies 
recommended by the Planning Board; and (4) the deferring of action on 
five other measures proposed by the Interdepartmental Committee, pend-
ing consideration by the Council of the studies and the report.

4. Today, there will be presented the three studies and Governor 
Hoegh’s report. The Council is not being asked to take any policy deci-
sion on these items at this time.

5. a. The first study was to make a special assessment as to 
(1) the adequacy of present research efforts by the several agencies of 
 Government on the design and testing of shelters and on the effects of 
nuclear attack on humans; and (2) whether such research efforts should 
be better coordinated, integrated, or accelerated.

b. The second study was to appraise the upper limit of massive, con-
centrated nuclear detonations which could be tolerated by the peoples 
of the earth and, in fact, by the earth itself.

c. The third study was to explore the problem of survival of popula-
tions in the period following their coming out of shelter, after a massive 
nuclear exchange.

d. The fourth item is Governor Hoegh’s status report.

1 Source: Problem of shelter against fallout. Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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6. First, then, the report on the “Adequacy of Government 
Research Programs in Non-Military Defense”— a study prepared by 
the Advisory Committee on Civil Defense of the National Academy of 
Sciences and the National Research Council, under the chairmanship of 
Dr. Lauriston Taylor of the Bureau of Standards, with the assistance of 
consultants from within and without the Government. The study lists 
research areas in which the initiation or acceleration of projects might 
save lives or enable survivors better to cope with their environment. 
One of the principal conclusions of the Committee appears to be that 
the low priority hitherto placed on civil defense makes it difficult to 
attract high calibre scientists into civil defense research projects.

DR. TAYLOR
MR. STANS—Comment.

7. a. The purpose of the second Study, to have been made by AEC in 
consultation with Dr. Killian, was to appraise the upper limits of mas-
sive concentrated nuclear detonations and their by- products which could 
be tolerated by the peoples of the world and by the world itself. The 
question had arisen in the minds of laymen as to whether a massive 
nuclear exchange, involving the detonation simultaneously or within a 
few hours of many millions of kilotons, could be sustained by the peo-
ples of the earth and by the earth itself. It was desired to have the most 
qualified scientific opinion upon this question.

b. The formal study prepared by AEC assumes four instances of 
massive nuclear exchanges in the Northern Hemisphere (varying in 
intensity from 10,000 MTs to 1 million MTs) and examines the average 
effect of the radiation fallout therefrom on all peoples in the Northern 
Hemisphere outside of the areas in which the nuclear weapons were 
actually detonated. This study, although a partial answer to the ques-
tion, does not deal with all aspects of the problems. Therefore, Dr. Libby 
has agreed to make a broader statement, to be followed by Dr. Killian.

DR. LIBBY
DR. KILLIAN

8. a. The third study is concerned with the survival of populations in 
the period following their coming out of shelter, after a massive nuclear 
exchange. ODM and FCDA requested Stanford Research Institute to 
undertake this study within the terms of an existing research contract. 
Three representatives from Stanford who worked on the study are here 
this morning.

b. The study conclusions have not been approved or disapproved 
by ODM and FCDA; and are still being evaluated by the successor 
agency, OCDM.

c. The study assumes (1) a hypothetical attack initiated by the Soviet 
Union upon the United States in 1965, directed at both military and 
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industrial targets; (2) that there will be one nuclear exchange only; (3) that 
fallout shelter will be available for the population of the United States, 
and that 90% of the people not killed by blast and thermal effects will 
enter and stay in shelter for the necessary periods of time (which will 
vary from a few hours to as many as 13 weeks); (4) that no assistance 
(food, medicine, etc.) will be available from outside the United States.

d. Because the assumed attack (a) takes place in 1965 (when more 
weapons, including ICBMs, will be available), and (b) uses more than 
one weapon per target, the severity of the attack— and the resulting 
fallout and casualties from fallout— is greater than we have seen in 
other hypothetical attacks (98 million fatal American casualties).

e. The details of the attack assumed are covered in Chapter II of the 
Study and form a framework for the later chapters, which deal with the 
problems faced by survivors in a post- attack environment.

MR. CANNELL, of the Stanford Research Institute, will speak on 
the problems of survival and recovery.

Questions.
9. The last of the four items is the report to be given by Governor 

Hoegh on the status of the six approved measures to carry out the con-
cept of shelter. Those measures are: (a) research on shelter design, shelter 
habitation, shelter equipment, weapons effects on animals, etc.; (b) a lim-
ited progress of construction of shelter prototypes; (c) a sampling survey 
of existing structures; (d) a program of public education; (e) a “shelf” of 
emergency plans; and (f) incorporation of fallout shelter in appropriate 
new Federal civilian construction. At the time the President approved 
these measures in March, it was estimated that the cost to FCDA in FY 
1959 of the first five items would approximate $28.5 million. I now under-
stand that the FCDA program for these five measures, as agreed upon 
with the Budget Bureau in late June, comes to only about $11 million.

10. Action on five other measures proposed by the Interdepartmental 
Committee in March was deferred pending consideration by the Council 
of the reports you are hearing this morning (NSC Action No. 1882- d). 
Those five measures are further shelter prototype construction, pilot 
studies in selected communities, shelters in existing civilian Federal 
buildings, and shelters in existing and new military construction. I 
understand that OCDM is not seeking Council approval now for those 
additional measures, but will come back to the Council later in this calen-
dar year after further evaluation of the studies presented today.

GOVERNOR HOEGH

cc: Mr. Harr
Mr. Lay
Dr. Gleason
Mr. Haskins
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71. Memorandum of Discussion at 372d NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 14, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 372nd Meeting of the National Security Council, Monday, July 14, 
1958

Present at the 372nd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; Gerard C. 
Smith for the Secretary of State; and the Director, Office of Defense and 
Civilian Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission; the Special Assistants to the President for 
Science and Technology and for Public Workd Planning; the President, 
National Academy of Sciences; Dr. Willard F. Libby, Member, Atomic 
Energy  Commission; Lt. Gen. Charles P. Cabell for the Director of Central 
Intelligence; The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the 
 President; the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to 
the President for the Atoms for Peace Program, for Information Projects, 
for National Security Affairs, and for Security Operations Coordination; 
the White House Staff Secretary; the Deputy Director, Office of Defense 
and  Civilian Mobilization; Huntington Sheldon, Central Intelligence 
Agency; Gordon Gray, NSC Consultant; Charles A. Haskins, Member, 
NSC Special Staff; Dr. Lauriston Taylor, National Bureau of Standards; 
Richard Park, National Academy of Sciences; William L. White, Rogers 
Cannell, and George Hopkins, Stanford Research Institute; the Executive 
Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  ADEQUACY OF GOVERNMENT RESEARCH PROGRAMS IN 
NON-MILITARY DEFENSE

(NSC Action No. 1882; NSC 5807/1; Memo for NSC from Executive 
Secretary, same subject, dated July 1, 1958)

General Cutler briefed the Council on this and the following three 
studies. (A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the minutes 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Adequacy of Government Research Programs in Non- military 
Defense; Agenda item 2: The Number of Nuclear Weapons Which Might Be Tolerable to 
World Populations; Agenda item 3: Survival of Population Following a Massive Nuclear 
Exchange; Agenda item 4: Status of Shelter Measures as of June 30, 1958; Agenda item 5: 
National Security Council and NSC Planning Board Meetings, September 1947 Through 
July 21, 1958. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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of the meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.) He then 
called on Dr. Lauriston Taylor to summarize the contents of the subject 
report.

Dr. Taylor’s summary was related to the seven Conclusions set 
forth in the Summary at the beginning of the written report. (A copy of 
the report is filed in the minutes of the meeting.)

At the conclusion of Dr. Taylor’s presentation, General Cutler sug-
gested, by way of Council action, that the above- mentioned report be 
referred to Governor Hoegh for study and such recommendation to the 
Council as he might deem appropriate.

General Cutler next called upon the Director, Bureau of the Budget. 
Mr. Stans pointed out that, as the report itself said, there was certainly 
a lack of coordination in some of the areas of research in non- military 
defense programs. The most effective use to which the report could be 
put would be to fill in these gaps in coordination.

The President counseled Governor Hoegh to pay particular atten-
tion to the 6th and 7th Conclusions, which seemed to him to deal largely 
with procedural problems.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject prepared, pursu-
ant to NSC Action No. 1882– b–(1)–(2), by the Advisory Committee on 
Civil Defense of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research 
Council, with the advice and assistance of personnel from a number of 
other committees of the Academy-Research Council and of individual 
consultants, and transmitted by the reference memorandum of July 1, 
1958; as summarized at the meeting by Dr. Lauriston Taylor.

b. Referred the aforementioned report on the subject to the Direc-
tor, Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, for study of the Con-
clusions contained therein (especially Conclusions Nos. 6 and 7 on 
page 2 of the Summary), and such recommendations to the Council as 
he may deem appropriate.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Director, Office of Defense and Civilian 
Mobilization, for implementation.

2.  THE NUMBER OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS WHICH MIGHT BE 
TOLERABLE TO WORLD POPULATIONS

(NSC Action No. 1882; NSC 5807/1; Memo for NSC from Acting 
Executive Secretary, same subject, dated July 7, 1958)

After a further short briefing by General Cutler, Dr. Libby was 
called upon to comment on the written report. He pointed out that the 
world- wide effect of a nuclear war fought with “dirty” bombs having a 
megatonnage of 15,000, would result in serious effects on the health of 
the non- combatant peoples of the world, but would not actually lead 
to the end of life on the earth. The main point was that these effects 
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depend particularly on whether the bombs detonated are “dirty” or 
“clean”, because the world- wide effects of the nuclear exchange (as 
opposed to the effects on the combatant nations) derive from radioac-
tive fallout. Certainly a nuclear exchange involving the detonation of 
15,000 megatons would push the people of the world toward the limit 
of tolerance.

Dr. Libby went on to point out that it was extremely difficult to 
estimate the biological effects of such a detonation on the peoples of the 
non- combatant nations, simply because we do not know enough about 
such biological effects. On the other hand, with respect to the physical 
effects of such a holocaust, these were easier to establish, on the basis of 
some experience— for example, in the field of weather. Dr. Libby stated 
that the physical effects of such a detonation of nuclear weapons would 
be quite minor.

General Cutler pointed out the Planning Board’s fear that the con-
centrated explosion of 15,000 megatons would have particularly grave 
effects because of concentration. As a result of Dr. Libby’s statements 
and the conclusions of the written study, the Planning Board was now 
less fearful. General Cutler then asked Dr. Killian if he had any com-
ments to make.

Dr. Killian stated that he and his people had not participated in 
the making of this study, but he was inclined to agree that Dr. Libby’s 
views were certainly conservative and perhaps even pessimistic. At the 
very least, it was a reasonable statement of the problem.

The President inquired as to the assumptions in the study regard-
ing the mix between “clean” and “dirty” bombs. Dr. Libby replied that 
the assumed mix had been 50–50 between fission and fusion.

Secretary Anderson inquired the reason behind the apparent lack 
of Russian concern about “clean” nuclear weapons. Does this lack of 
concern derive from the Soviets’ realization of our superior knowledge 
in the field of making “clean” weapons? Dr. Libby stated that we did 
not know the reason for the apparent lack of concern, a statement in 
which Admiral Strauss concurred, adding, however, that the appar-
ent lack of concern in the Soviet Union over the “clean” bomb may 
reflect merely what is said in Soviet public statements and not what the 
Soviets are thinking about in their laboratories.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed the report on the subject showing the radi-
ation effects on non- combatant population of a massive, concen-
trated exchange of nuclear weapons, prepared by the Atomic Energy 
 Commission pursuant to NSC Action No. 1882– b–(1)–(b) and trans-
mitted by the reference memorandum of July 7, 1958; as summarized 
at the meeting by Dr. Willard F. Libby, Member of the Atomic Energy 
Commission.
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3.  SURVIVAL OF POPULATION FOLLOWING A MASSIVE NUCLEAR 
EXCHANGE

(NSC Action No. 1882; NSC 5807/1; Memo for NSC from  Executive 
Secretary, same subject, dated June 27, 1958)

After a short briefing, General Cutler called on Mr. Rogers 
 Cannell, of the Stanford Research Institute, to summarize the contents 
of the written report by the Stanford Research Institute. (A copy of the 
SRI report is filed in the minutes of the meeting.) After Mr. Cannell 
had set forth the general conclusion that both survival and recovery 
were possible if the nation possessed fallout shelter in 1965,  General 
Cutler noted that the qualified optimism of the report rested on two 
assumptions: First, that the Soviets would make a single nuclear 
attack only on the United States, with no repeats; and second, that 
90% of the  American people who were not killed by blast and thermal 
effects would make effective use of the fallout shelter provided.

The President inquired as to the ways and means of decontamina-
tion, to which question Mr. Cannell provided an answer.

The President then inquired whether it was fair to conclude from 
the Stanford study that if we do undertake to create a fallout shel-
ter system in the United States, every American should do his best 
to provide the shelter with emergency food rations and emergency 
fuel storage. The President thought that every industrial plant should 
have underground fuel storage and each American household ought 
to store up food for use in a shelter in the event of an emergency. 
Mr. Cannell agreed with the President, and pointed out that it would 
be extremely difficult for the average American to know how much 
food or fuel to store, inasmuch as he would not know whether he 
would have to stay in his shelter for as little as three days or as much 
as thirteen weeks. As a result, many people would simply give no 
thought to the problem.

Governor Hoegh commented that the FCDA had advocated that 
every individual stockpile in his own home a supply of food and 
other necessities designed to last for two weeks. The requirements 
thereafter should be taken care of by the public authorities of the 
community.

Secretary Anderson asked how, with so many people in shelter, 
anyone would know when to come out. Governor Hoegh and General 
Cutler attempted to answer Secretary Anderson’s question.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed the report on the subject (including its 
assumptions) prepared, pursuant to paragraph I– b–(3) of NSC 5807/1 
(“Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter”), by the Stanford 
Research Institute and transmitted by the reference memorandum of 
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June 27, 1958; as summarized at the meeting by Mr. Rogers Cannell, of 
the Stanford Research Institute.

4. STATUS OF SHELTER MEASURES AS OF JUNE 30, 1958
(NSC Action No. 1882; NSC 5807/1; Memo for NSC from Executive 

Secretary, same subject, dated July 1, 1958)

Governor Hoegh stressed that it was the note of prudence rather than 
the note of alarm which had been emphasized in the FCDA program on 
shelter measures. The program had been given to the American people 
in a low key. He then went on to summarize the contents of his report, 
a copy of which is filed in the minutes of the meeting. After concluding 
his summary, Governor Hoegh stressed the importance of Congressional 
provision of sufficient funds if the shelter program was to be carried for-
ward along the lines suggested. Governor Hoegh felt that the program 
could be successfully accomplished if Congress provided $13 million. 
After Congress had acted on the appropriation, Governor Hoegh indi-
cated his desire to present to the Council a supplementary status report.

The President asked several questions about the construction char-
acteristics of shelters, particularly as to means of entrance and exit. 
These questions were answered by Governor Hoegh.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject prepared by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration pursuant to NSC Action No. 
1882– c and transmitted by the reference memorandum of July 1, 1958; 
as summarized at the meeting by the Director, Office of Defense and 
Civilian Mobilization.

b. Noted that the Director, Office of Defense and Civilian 
 Mobilization, would submit to the Council a supplementary status 
report following Congressional action on FY 1959 appropriations, and 
appropriate recommendations on shelter measures (including those 
on which action was deferred by NSC Action No. 1882– d) in the light 
of Congressional action on appropriations and of further study of the 
reports presented in Items 1 through 3 above.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Director, ODCM, for appropriate action.

5.  NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL AND NSC PLANNING BOARD 
MEETINGS, SEPTEMBER 1947 THROUGH JULY 21, 1958

General Cutler asked the President’s indulgence while he briefly 
explained a tabulation comparing the number of meetings of the 
National Security Council and the NSC Planning Board during the 
Truman and Eisenhower Administrations. General Cutler stated that 
he realized that more important than the number of meetings was 
the quality of the actions taken by the Council, but, being possessed 
of a finite mind, he could not resist giving the Council members this 
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tabulation. There was no comment. (A copy of General Cutler’s tabu-
lation of Council and Planning Board meetings from September 1947 
through July 21, 1958, is filed in the minutes of the meeting; another is 
attached to this memorandum.)

The National Security Council:

Noted the tabulation of Council and Planning Board meetings, 
from the establishment of the Council in 1947 through July 21, 1958, as 
distributed at the meeting by the Special Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs.

* * * * * * *

NOTE: Following completion of Item 5 above, the President held 
a special meeting in his office to consider current developments in the 
Near East, in the light of a briefing by the Director of Central Intel-
ligence. In attendance at this meeting were the Vice President, the 
Secretary of State, the Acting Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of 
Central Intelligence, the Special Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs, Mr. Gordon Gray, and other staff officials.

S. Everett Gleason

72. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 15, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1): NSC Review of Military Paragraphs 13 
and 14 Scheduled on July 24, 1958

I

Your concept of main reliance on a capability for massive retalia-
tion to deter Communist aggression has served the free world well. You 
have, however, recently expressed doubts as to the continuing validity 
of this concept. These doubts are shared by W, C, ARA, FE, NEA and IO 
which believe that the time has come to adopt a new concept placing 
greater emphasis on varied and flexible capabilities. (See Tabs A–F.)

Doubt has arisen because:

1 Source: NSC review of military paragraphs of NSC 5810/1; recommendation for a 
new strategic concept. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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1. Given present and prospective Soviet nuclear capability, our 
decision to launch massive retaliation would also be a decision to 
commit national suicide. (The JCS February 1957 statement, “Strategic 
Concept”, attributes to both the US and the USSR “the capability to 
destroy each other even after a surprise attack.”)

2. Our allies, and in time the Communists, will become increas-
ingly doubtful that we would launch massive retaliation unless nuclear 
attack on the US itself had taken place or was imminent.

3. Our allies (and in time perhaps our own people) will also become 
increasingly doubtful that massive retaliation is a rational response to 
anything less than Communist aggression on a scale that clearly threat-
ens major free world areas— e.g. Western Europe as a whole.

4. Communist aggression is likely to be of an ambiguous nature 
which neither our allies nor our own people would recognize as war-
ranting massive retaliation.

5. Our capability for massive retaliation will continue to be 
improved at the expense of other capabilities with the result that we 
shall become increasingly dependent upon a capability which we shall 
be increasingly inhibited from using.

EUR, while recognizing the force of some of the preceding consid-
erations and sharing the concern of other offices at the growing inflex-
ibility of US capabilities, believe that “a possible revision of the US 
strategic concept requires far more consideration than the Department 
has yet been able to give.” (See Tab G)

II

I believe that continued main reliance on a capability for mas-
sive retaliation entails unacceptable risks to the US. This reliance is 
gradually limiting our freedom of action to two choices: total nuclear 
war with unimaginable death and devastation, or cumulative retreat 
before Communist menace and subversion ending in the isolation of 
the United States and the perversion of “its fundamental values and 
institutions.”

In certain Far Eastern situations we may already be limited to a 
choice between total nuclear war and retreat. You will recall that the 
recent State-Defense study of capabilities for limited military opera-
tions projected immediate US nuclear retaliation in the hypotheti-
cal event of substantial Communist aggression against Quemoy and 
Matsu, Taiwan or the ROK. Nuclear retaliation of the magnitude indi-
cated in the study would, in the opinion of a number of qualified State 
and CIA officers, entail grave risk of nuclear counter- strikes by the 
Communists which could lead to progressive expansion of the hostil-
ities to general war. The President has directed the preparation of an 
NIE evaluating this risk.
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2 (See Tab H). [Footnote is in the original.]

III

The NSC agenda for July 24 includes reconsideration of the mili-
tary strategy paragraphs of Basic National Security Policy (paragraphs 
13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1).2 If as a result of Council discussion the 
President confirms those paragraphs, your concept will continue to 
shape military plans and weapons development. Unless you take the 
lead, it seems likely that the paragraphs will be confirmed and move-
ment toward a new concept deferred at least until mid-1959.

Delay would, I believe, be unfortunate. Although your recent dis-
cussions with Secretary McElroy on the strategic concept produced no 
tangible result, there is considerable evidence that your initiative has 
stimulated new thinking in the Pentagon, particularly in the Army, 
Navy and Marine Corps. If we could move quickly to a joint State- 
Defense review of an alternative concept (in contrast to the unilateral 
Defense review which presumably took place between your two meet-
ings with Secretary McElroy), a practicable new concept might emerge.

You will recall that General Cutler circulated to the NSC an alternative 
version of paragraph 14 of NSC 5810/1. (See Tab I.) W, C, FE and IO specif-
ically endorse the Cutler alternative. I understand, however, that Defense 
and the JCS strongly oppose that version. I accordingly do not recommend 
that you seek NSC agreement to Cutler’s paragraph 14 on July 24.

Recommendations

It is recommended that
1. You inform the Secretary of Defense that you have concluded 

that we must now begin to move toward a new strategic concept.
2. You suggest to the Secretary of Defense that you jointly propose 

to the President that (a) NSC consideration of paragraphs 13 and 14 of 
NSC 5810/1 be deferred until early October and (b) State and Defense 
immediately undertake a Joint study of an alternative strategic concept 
on the basis of which the two Departments will prepare, and circulate 
to the NSC by the end of September, an agreed revision of paragraphs 
13 and 14.

Approved___ JFD______
Disapproved___________
Date___________
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73. Note From Howe (S/S) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 17, 1958

THE SECRETARY

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1); NSC Review of Military 
Paragraphs 13 and 14 Scheduled on July 24, 1958

On July 16 you approved recommendations contained in 
Mr. Gerard Smith’s memorandum of July 15; 1) that you inform the 
Secretary of Defense that you have concluded that we must now begin 
to move toward a new strategic concept and 2) that you suggest to Mr. 
McElroy that you jointly propose to the President that NSC consider-
ation of paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1 be deferred until October 
and State and Defense immediately undertake the joint study of an 
alternative strategic concept (Tab II).

Mr. Smith has drafted a letter to Mr. McElroy for your signature 
along the lines of the recommendations that you approved yesterday 
(Tab I ).

Fisher Howe

1 Source: Approval of recommendation for a new strategic concept; transmits draft 
letter to McElroy from Dulles. Top Secret Attachments (not included). 1 p. NARA, RG 59, 
S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.

74. Memorandum of Conversation1

S/P–58203–3A Washington, July 18, 1958

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: New strategic concept. Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: 
Lot 63 D 351.

DOD/ISA

Mr. John N. Irwin II
Gen. Alonzo P. Fox
Mr. Robert H. B. Wade

State—S/P

Mr. Gerard C. Smith
Mr. Elbert G. Mathews

Mr. Smith told the DOD representatives that the Secretary of State 
would probably send the attached letter to the Secretary of Defense 
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and informed them of its contents. He explained that the letter reflected 
growing State concern over our current strategic concept which seems 
in a very wide range of contingencies to face us with a choice between 
doing nothing and moving to general war which, according to the JCS, 
could result in the destruction of the US. Many people in State believe 
that we must develop doctrine and capabilities that would afford us 
some intermediate choices.

Mr. Irwin indicated that DOD would be reluctant to have NSC 
action on paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1 further postponed. 
DOD had submitted to Secretary McElroy for signature a memoran-
dum to the NSC urging confirmation of the two paragraphs. A copy 
of this memorandum was displayed. Inter alia, it said that there were 
no “present developments” that changed the “military undertakings” 
required of the US, that the US and its allies had adequate limited war 
capabilities which were in any case being improved and that there 
could be no limited war between the US and the USSR.

Mr. Smith commented that State was less concerned with the for-
malities of NSC endorsement of the two paragraphs than with reaching 
an understanding with DOD that there would be a thorough review of 
our current strategic concept with recognition of its inevitable inaccept-
ability in a few years time. We must begin to plan and prepare for an 
alternative strategic concept allowing us a wider range of responses to 
Communist aggression.

Mr. Mathews pointed out that the DOD memorandum perpetuated 
and strengthened the current, orthodox interpretation of paragraphs 13 
and 14 of NSC 5810/1. If the NSC confirmed paragraphs 13 and 14 on 
the basis of this paper, there would be little room for the re- examination 
desired by State.

The DOD representatives stressed the budgetary difficulties of 
changing our strategic concept, our manpower deficiencies as com-
pared with the Soviet bloc and the strong probability of any US–USSR 
clash, even if we desired and had the capability to deal with it in a lim-
ited way, developing into total war.

As the discussion ended, Mr. Smith again emphasized State’s con-
viction that we must begin a thorough re- examination of doctrine and 
capabilities.
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75. Letter From McElroy to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 18, 1958

Dear Foster:

I am sending the enclosed Memorandum on Basic National 
Security Policy (NSC 5810/1) to the National Security Council today. In 
view of our recent conversations on this subject I wanted you to have a 
copy simultaneously.

You will note that this Department considers that the military section 
of NSC 5810/1 provides adequately for this segment of our security policy. 
Our belief is that there is plenty of flexibility in this statement to let us adjust 
our balance of forces as may be desirable. At the same time, by retaining 
the present language we do not suggest to any of our allies that there is 
any retreat in the offing from our past policy of firm resolution to use all 
required military force for whatever may be the situation that must be met.

I think it would be highly constructive if State and Defense might 
have reached a common point of view on this matter before the meeting 
of the Security Council next Thursday. If you find difficulty in accepting 
the position we have taken in the attached, perhaps you would phone 
me and give me your views.

Sincerely,

Neil

1 Source: Department of Defense position on retaining current strategic concept. Top 
Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.

76. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 19, 1958

SUBJECT

Military Paragraphs of Basic National Security Policy Paper (NSC 5810/1)

Secretary McElroy has formalized the DOD position on this mat-
ter by sending in a memorandum to the NSC urging that the existing 
“military” paragraphs of the Basic National Security Policy paper be 

1 Source: Question of a new strategic concept. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC 
Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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retained. (Tab A). Before knowing of McElroy’s action, we prepared for 
your signature a letter proposing that the NSC postpone decision on 
this matter pending a further joint State-Defense study. (Tab B).

In view of this difference between State and Defense, I suggest the 
following procedure:

That you call McElroy and point out the desirability of keeping 
this matter as “private” as possible. To this end you might suggest that 
Gordon Gray at the NSC meeting merely state for the record that it 
has been agreed that paragraphs 13 and 14 of the existing paper are to 
stand unchanged. This acquiescence by you in the existing language 
would be based on the expectation that the President, at a subsequent 
private meeting with yourself, McElroy and the JCS, would direct that 
this whole matter be further urgently studied.

You may recall that at the last NSC meeting on this subject General 
Max Taylor seemed to agree with your diagnosis of the short- life expec-
tancy of our present strategic concept, but he expressed the opinion 
that within existing budgetary limitations important steps in the way 
of planning and weapon research and development could be accom-
plished to permit us subsequently to live with a modified strategic con-
cept. Perhaps the President would direct a study of the implications of 
the type of program General Taylor had in mind.

In addition, it would be your hope that the President would direct 
the Joint Defense-State study of the possibility of formulating a new 
strategic concept which you  propose in your letter to Secretary McElroy 
(Tab A).

Gerard C. Smith

77. Letter From John Foster Dulles to McElroy1

S/P–58202–3A Washington, July 19, 1958

Dear Mr. Secretary:

It is my understanding that at the next meeting of the NSC on July 
24 you are to report on the key military paragraphs (13 and 14) of NSC 
5810/1.

1 Source: Question of a new strategic concept. Top Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, S/S–
NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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It seems to me that, in the light of our two recent conversations 
concerning the “strategic concept”, much work still remains to be done 
in our two Departments before a final recommendation can be made to 
the President concerning these paragraphs. If you agree, I suggest that 
you advise the President that both of our Departments would like to 
have this matter deferred for several months.

In the meantime, I suggest that we urgently undertake a joint 
study to determine whether we can begin to move toward a new stra-
tegic concept. I do not conceive that we should abruptly abandon our 
present concept, but I am increasingly convinced that we shall have to 
adopt a more flexible alternative within the next few years. Therefore, 
I believe planning should now start for the weapons systems and doc-
trines which will be needed to support such a change.

If you agree, I will ask Assistant Secretary Gerard C. Smith to stand 
ready to meet with your people to develop the necessary study for 
our consideration. It might be well to inform the President also of our 
intended joint study.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles

78. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

OD–NSC–58225–33 Washington, July 21, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5810/1
B. NSC Actions Nos. 1903 and 1934

The enclosed memorandum from the Secretary of Defense, set-
ting forth recommendations by the Department of Defense relative to 
the military elements of national strategy in NSC 5810/1, including 
paragraphs 13 and 14 thereof, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 

1 Source: Transmits McElroy’s memorandum on strategic concept (print Document 
30). Top Secret; Limited Distribution, 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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1903– b–(3), is transmitted herewith for consideration by the National 
Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, July 24, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum From McElroy to the NSC

Washington, June 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5810/1
B. NSC Action No. 1903– b–(3)
C. NSC Action No. 1934

1. Transmitted herewith are Department of Defense comments and 
recommendations pursuant to NSC Action No. 1903– b–(3). In the for-
mulation of these views, the conclusions and recommendations of the 
State-Defense study, “U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military 
Operations to 1 July 1961”, the memorandum signed by the Secretaries 
of State and Defense forwarding that study to the National Security 
Council, and the comments on that study developed by the Planning 
Board and forwarded by the Chairman of the Planning Board, have 
been seriously studied and taken into account.

2. As a result of the review by the Department of Defense of the mili-
tary aspects of Basic Policy, it is concluded that there have been no recent 
developments which change fundamentally the major undertakings for 
which the military should be prepared. The major threat to the security of 
the United States continues, and will continue in the foreseeable future, 
to reside in the capability of the Soviet Union to precipitate and wage 
general nuclear war against the United States. Therefore, the highest pri-
ority in our military effort must continue to be given to the deterrent to 
all- out nuclear war.

3. In this connection, it is the intention of the Department of 
Defense to insure that this deterrent is adequate for its purpose but 
not excessive. It is believed that the conclusions of the Department of 
Defense study on Defensive and Offensive Weapons Systems, which 
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will be presented to the NSC upon completion, will be pertinent in this 
regard.

4. The Department of Defense fully recognizes the need for flex-
ibility in U.S. forces, to the maximum degree attainable within avail-
able resources, in order to deter or meet limited war. Both the limited 
war study and our recent thorough examination of our force struc-
ture have revealed a significant U.S. and allied capability to cope with 
a wide variety of limited war situations, and efforts are continuing 
toward the improvement of this capability.

5. Certain problem areas relating to limited military operations are 
raised by the study on this subject, and others are highlighted in the 
memorandum from the Chairman of the Planning Board. These prob-
lem areas have significant bearing on our capabilities for limited war and 
must receive continuing attention in our national planning— military, 
political, and economic— in order to insure the most effective use of 
available resources. The questions raised will receive continuing atten-
tion in our military planning.

6. In earlier NSC discussions a question was raised concerning the 
implications of increasing doubt on the part of our European allies that 
the United States would risk its own devastation by “massive retali-
ation” in response to aggression not directly involving U.S. territory. 
There was expressed the possible need for a modification of U.S. strat-
egy in order to convince our allies that their security is not subject to an 
“all- or- nothing” decision by the United States. The problem raises the 
issue of whether limited war with the USSR is possible.

7. The Department of Defense has given careful consideration to 
this question. It is our considered opinion that war with the USSR can-
not be held to limited operations and limited objectives. Moreover, to 
imply that we might seek to hold a war with the USSR to limited oper-
ations and limited objectives would involve a dangerous weakening 
of our deterrent position and certainly have a deleterious effect on the 
attitude of our allies.

8. Because of the almost certain adverse effect on our over- all 
deterrent inherent in any modification of strategy, the Department of 
Defense does not favor any such modification at this time for the pur-
pose of reassuring our allies, nor does it favor any revision of the mili-
tary paragraphs of NSC 5810/1 which can be interpreted as a departure 
from current strategy. The Department of Defense does subscribe to 
any measures designed to allay doubts on the part of our allies as to 
the firmness of our purpose and intentions and to reinforce their con-
fidence and determination, along the lines contemplated in paragraph 
17 of NSC 5810/1, which states in part: “. . . In particular, to counter 
existing uncertainty, the United States should reaffirm that its nuclear 
weapons will be used, as necessary, to defend the Free World interests.”
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9. In the light of the foregoing, the Department of Defense con-
siders that the military section of NSC 5810/1 adequately sets forth 
the military role in national strategy and provides the necessary basic 
guidance for development of the U.S. and Free World force structure in 
the national security interest. Accordingly, the Department of Defense 
recommends no change in the military section of NSC 5810/1 and rec-
ommends adoption of paragraphs 13 and 14 thereof, as already tenta-
tively approved.

/s/ Neil McElroy

79. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 100–7–58 Washington, July 22, 1958

SINO-SOVIET AND FREE WORLD REACTIONS TO US USE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN LIMITED WARS IN THE FAR EAST

THE PROBLEM

This estimate was requested by the NSC as a result of a study pre-
pared by the Departments of State and Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, with appropriate participation of the Central Intelligence Agency, 
on US and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1961, 
29 May 1958. Among the limitations under which this study was pre-
pared were that it did not examine US and Allied capabilities against 
overtly employed Soviet armed forces; nor against an enemy employing 
nuclear weapons, since the latter case was construed as overt employ-
ment of Soviet forces. On the other hand, it was assumed that the US 
used nuclear weapons selectively from the outset in four hypothetical 
cases involving Communist aggression in the Far East.

This estimate examines whether or not the enemy would employ 
nuclear weapons if the US employed them, and assesses the impact 
on world attitudes if either the US or both sides employed them. It 
confines itself to assessing the above reactions in the four hypothetical 
cases given in the State-Defense study where the US employed nuclear 
weapons at the outset in response to Communist aggression through 
mid-1961: (1) North Korean invasion of South Korea, (2) Chinese 

1 Source: “Sino-Soviet and Free World Reactions to US Use of Nuclear Weapons in 
Limited Wars in the Far East.” Top Secret; Limited Distribution. 12 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.
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Communist attack on Quemoy and Matsu, (3) Chinese Communist 
attack on Taiwan, and (4) North Vietnam attack on South Vietnam and 
Laos. It is based on the hypothetical situations which are developed 
in Appendices A–D of the State-Defense study and which are summa-
rized at the outset of Sections III–VI of this estimate.

CONCLUSIONS

1. We believe that if the US used nuclear weapons in meeting Bloc 
local aggression in the Far East, there would be a grave risk that the 
Communists would retaliate in kind. Indeed any Far East Communist 
state, taking into account the possibility of such US action, would be 
unlikely to launch a local aggression without having received assur-
ances of Soviet support.

2. We estimate that, though the USSR will be determined to avoid 
courses of action gravely risking general war throughout the period 
concerned, it probably calculates that its growing military capabilities 
likewise increasingly deter the US from taking such risks. Therefore, 
the Soviets would probably estimate that local Communist use of 
nuclear weapons in direct and localized response to their use by the US 
would not necessarily lead to expansion of hostilities into general war, 
and they would under certain circumstances be prepared to use such 
weapons.

3. If the Communists retaliated with nuclear weapons, they would 
attempt to do so in such a manner as to limit the risks of general war. 
The USSR itself would probably prefer to avoid open involvement, 
and would probably provide the necessary weapons to Communist 
China or North Korea, though retaining Soviet control. Moreover, the 
Communists would probably confine their use of nuclear weapons 
within limits comparable to those observed by the US.

4. The likelihood of Communist retaliation with nuclear weap-
ons would be greatest if the US mounted nuclear attacks deep into 
Communist China, creating a situation to which Moscow and Peiping 
would almost certainly feel compelled to respond by attacks on US bases 
and nuclear capable forces in the Far East. If, in the case of Communist 
aggression against South Korea or Taiwan the US nuclear response were 
limited to Korea or the Straits area, the Communists would probably 
respond in kind in the same area. In the case of local aggression against 
Quemoy and Matsu or South Vietnam, the Communist response would 
be less certain. If US nuclear attacks were confined to the immediate 
Quemoy and Matsu areas or Vietnam and Laos, the Communists might 
attempt to win without using nuclear weapons or seek to break off the 
action. However, even if the US nuclear response were limited to the 
immediate area of Korea, Taiwan, Quemoy and Matsu, or Vietnam and 
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Laos, we cannot exclude the possibility that the Communists would 
respond in kind, possibly including nuclear attacks against US bases in 
the area selected to minimize the additional risk of general war.

5. Many Free World governments and countries would be 
impressed and encouraged by the prompt US resistance to Communist 
aggression, but the US use of nuclear weapons would arouse wide-
spread fear of general war and would tend to obscure Communist 
responsibility for initiating hostilities. The US would be widely con-
demned by popular opinion, especially in Asia, for the use of nuclear 
weapons. We believe that the adverse reactions would overshadow the 
favorable effects in most countries.

6. The adverse reaction would be mitigated if the US response 
quickly halted the fighting without causing large civilian casualties, 
and respect for US power would be enhanced. Even so, the stigma 
resulting from the US initiation of the use of nuclear weapons would 
not be removed. On the other hand, if the Communists responded with 
nuclear weapons and hostilities were prolonged and expanded, fears of 
general war would rise even higher, and great pressure would be 
exerted on the US to reach a settlement.2

2 The Deputy Director for Intelligence, the Joint Staff, agrees with the principal con-
clusions that:

a. US nuclear response to Communist aggression would be likely to result in Bloc 
response with nuclear attacks in the first two cases examined and less likely in the second 
two cases.

b. Considerable adverse political and psychological reaction, particularly in Asia, 
would initially result from US nuclear attacks.

The DDI, Joint Staff, disagrees, however, with certain lesser estimative judgments 
and estimative yardsticks applied in these conclusions and in the supporting discussion. 
He believes:

a. The paper fails to recognize adequately the meaning of selective US use of nuclear 
weapons: specifically, it tends to equate “selectivity’’ to geographical limitations on target 
areas. “Selectivity” also applies to weapons yield, precise target choice, and accuracy of 
delivery. Given these factors, references to “heavy civilian casualties” appear incompati-
ble with the basic assumption.

b. The paper reaches certain qualitative judgments as to the relative weights of adverse 
popular reaction and favorable popular reaction to US nuclear attacks: these relative meas-
urements are largely conjectural. Such judgments also appear to fail to give due weight 
to many factors which would influence popular reactions in addition to the fact that the 
United States employed nuclear weapons. Some of these additional factors would be the 
initial success achieved by US military forces, the public statements of US governmental 
leaders concerning US objectives and intentions, and the extent to which popular opinion 
clearly recognized the military action as resulting from Communist aggression. There would 
certainly be both applause and boos; to say that in most countries the boos would drown 
out the applause— as in the words “. . . would overshadow . . .”— is to attempt a precision of 
estimating not considered feasible for the hypothetical situations being analyzed. [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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DISCUSSION

I. THE GENERAL SINO-SOVIET MILITARY REACTION

A. Factors Bearing on the Initial Communist Decision to Attack

7. In our view the crucial determinant in any Sino-Soviet decision 
to initiate local aggression, or subsequently to respond in kind to US 
use of nuclear weapons in countering such aggression, would be the 
Sino-Soviet estimate of the resultant risks of general war. We continue 
to estimate that respect for US nuclear power will remain such that 
neither the Soviets nor the Chinese Communists are likely to pursue 
courses of action which in their judgment seriously risk general war. 
Largely for this reason, we do not believe that any of the four hypothet-
ical cases of Communist aggression considered in this estimate is likely 
to occur through mid-1961.

8. We must assume, however, for the purposes of this estimate, that 
such aggression has taken place. Several consequences flow from this 
assumption. Most important, the Communists would have launched 
this aggression only after careful calculation of the likelihood of US 
intervention and of the resultant risks of general war. Both US state-
ments and the general posture of the US forces in the Far East would 
almost certainly lead them to calculate that US intervention with 
nuclear weapons would be the only immediately effective US response.

9. The most likely calculations, therefore, under which the 
Communists would decide to launch local aggression in the Far East 
would be that the chances that the US would be deterred from even a 
local nuclear response were sufficient to justify taking the risk and that 
even if the US did respond, their own capabilities were sufficient both 
to cope with this reaction and to deter the US from broadening the con-
flict to general war. This circumstance might arise in the case of a sub-
stantial increase in Communist capabilities vis- á- vis those of the US, 
especially in the Far East— as for example by the possible stationing of 
nuclear weapons and advanced delivery vehicles in Communist China. 
Particularly in this situation, the Bloc leaders might estimate that the 
US would be unwilling to accept the risks and the adverse Free World 
reactions involved in responding with nuclear weapons to Bloc attacks, 
and being unable to respond effectively in any other manner, would 
choose not to do so at all.

10. We believe it most likely that any Communist aggression in the 
Far East would be undertaken only in full consultation with Moscow, 
since the Chinese, North Koreans, or North Vietnamese would almost 
certainly insist upon certain guarantees of Soviet support in event of 
US retaliation beyond their capabilities to counter. However, we cannot 
exclude the possibility of unilateral action on the part of the Chinese 
Communists, based on their calculation that despite Soviet reluctance 
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the USSR would be compelled to come to their support if the US 
replied with nuclear weapons. We regard such adventurism as unlikely, 
although possibly less so in the case of Quemoy and Matsu.

11. In any event, regardless of their estimate of the likelihood of 
US nuclear intervention, the Communists almost certainly would have 
made plans and preparations to meet this contingency. If the decision 
to launch a local war had been taken well in advance, Moscow might 
have already provided Peiping with some nuclear weapons and per-
haps advanced means of delivery, both to deter a US nuclear response 
and to counter it if it came. We believe that in any event the Chinese 
will press the USSR for such weapons, and that the USSR may intro-
duce these weapons into Communist China by 1961, although they will 
almost certainly remain under Soviet control. Alternatively, the Soviets 
might promise the Chinese to provide them quickly with such capabil-
ities if required. Moscow would also probably attempt to deter the US 
at the time of the aggression by threats of intervention in case the US 
uses nuclear weapons.

B. Factors Bearing on the Subsequent Communist Reaction

12. Once Communist local aggression in the Far East had been 
launched, and the US had responded locally with nuclear weapons, 
Moscow and Peiping would face a critical decision. Broadly speaking, 
their reaction might range from abrupt termination of the conflict or 
seeking negotiations, through continuing the fight with conventional 
forces, to replying in kind with nuclear weapons.

13. As already stated, we believe the crucial determinant would be 
their estimate of the resultant risks of general war. Moscow and Peiping 
would be acutely conscious that the risks of general war had materially 
increased. The very fact of US use of nuclear weapons would reflect 
US determination to accept some risks. We believe, however, that if 
they had initially launched the aggression anticipating a US nuclear 
response and if they were confident of their capability to deal with it 
locally, they would promptly react with nuclear weapons themselves.

14. If, on the other hand, Moscow and Peiping had miscalculated 
our response, they might be more disposed to seek a quick settlement 
on the basis of the status quo ante rather than further increasing the 
risk of general war by a nuclear response of their own. Even in this 
case of initial miscalculation, however, the Soviets might regard their 
over- all nuclear deterrent power as making US resort to general war 
sufficiently unlikely that they could afford to take the risk of making 
a nuclear response. Moreover, they would have powerful additional 
reasons for a nuclear response, among them: (a) considerations of 
prestige, including a Soviet feeling that having threatened dire con-
sequences if the US intervened with nuclear weapons, they must save 
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face by following through; (b) the vulnerability of the US bases in the 
Far East; (c) on the Soviet side, the importance of supporting their 
chief ally; and (d) the damage to the Soviet deterrent posture if the 
USSR failed to respond.

15. The manner in which the US employed nuclear weapons 
could have a critical bearing on whether or not the Communists made 
a nuclear response. If such use were highly selective, and above all if 
confined to the immediate area of hostilities, the Communists might 
not respond with nuclear weapons. But especially if the US launched 
nuclear strikes deep into Communist China, Peiping would almost cer-
tainly appeal desperately for Soviet assistance, and we believe that the 
Soviets would feel compelled to come to the support of their chief ally. 
They would probably calculate that they could not afford the loss to the 
Bloc and the blow to their own prestige and position of a crippling of 
Communist Chinese power.

16. The Communist reaction would also be conditioned by their 
appreciation of the general US posture at the time. They would look 
to other US military movements, the degree of alert in the US, and US 
statements for evidence of whether the US was preparing to fight a 
prolonged local war if necessary, to expand the conflict, or to accept a 
return to the status quo. In this connection US statements of the limited 
nature of our objectives, if consistent with our military actions, might 
have considerable impact. Such statements might tend to reassure the 
Communists that a negotiated termination of the conflict on an accept-
able basis was feasible. On the other hand, these statements might reas-
sure them that their use of nuclear weapons locally would not lead the 
US to broaden the conflict.

17. If it appeared to the Communists that the US was not prepared 
to expand the conflict or to conduct a prolonged war, they would prob-
ably be more inclined to continue the fighting using nuclear weap-
ons selectively. If on the other hand the US, while limiting its initial 
nuclear response, nevertheless appeared determined to press on to vic-
tory, and prepared to expand the conflict in the Far East if necessary, 
the Communist reaction would tend to be more cautious. They might 
still launch some nuclear attacks to reduce US strike capabilities in an 
attempt to achieve a stalemate, but they would probably also move to 
secure an early end to the conflict.

C. The Modes of Sino-Soviet Nuclear Response

18. In case the Communists decided to react with nuclear weapons 
if the US had used such weapons in the Far East, Peiping and espe-
cially Moscow would nevertheless do so in such a manner as to limit 
the risks that hostilities would expand into general war. For this rea-
son we believe that the Soviets would be loath to intervene directly 
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through using identifiable Soviet forces to attack US bases and forces. 
They would probably prefer covertly to provide the necessary weap-
ons and support to the Chinese Communists or possibly the North 
Koreans. We believe they would also calculate that the limited US base 
structure in the Far East would be highly vulnerable even to attack by 
Chinese Communist forces alone. But the Soviets would provide exten-
sive aid and support, extending possibly to “volunteers.” They would 
almost certainly provide Soviet forces to participate in the air defense 
of Communist China. Moreover, in event of widespread US attacks on 
Communist China, we cannot exclude the possibility of open Soviet 
intervention in the Far East.

19. Peiping and Moscow’s desire to limit the risks of general war 
also would probably lead them to confine their nuclear attacks within 
limits comparable to those observed by the US. If US use of these weap-
ons was confined to the immediate combat area, we believe that the 
Communists would similarly limit their response. However, the pos-
sibility cannot be excluded that even if US use of these weapons were 
confined to the immediate combat area, the Communists might also 
launch nuclear attacks against US bases in the Western Pacific selected 
so as to minimize the danger of general war. If the US attacked targets 
deep in Communist China, the enemy would probably react by attack-
ing selected US bases in the Western Pacific.

II. GENERAL FREE WORLD REACTIONS

20. Free World reactions to a US response with nuclear weapons 
to Communist aggression in the Far East would vary widely. Provided 
that the aggression were clearly identifiable, most of our allies, and 
probably some neutral opinion, would be inclined at least initially 
to view with approval our prompt and forthright aid to the victim 
of attack. However, this feeling would be overshadowed by fear that 
nuclear war in the Far East would spread into general war. Such appre-
hension would rise greatly if the US nuclear counterattack were of such 
a nature— including for example strikes deep into Communist China— 
that it appeared to be in excess of the force required, and particularly if 
the Communists employed nuclear weapons in retaliation. Even if the 
war were localized there would be fear that one side or the other might 
subsequently broaden it. These developments would lead to strong 
pressures on the part of other governments to seek a prompt end to 
hostilities.

21. Along with Free World fear of expanding hostilities would be 
a widespread adverse emotional reaction to US use of nuclear weap-
ons. Should these weapons inflict large casualties, particularly among 
civilians, it would intensify this feeling. If, however, US use of nuclear 
weapons led to a quick victory without large civilian casualties this 
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attitude of repugnance would tend to diminish and to be offset by con-
fidence in US deterrent power.

22. The adverse reaction to US use of nuclear weapons would be 
particularly strong throughout most of Asia. Here such use would tend 
to be looked upon as callous white indifference to the lives of Asians. 
Indeed the inflicting of large- scale casualties on Asian civilians might 
have enduringly adverse consequences for the anti-Communist posi-
tion in Asia. The reaction in Japan would be especially adverse, in view 
of deep Japanese emotional antagonism to the use of nuclear weap-
ons, and Japan would probably not allow US use of bases on its terri-
tory. The adverse reaction might be mitigated to a limited extent if the 
Communists in turn employed nuclear weapons, but the US would still 
incur the odium of having used them first.

III. THE CASE OF NORTH KOREAN INVASION OF SOUTH KOREA

23. Assumptions. It is assumed for the purpose of this estimate 
that at a time when the situation in South Korea is confused following 
President Rhee’s incapacitation, and rival groups are seeking power, 
the North Koreans charge South Korean border violations, step up 
subversive activities in South Korea, and then invade. Chinese 
Communist assistance to North Korea is covert, including troops 
disguised as North Koreans. It is also assumed that most US forces 
have been withdrawn prior to the attack. However, the US intervenes 
initially largely with air power, and with subsequent commitment 
of ground forces as necessary. The US uses nuclear weapons against 
enemy military targets in Korea and China, the destruction of which 
is considered requisite to successful prosecution of the action. The 
US seeks UN backing, or, failing this, the support of the other fif-
teen members of the UN Command, but does not await such support 
before intervening.

A. The Sino-Soviet Military Reaction

24. The initial Communist attack on the ROK would probably 
only have been undertaken in anticipation that victory could be gained 
despite US counteraction, or that the US would be deterred from effec-
tive counteraction by the chaotic situation within the ROK, allied 
hesitancies, and fear of Sino-Soviet countermoves. Nevertheless, the 
Sino-Soviet leaders, recognizing that the US might use nuclear weap-
ons in Korea, would probably be prepared to counter this development 
by similar local use of nuclear weapons.

25. If the initial US reaction were quick, effective, and limited to 
Korea, the Bloc might attempt to achieve a cease- fire, cut its losses, and 
redress its loss of face, in the belief that the fruits of victory were not 
worth the risks of expanded war. In this case it would attempt to exploit 
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politically the US use of nuclear weapons, but we regard it as more 
likely that the Chinese Communists and North Koreans would reply 
with nuclear weapons obtained from the USSR.

26. If US use of nuclear weapons were restricted to North Korean 
targets, the Communists would probably use nuclear weapons only 
against targets in South Korea. However, we cannot exclude the 
possibility that if the attacks were launched from outside Korea, the 
Communists might also launch nuclear attacks against US bases selected 
so as to minimize the additional risk of general war even though the US 
strikes had been confined to Korean territory. If a stalemate developed 
on the ground, a new armistice would be sought.

27. The likelihood of Communist nuclear reaction would be great-
est in the event that US nuclear attacks were directed against targets 
in China itself. The Chinese Communists would probably attack with 
nuclear weapons selected US bases and naval forces in the West Pacific. 
If ballistic missiles capable of reaching these targets had been deployed 
in China prior to the aggression, they would also be used.

B. Free World Reactions

28. Assuming Bloc aggression appears clear- cut, the general atti-
tude of the Free World, probably even including India and other neu-
trals, would initially be sympathetic toward the ROK and the United 
States. A large measure of diplomatic support would be forthcoming 
and some of our allies would be inclined to offer some token military 
assistance, though the US could not count on any significant Free World 
military support.

29. Free World sympathy would be overshadowed generally by 
fear that the conflict would expand since the US had used nuclear 
weapons, particularly if the US attacked targets outside of Korea. Our 
principal NATO allies would probably seek to restrain the United 
States from continuing nuclear attacks. The neutralist countries 
would almost certainly have backed away from any initial approval. 
Conversely, if the Communists did not launch nuclear attacks, or if the 
conflict were effectively localized, concern over the spread of hostili-
ties would diminish, and initial Free World approval of the US action 
would probably be strengthened. Even so, if heavy civilian casualties 
were inflicted, it would probably cause a feeling of revulsion, particu-
larly in Asia, against the US.

30. From the outset, the Japanese reaction would constitute one of 
the greatest problems for the US. While the government and much of 
the public would be sympathetic to the US–ROK cause, fear of Japan’s 
involvement would create great pressures to deny the United States the 
use of Japanese bases. US use of nuclear weapons, whatever the targets, 
would inflame Japanese reactions, public and official, almost certainly 
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to the point of demanding that the US not use its bases in Japan for 
nuclear attacks. Japan might even insist on complete US withdrawal, 
particularly if the US expanded air attacks beyond Korea.

IV.  THE CASE OF CHINESE COMMUNIST ATTACK ON QUEMOY 
AND MATSU

31. Assumptions. Two weeks of stepped- up artillery attack on the 
offshore islands, a buildup of jet fighters and bombers in the Southeast 
China area, and concentration of amphibious assault forces herald 
a coming invasion. GRC supply and reinforcement of the islands 
becomes difficult, due to heavy bombardment. In this charged atmo-
sphere, Soviet spokesmen recall the 1950 Sino-Soviet Treaty of Mutual 
Assistance, and the US in turn stresses its Mutual Defense Treaty 
with the GRC. The US informs our allies that it will assist in repelling 
an invasion, using nuclear weapons, if necessary against mainland 
China. A general alert is declared throughout the Pacific Command. 
Japan announces it will never permit bases on its territory to be used 
for atomic warfare. When the invasion begins, the US immediately 
provides assistance to the GRC including selective nuclear attacks on 
military targets within a 500 n.m. radius from the islands (including 
targets in the Shanghai, Nanking, and Canton areas), and on enemy 
strike force bases wherever located in China, as well as on the inva-
sion force itself.

A. The Sino-Soviet Military Reaction

32. Confronted with such an extensive nuclear response, Peiping 
and its Soviet ally would probably feel compelled to react with nuclear 
attacks at least on Taiwan and on the Seventh Fleet. Whether they 
would extend their attacks to other US Far East bases would depend 
largely upon whether these bases were used in our nuclear offensive 
and upon their assessment of our intentions. If US nuclear weapons 
were used extensively against interior Chinese targets, the Communists 
would probably feel compelled to respond against other US bases and 
forces in the Far East.

33. On the other hand, the firmness and promptness of our 
response would probably convince Peiping of our determination to 
retain control of Quemoy and Matsu. If at the same time our attacks 
were initially limited to forces and facilities in the immediate area and 
directly supporting the aggression, this factor might also convince 
Peiping that our objectives were limited to defense of the islands. 
Under these conditions, the Chinese Communists, if they had failed 
to seize the islands, would probably abandon the attempt despite the 
loss of face they would suffer from this defeat. This outcome would be 
most likely in the remote event that Peiping had launched the aggres-
sion without full Soviet concurrence and support. In this situation the 
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USSR, despite Chinese Communist pressures, would probably seek to 
close out the actions as quickly as feasible, and attempt to compensate 
for Communist military defeat by political exploitation of the US use 
of nuclear weapons.

B. Free World Reactions

34. The predominant immediate Free World reaction to the US 
use of nuclear weapons against Communist China would be highly 
adverse, with many allies as well as the neutrals considering that the 
US was risking general war over what most of the world regards as 
unimportant parcels of real estate. Most of our allies, including those in 
NATO, would probably shun any responsibility for, or connection with, 
the US action, in an attempt to avoid involvement in hostilities devel-
oping from Quemoy and Matsu. In Asia, only a few countries, notably 
Nationalist China and South Korea, would be encouraged by the vigor 
of the US response to Chinese Communist aggression, whereas strong 
antagonism would be aroused generally throughout the continent by 
US use of nuclear weapons.

35. The adverse reaction would tend to be modified to the degree 
that the US action brought the hostilities to an early successful end 
without heavy civilian casualties. Under these conditions, some Asian 
countries would probably come to have greater confidence in the abil-
ity of the United States to defend them against Communist aggression. 
But the reaction in most countries would remain adverse.

36. Conversely, if the conflict were prolonged or were to spread, 
and especially if large- scale casualties were inflicted on Chinese 
civilians, the adverse consequences for the US might be irreparable. 
Particularly in Asia. We might be forced to withdraw from our bases 
in Japan, and Japanese pressure for our withdrawal from Okinawa 
would increase. Our influence in most other Asian countries would 
be seriously undermined. In Western Europe fears of general nuclear 
war and popular pressures on governments to end the fighting would 
increase.

V. THE CASE OF CHINESE COMMUNIST INVASION OF TAIWAN

37. Assumptions. As a result of effective Chinese Communist 
interdiction of the offshore islands, the GRC successfully evacuates 
Quemoy and Matsu, unopposed and with the assistance of the US 
Seventh Fleet. There follows a buildup of invasion forces and air- 
power in East China. The GRC calls on the UN to condemn such war 
preparations, and asks for military assistance; the US reiterates readi-
ness to aid the GRC if it is attacked. Japan announces it will never con-
sent to its bases being used for atomic warfare, while the Philippines 
and South Korea announce their support of the GRC. There is a 
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7–10 day warning period before the actual attempted invasion, during 
which US forces could deploy in the area. Upon the actual invasion 
attempt, the US renders assistance by air and naval forces, employing 
nuclear weapons against the enemy invasion forces, enemy bases for 
the attack (including air bases wherever located), and any success-
ful enemy lodgment on Taiwan. If this does not fully succeed, SAC 
is to be employed against other Chinese Communist forces and the 
warmaking capabilities of Communist China. All present US bases in 
the area are used, except those in Japan.

A. The Sino-Soviet Military Reactions

38. Since Chinese Communist invasion of Taiwan would require 
the commitment of a significant portion of the Chinese Communist 
armed forces, and would in Peiping’s eyes carry great risk of US 
nuclear intervention, we regard it as almost certain that Peiping would 
not undertake such an operation without prior assurances of Soviet 
support. Furthermore, we believe that the Sino-Soviet leaders would 
have regarded the likelihood of US nuclear intervention to be suffi-
ciently great that they would have deployed Soviet nuclear weapons 
(under Chinese Communist cover) in East China. In the assumed case, 
the Bloc would probably calculate either that the US would be deterred 
by fear of Bloc nuclear retaliation from responding with sufficient force 
to thwart the invasion, or that Bloc nuclear capabilities were sufficient 
to cope with US nuclear intervention.

39. If the initial US response with nuclear weapons were limited 
to the attacking forces and the immediate area of Taiwan, and partic-
ularly if it quickly defeated the initial Chinese Communist attempt 
at invasion, the Communists might seek to close out the war quickly, 
preferring military defeat to expanded war. They might calculate that 
their loss of military prestige would in part be compensated by propa-
ganda dividends from US use of nuclear weapons against Asians and 
that the ultimate effects in weakening the US position in Asia might be 
considerable.

40. However, the extent to which Chinese Communist prestige had 
been committed by an operation of this size and the difficulty of reach-
ing a settlement which the Chinese Communists could accept without 
loss of face might lead the Bloc to retaliate with nuclear weapons even 
if this meant serious risk of expansion of hostilities in the Far East. 
Accordingly, if they decided to continue the campaign in the face of 
US nuclear attacks in the Taiwan Straits area, they would retaliate with 
similar nuclear attacks upon bases in Taiwan and upon the Seventh 
Fleet.

41. If the US extended the area of its nuclear attacks deep into 
mainland China, we believe that the chances of Communist nuclear 
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counterblows would be substantially greater. The USSR would be 
faced with the difficult decision either of permitting its major ally to 
suffer a humiliating defeat, or of taking the risks involved in the neces-
sary steps to prevent such a defeat. We estimate that the Communists 
would launch reciprocal nuclear strikes against selected US bases and 
naval forces. If ballistic missiles capable of reaching these targets had 
been deployed in China prior to the aggression, they would also be 
used.

B. Free World Reactions

42. Even though most Free World countries would recognize that 
Communist aggression had clearly occurred, this factor would be out-
weighed by concern throughout the Free World lest World War III 
result from the postulated US use of nuclear weapons. Most of our 
allies, including those in NATO, would probably think that protec-
tion of Taiwan was not of sufficient importance to warrant actions 
which they would consider to promote serious risk of general war, 
or even of major war in the Far East. Some of them would express 
some support of the US, but they would exert strong pressure for a 
ceasefire. Popular pressures on Allied governments for ending the 
fighting would increase, as would sentiment for restricting US ability 
to launch nuclear strikes from bases elsewhere in the world. The US 
would almost certainly be denied the use of its bases in Japan for the 
campaign.

43. The adverse reaction would tend to be modified to the degree 
that the US action brought the hostilities to an early successful end 
without heavy civilian casualties. Under these conditions, even some 
Asian countries would probably come to have greater confidence in the 
ability of the United States to defend them against Communist aggres-
sion. But the reaction in most countries would remain adverse.

VI.  THE CASE OF NORTH VIETNAMESE INVASION OF SOUTH 
VIETNAM AND LAOS

44. Assumptions. The Vietnamese Communists infiltrate the equiv-
alent of two regular divisions and as many irregulars into all the 
Indochinese states, and concentrate a dozen divisions of regular forces 
in North Vietnam. Sporadic clashes occur and there is a spate of assassi-
nations in Vietnam. President Diem proclaims a state of national emer-
gency and siege, invokes the SEATO treaty, and calls for aid from all 
members. There is no clear cut beginning of the invasion. US military 
action would include the selective use of nuclear weapons as appro-
priate, against the invading forces, targets in North Vietnam, and in 
adjacent areas of Communist China. The US, before moving, advises 
Communist China and the USSR of its intention to assist Vietnam mili-
tarily unless the invaders withdraw.
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A. The Sino-Soviet Military Reaction

45. In initiating the attack on South Vietnam, the Bloc would almost 
certainly have counted on achieving its objectives before an effective US 
intervention could develop, and possibly on deterring any US interven-
tion at all. Once the US nuclear response occurred, the Bloc would be 
confronted with a difficult choice among: (a) seeking a negotiated set-
tlement; (b) continuing the war without Bloc use of nuclear weapons, 
calculating that the US would not in this case employ nuclear weapons 
against Communist China itself; or (c) reacting by use of nuclear weap-
ons against US forces, with the resultant risks involved.

46. If US use of nuclear weapons were restricted to targets in 
Indochina, there is an even chance that the Communists would attempt 
to continue the campaign without using nuclear weapons themselves. 
In this case, the Bloc would continue to provide military assistance and 
equipment to the North Vietnamese, including a buildup of Communist 
air power. If the Communists were able to continue effective military 
operations in South Vietnam and Laos despite US use of nuclear weap-
ons the impact in Asia would be substantial. If US-Vietnamese forces 
were threatening to cross the 17th Parallel they would probably seek to 
close out the conflict on the basis of restoration of the status quo. Should 
North Vietnam nevertheless be invaded, Chinese Communist forces 
would probably enter in force to hold at least the Hanoi-Haiphong 
and northerly areas. In this case, the Communists would also probably 
threaten to use— and indeed might use— nuclear weapons in Indochina 
itself to stave off defeat.

47. Moreover, if at any stage the US made nuclear attacks on adja-
cent areas in China, the Communists would probably respond with 
nuclear attacks on targets in Indochina, and possibly on selected US 
bases in other countries.

B. Free World Reactions

48. Initial support among Free World governments and peoples 
for US determination to resist Communist aggression would be offset 
in large measure if the US used nuclear weapons. Opposition to US 
use of nuclear weapons would be particularly strong if the US attacked 
targets in Communist China, even if Communist Chinese use of “vol-
unteers” in Vietnam were large- scale and widely known. As in the 
previous cases, opposition to US use of nuclear weapons would be 
sharpest in Asia.

49. If the US response involved only limited and selective use of 
nuclear weapons in Indochina alone, the reaction of most US Allies would 
be less adverse. Such action would have the support of South Korea and 
Nationalist China, and would have the support of some SEATO gov-
ernments if they thought this action necessary to repel the aggression. 
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However, the reaction of most Free World countries, and particularly of 
the Asian neutrals, would still be generally adverse, even if the conflict 
remained localized and the aggression were turned back.

80. Memorandum for the Record of Conversation Between John 
Foster Dulles and McElroy1

Washington, July 22, 1958

SUBJECT

Military Paragraphs of Basic National Security Policy Paper (NSC 5810/1)

In a discussion of the above subject with the Secretary on July 21, 
Secretary McElroy said that Defense felt that, while it is appropriate 
to continue work on the development of an alternative strategic doc-
trine, the present situation required us to have a firm basis on which we 
could proceed in the meantime.

The Secretary asked if it would be acceptable to Secretary McElroy 
if we agreed that, as far as the record was concerned, paragraphs 13 and 
14 of the paper would stand unchanged, but that the President would 
privately ask Secretary McElroy and himself to continue studying 
the question until a better recommendation could be made. Secretary 
McElroy accepted this idea.

The Secretary emphasized it was important that this information 
be closely held to a small group, since it would be dangerous if our 
allies and others knew about it before an adequate alternative doctrine 
was evolved. He said he would instruct our Planning Board represen-
tative to state that we accept paragraphs 13 and 14, but that information 
about the President’s request for further study would be kept secret. 
Secretary McElroy agreed.

D.E. Boster

1 Source: Strategic concept. Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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81. Letter From John Foster Dulles to Eisenhower1

Washington, July 23, 1958

Dear Mr. President:

At the National Security Council meeting on July 24, 1958 I shall 
concur in Secretary McElroy’s recommendation that paragraphs 13 and 
14 of the Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1) be adopted with-
out change.

I have told Secretary McElroy that I remain of the opinion that 
the doctrine set forth in paragraphs 13 and 14 is rapidly outliving its 
usefulness and that we need to apply ourselves urgently to finding an 
alternative strategic concept. I did not, however, wish to air my misgiv-
ings on this sensitive subject before the Council.

I suggested to Secretary McElroy that we should seek your 
approval of further urgent study of our strategic concept and doctrine 
by a small State-Defense group, the existence of this group and its task 
to be very closely held. He agreed.

I should be grateful for an early opportunity to discuss this matter 
further with you and Secretary McElroy.

Faithfully yours,

John Foster Dulles

1 Source: Question of a new strategic concept. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series.

82. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, July 30, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5810/1
B. NSC Actions Nos. 1903 and 1934
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated July 21, 1958
D. NSC Action No. 1952

1 Source: Approval of paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1. Top Secret. 1 p. NARA, 
RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, at the 373rd Meeting of the Council on July 24, 1958, 
noted and discussed the recommendations by the Department of 
Defense relative to the military elements of national strategy in NSC 
5810/1, including paragraphs 13 and 14 thereof (prepared pursuant 
to NSC Action No. 1903– b–(3) and transmitted by the reference mem-
orandum of July 21, 1958), in the light of (1) an oral summary by the 
Secretary of Defense, (2) an oral summary by the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, originally 
presented at the 364th NSC meeting on May 1, 1958 (NSC Action 
No. 1903– a); and (3) a statement by the Secretary of State that he 
concurred at this time with the recommendation by the Secretary 
of Defense that no change be made in the military section of NSC 
5810/1, but that U.S. military doctrine should be kept under study 
and review.

On July 28, 1958, the President, after further study and consider-
ation following the meeting, approved paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 
5810/1, with the understanding that they would be kept under con-
tinuing study pending the next annual review of basic policy.

The above decision by the President is accordingly transmitted 
herewith to all holders of NSC 5810/1.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy
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83. Briefing Note for the 374th NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 31, 1958

ITEM 3—OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY OF RECONNAISSANCE 
SATELLITES

1. Last January, the Council noted (NSC Action No. 1846) that the 
President had established certain missile and related programs “as hav-
ing the highest priority above all others for research and development 
and for achieving operational capability; scope of the operational capa-
bility to be as approved by the President.”

2. Included were “satellite programs (other than VANGUARD and 
JUPITER C determined by the Secretary of Defense to have objectives 
having key political scientific, psychological or military import.”

3. On April 10, 1958, Defense advised that pursuant to delegated 
authority, the Secretary of Defense had determined that the Air Force 
reconnaissance satellite vehicle program was a satellite program having 
key political, scientific, psychological or military import.

4. Before proceeding to the question of operational capability, I am 
going to call on Mr. Quarles to give the Council a brief report on the 
status of the reconnaissance satellite program— its progress, objectives, 
potentials, and priority.

5. There has been circulated to you a table which shows a proposed 
launching schedule. I should point out, however, that the Council is not 
being asked to approve any specific number of test shots. That decision will be 
worked out in due course through the normal budgetary process. Mr. Stans 
understands this.

(CALL ON MR. QUARLES)

6. On July 3, there came before the Council the question of Presidential 
approval of the “scope of the operational capability” of the reconnais-
sance satellite. The Council noted and discussed a Defense Department 
recommendation on operational capability, but deferred action on the 
recommendation pending study and report back to the Council by Dr. 
Killian on July 31 (NSC Action No. 1941).

7. Before the Council today is the original Defense recommenda-
tion and Dr. Killian’s proposed amendment thereto, as shown on the 
sheet before you. The JCS have indicated their concurrence with Dr. 
Killian’s modification, which clarifies the language and makes clear that 
Presidential authorization will be sought before any actual launching 

1 Source: Operational capability of reconnaissance satellites. Top Secret. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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over the Soviet Union, of a satellite carrying reconnaissance equipment. 
The modified language reads:

(READ)

8. If that recommendation is adopted, it will authorize the develop-
ment of an operational capability of 8 Atlas- boosted satellites, although 
it will leave the decision as to the actual launching to be made later by 
the President.

(CALL ON: Secretary of Defense (or Deputy SecDef) Dr. Killian)

Attachment

ADVANCED RECONNAISSANCE SATELLITE PROGRAM  
SCHEDULE THROUGH CY 1960

Number 
and Type of 

Vehicle

Some Recon. 
Equipment 

Aboard
Launching 
Location

Orbit 
over 

USSR Schedule

Initial tests

10–19 Thor No South Camp 
Cooke, Calif.

Yes Begin 
November 
1958

5 Atlas Yes Cape 
Canaveral, 
Florida

No Begin about 
July 1959, 
one every 
other month

21 Atlas Yes South Camp 
Cooke, Calif.

Yes March 1960

Pioneer Visual Recon.
34 Atlas Yes South Camp 

Cooke, Calif.
Yes Begin May 

1960, one 
every other 
month

Pioneer Ferret (Electronic) Reconnaissance

3 Atlas Yes South Camp 
Cooke, Calif.

Yes Begin 
August 1960, 
one every 
other month

2 Visual components test. [Footnote is in the original.]
3First satellite with reconnaissance equipment that will orbit over USSR. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

As of June 30, 1958
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Attachment

Defense Recommendation on the Reconnaissance Satellite (submitted 
to the NSC on July 3, 1958, NSC Action No. 1941– a) and Proposal for 

Modification in Dr. Killian’s Recommendation of July 28, 1958

Although a satellite with reconnaissance equipment in orbit over 
the USSR is not expected to be operational prior to March 1960, it is nec-
essary at this time to plan for the launching of eight test satellites of this 
general type. Accordingly, it is recommended that the reconnaissance 
satellite program, including the eight test vehicles which will orbit over 
the USSR, be approved for planning purposes,

Defense Dr. Killian

with the understanding that 
Presidential authorization with 
respect to the scope of the opera-
tional capability of the program 
will be sought by the Depart-
ment of Defense in early 1960.

with the understanding that Presi-
dential authorization with respect 
to the launching of the eight 
development satellites capable of 
reconnaissance over the USSR and 
the subsequent scope of the oper-
ational capability of the program, 
will be sought by the Department 
of Defense in early 1960 or prior 
to the launching of the first of the 
above eight satellites, whichever 
date is sooner.

84. Memorandum of Discussion at the 374th NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 31, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 374th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, July 31, 
1958

Present at the 374th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary 
of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Acting Director, Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of 

1 Source: Agenda item 3: Operational Capability of Reconnaissance Satellites. Top 
Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 
the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to the 
President for Atomic Energy, for the Atoms for Peace Program, for 
Information Projects, for National Security Affairs, for Science and 
Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; Assistant 
Secretary of State Smith; the White House Staff Secretary; the Naval 
Aide to the President; Bryce N. Harlow, Administrative Assistant to 
the President; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Director, NSC 
Secretariat.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1 and 2.]

3. OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY OF RECONNAISSANCE SATELLITES
(NSC Action No. 1946; NSC 5814; NSC Action No. 1941; Memo for 

NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated July 29, 1958)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the subject (copy of briefing note 
filed in the minutes of the meeting and attached to this memorandum). 
After Mr. Gray had read paragraph 5 of his briefing note, the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget confirmed Mr. Gray’s statement that the 
decision as to the specific number of reconnaissance satellite test shots 
to be attempted would be worked out through the normal budgetary 
process. Mr. Gray then called on Secretary Quarles for a brief report on 
the status of the reconnaissance satellite program.

Secretary Quarles said the reconnaissance satellite program ante-
dated the IGY satellite program and was motivated by the desire to 
have a vantage point from which to view what goes on behind the Iron 
Curtain. In order to operate reconnaissance satellites for this purpose, 
however, it would be necessary to establish the doctrine of freedom of 
outer space. In the last two years, technology had advanced to the point 
where we can now proceed actively with the development of recon-
naissance satellite vehicles. The program for the current fiscal year calls 
for the use of intermediate-range rockets to put into orbit reconnais-
sance test vehicles weighing from 20 or 40 pounds up to a few hun-
dred pounds. Later intercontinental- range rockets will be used, and the 
reconnaissance vehicle will weigh 3000–4000 pounds. The goal of the 
program (but not a firm commitment) is to send up the first operational 
reconnaissance satellite in March, 1960.

Secretary Quarles summarized the objectives of the reconnaissance 
satellite as follows: (1) to photograph the earth through TV cameras and 
on command transmit these pictures to a station in the United States; 
(2) to survey and transmit information on electromagnetic radiations; 
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(3) to develop infra- red reconnaissance techniques; (4) to act as a line- 
of- sight relay station for communications purposes. In conclusion, 
Secretary Quarles noted that substantial sums had been budgeted for 
the reconnaissance satellite program.

Mr. Gray then continued his briefing, and read a Defense recom-
mendation on the subject (as submitted to the NSC on July 3, 1958, NSC 
Action No. 1941– a) and Dr. Killian’s proposal of July 28 for modifica-
tion of the Defense recommendation.

Dr. Killian said his review of the subject had been addressed to a 
proposed NSC Action, not to the budgetary aspects of the reconnais-
sance satellite program nor to the number of vehicles. He then read 
from his memorandum (as transmitted by the reference memoran-
dum of July 29) in order to explain his proposal for modification of the 
Defense recommendation.

The Secretary of Defense said he was in full accord with Dr. Killian’s 
proposed modification of the Defense recommendation. Dr. Killian had 
said better than Defense did what Defense thought it was saying.

The President approved the Defense recommendation as modified 
by Dr. Killian’s language.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the amendment to the recommendation on the subject by 
the Department of Defense contained in NSC Action No. 1941– a, proposed 
by the Special Assistant to the President for Science and  Technology and 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of July 29, 1958; in the light of 
the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as reported at the meeting, and of an 
oral summary of the advanced reconnaissance satellite program as pre-
sented at the meeting by the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

b. Noted that the President approved for planning purposes the 
advanced reconnaissance satellite program presented by the Depart-
ment of Defense, including the eight test vehicles which will orbit over 
the USSR; with the understanding that Presidential authorization with 
respect to the launching of the eight development satellites capable of 
reconnaissance over the USSR and the subsequent scope of the opera-
tional capability of the program, will be sought by the Department of 
Defense in early 1960 or prior to the launching of the first of the above 
eight satellites, whichever date is sooner.

c. Noted that the total number of test vehicles and the amount of 
funds required for the advanced reconnaissance satellite program were 
subject to further review.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for implementation.

The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense, the Director, Bureau of the 
 Budget, and the Special Assistants to the President for National Secu-
rity Affairs and for Science and Technology, for appropriate action.

Marion W. Boggs
Director

NSC Secretariat
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85. Memorandum of Discussion at the 375th NSC Meeting1

Washington, August 7, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 375th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
August 7, 1958

Present at the 375th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Acting 
Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of 
the Treasury; the Attorney General (participating in Item 6); the  Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Council on Foreign  Economic 
 Policy (participating in Item 5); General Thomas D. White for the 
 Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; the Director of Guided Missiles (for Item 3); 
The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the  President;  
the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, International 
 Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistant to the  President 
for Atomic Energy (for Items 1, 2 and 3); the Special Assistants to the 
 President for the Atoms for Peace Program, for Information Projects, for 
National Security Affairs, and for Security Operations Coordination; the 
White House Staff Secretary; Mr. Howard Furnas, Department of State; 
Assistant Secretary of Defense Sprague; Dr. George B.  Kistiakowsky, 
President’s Science Advisory Committee (for Item 3); the Acting NSC 
Representative on Internal Security (for Item 6); the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Director, NSC Secretariat.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1–5.]

6. TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE COUNTERMEASURES
(NSC Action No. 1640; NSC 5618; Memos for NSC, same subject, 

dated July 22 and August 8, 1957, and June 24, 1958; NSC Action No. 1774)

Mr. Gray presented the Annual Report of the NSC Special  Committee 
on Technical Surveillance Countermeasures. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s brief-
ing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, and another is attached to 
this memorandum.)

The President asked whether there was any possibility of placing 
electronic “jamming” devices in such rooms as the Cabinet Room to 

1 Source: Agenda item 6: Technical Surveillance Countermeasures; Agenda item 
7: U.S. Policy on Antarctica. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records. Drafted on August 8.
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make clandestine listening devices ineffective. Mr. Ash said that the 
NSC Committee had this defensive measure under consideration, and 
that State Department technicians were experimenting with a proto-
type “jamming” device which, however, required excessive voltage for 
operation. Mr. Allen Dulles commented that one object of searches is 
to tune in on the wave- length of the opposition device. The President 
understood that this type of search applied to radio- type devices.

The President then asked whether the United States tried to exploit 
devices that had been discovered in a kind of “double- agent” way. 
Mr. Dulles said attempts were made to exploit discovered devices, but 
that such exploitation was rendered difficult because of the tendency to 
rip out the device immediately upon its discovery. He felt that discov-
ery of a device should be reported but the device should be left in place.

The President felt that experts should be available at foreign posts 
to exploit clandestine devices when they are discovered. He asked how 
often important offices and conference rooms were checked for clandes-
tine listening devices, and recalled from his experience in World War I 
that induction principles could be used for listening without actual 
connection with a telephone line. Mr. Ash said that periodic technical 
examinations were made of White House and NSC offices. He added 
that the technicians could, through examining impedences on the lines, 
detect listening by induction.

The Vice President said he had been told that it was possible, 
through the medium of metal venetian blinds, for a man across the 
street to hear what was going on in a room.

The President remarked that the great ingenuity being displayed 
in connection with communications devices pointed to the need for the 
services of experts in this field.

Mr. Allen Dulles said CIA was engaged in a major research effort 
in the technical surveillance countermeasures field. Mr. Gray said that a 
panel of the Science Advisory Committee was engaged in basic research 
on passive (“room within a room”) and active countermeasures.

The President observed that if clandestine listening devices con-
tinued to improve, it might eventually be necessary to stop talking and 
start writing instead.

The Vice President asked if there were not measures which could 
be taken to prevent the use of a telephone instrument as a listening 
point. Mr. Ash said that telephones such as those in the White House 
and other important offices can be equipped with a mercury switch to 
knock out the tap.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed the Annual Report of the NSC Special Com-
mittee on Technical Surveillance Countermeasures, prepared pursuant 
to paragraph 7 of NSC 5618 and transmitted by the reference memoran-
dum of June 24, 1958.
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7. U.S. POLICY ON ANTARCTICA
(NSC 5804/1; OCB Report on NSC 5804/1, dated June 25, 1958)

Mr. Harr briefed the Council on the reference OCB Report on the 
subject. (A copy of Mr. Harr’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of the 
meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.) There was no 
discussion.

The National Security Council:

Noted the reference Report on the subject by the Operations Coor-
dinating Board.

Marion W. Boggs
Director

NSC Secretariat

86. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 11, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster

General Twining said that the Chiefs had been considering the situ-
ation in China, in the Formosa Straits area. They have started the prepa-
ration of contingency plans, and have alerted commanders in the area, 
but have directed no specific action. He understood the matter would 
come up for consideration in the NSC this week, and commented that 
the situation is unclear, perhaps intentionally so, with respect to the 
objective of defending the offshore islands. The President said he had 
spoken to Gordon Gray a few minutes earlier on this same subject, and 
had suggested it might be best to have just the statutory NSC members 
meet with him to discuss the question. He confirmed that the picture 
is cloudy regarding the offshore islands. There are good reasons for 
taking the view that they should be abandoned. However, a great part 
of the Chinese Nationalist forces are now deployed on the islands, and 
their removal or loss would be a signal to all of Asia that there is no 
hope that can be held out against the Communists in China. General 

1 Source: Formosa Straits; SAC dispersal; withdrawal from Lebanon; Department 
of Defense reorganization. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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Twining commented that the military authorities are concentrating on 
getting the F–86s on the islands into operational status quickly.

General Twining next reported briefly on SAC dispersal. He said 
he understood the President had expressed recent question about this. 
In general, our plans do not call for going beyond squadron dispersal 
and he did not think they should. He showed the President a graphic 
summary indicating that a substantial fraction are kept constantly 
ready and bombed up; others could be gotten in the air quickly, 
although not bombed up, unless there had been an alert warning (as 
in the case of the Lebanese crisis). The President raised for consider-
ation the idea of putting parallel runways on existing bases, since the 
runway presently limits the number of planes that could be gotten off. 
He then said he questioned the validity of planning which contem-
plated putting on one field more planes than could be reasonably got-
ten away. Additional runways on the base would cost much less than 
additional aircraft which probably can’t get off anyhow. He thought 
we should make all possible arrangements to “bomb up” rapidly and 
get the planes into the air. General Twining undertook to have this 
matter studied.

General Twining said that the Chiefs are making plans for troop 
withdrawal from Lebanon, so that when the time comes we will be in 
position to do it in a proper way. He thought any out- movement of 
troops should be done quietly and with dignity, without making a fan-
fare. The President indicated general agreement, commenting that he 
would have to look at any specific proposal.

As a final item, General Twining said that Defense is moving for-
ward on the question of reorganization. A phased series of steps will 
be taken over the next three or four months. The President stressed the 
importance of watching the allocation of research and development 
projects very carefully—to see that once a project is assigned, other 
serv ices do not duplicate the activity.

The President asked me to make sure Gordon Gray understood 
that General Twining should attend any meeting of the statutory mem-
bers of the NSC, and I did so.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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87. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 19, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Chairman McCone
Mr. Gordon Gray
General Goodpaster

Mr. McCone said the question of custody of large weapons had 
been raised with him. The AEC retains custody of these, even if they are 
deployed to outlying locations. Defense now recommends shifting the 
custody to themselves, and the AEC has no objection if the President 
should prefer this. Senator Hickenlooper and others, however, bring 
out that there is a matter of civilian cognizance which may have con-
siderable importance.

The President recalled that the point of this distinction had been 
the danger that some military man, acting without civil restraint, might 
so use these weapons as to start a war. The military people have author-
ity for action in case of attack on the United States or on U.S. forces, but 
this is for tactical response. The larger weapons are intended for great 
retaliatory action, and this is not for military officers to authorize. He 
said it is not only a question of the danger, but also as to the concern 
our country might feel as to what military men could do. He asked 
Mr. McCone to consult the State Department on the matter.

Mr. McCone next talked briefly about the proposal to cease 
the testing of atomic weapons. He said he is sympathetic with the 
President’s desire to find a way to move forward with disarmament 
after five and one- half years of effort. His Commission has strong 
feelings on this, but will accept the President’s decision. Mr. McCone 
said he would like to ask reconsideration on one point— that of 
including, as an exception, fully contained underground tests for 
peaceful purposes. He cited the possible use of atomic explosions 
to extract oil from the Athabaska sands, and to achieve useful heat 
power by using the salt domes of the southwest. These uses could be 
made subject to UN agreement and inspection. The President said he 
had been searching his mind for some way to allow this exception. 
Mr.  Wadsworth however had thought we would lose the political 
gains we are seeking if we try to make this exception. The President 
added that he had agreed with Secretary Dulles that if the Geneva 
meetings resulted in agreement— no matter what our military might 

1 Source: Control of large nuclear weapons; cessation of nuclear testing. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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say— then we would make a public statement on this matter. The 
President said he would be sympathetic, if we would not therefore 
lose the entire effect of our action, to including the exception to hav-
ing fully contained underground explosions conducted for peaceful 
purposes under UN observation. He asked Mr. McCone to take this 
matter up with Secretary Herter. The President added that Mr. Herter 
had told him that the protocol is expected to be signed at Geneva on 
Thursday, and that we hope we can make our announcement imme-
diately thereafter. The British have, however, been showing some 
opposition to the project. Mr. McCone said he would get in touch 
with Secretary Herter at once.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

88. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–5–58 Washington, August 19, 1958

SOVIET CAPABILITIES IN GUIDED MISSILES AND 
SPACE VEHILLES
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1 Source: “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles.” Top Secret. 
10 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.
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SOVIET CAPABILITIES IN GUIDED MISSILES AND 
SPACE VEHICLES2

THE PROBLEM

To estimate Soviet capabilities and probable programs for the 
development of guided missiles and space vehicles, including earth 
satellites, through 1966,3 and to analyze factors affecting Soviet opera-
tional capabilities in these fields.

FOREWORD

This estimate supersedes NIE 11–5–57, SOVIET CAPABILITIES 
AND PROBABLE PROGRAMS IN THE GUIDED MISSILE FIELD, 12 
March 1957, and SNIE 11–10–57, THE SOVIET ICBM PROGRAM, 10 
December 1957, as well as those paragraphs dealing with guided missiles 
(paras. 108 through 114) in NIE 11–4–57, MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET 

2 The title of this estimate, when used separately from the text, is classified 
 CONFIDENTIAL. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 For comparability with earlier estimates on this subject, the terminal date cho-
sen for this estimate is the same as that of its predecessor, NIE 11–5–57, SOVIET 
CAPABILITIES AND PROBABLE PROGRAMS IN THE GUIDED MISSILE FIELD, 12 
March 1957. [Footnote is in the original.]
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CAPABILITIES AND POLICIES, 1957–1962, 12 November 1957. The new 
estimate, like its predecessors, is made in the light of our previous judg-
ments that the USSR does not now intend to initiate general war delib-
erately and is not now preparing for general war as of any particular 
future date. It also assumes that through 1966 there will be no interna-
tional agreements on the control of armaments or of outer space.

The estimate is intended primarily to reassess and update our 
estimates of probable Soviet missile development programs, missile 
characteristics, and first operational capability dates. Some discussion 
is provided on factors likely to affect Soviet acquisition of substantial 
operational capabilities with missile systems, and Soviet capabilities 
to place various arbitrarily- selected quantities of ICBMs in operational 
use are estimated. The reader is cautioned that Annex A of NIE 11–5–57 
is no longer applicable.

For the most part, changes in estimated missile characteristics and 
first operational capability dates result from the accumulation over the 
past year of a considerable body of new evidence. Of the 13 missile 
systems estimated as probably available for operational use in 1958 or 
earlier, we now have direct evidence on the existence of nine; we also 
have direct evidence on Soviet development of an ICBM. For some of 
these systems the evidence is extensive, while for others we have only 
limited information relative to characteristics and components. Serious 
intelligence gaps remain, particularly with respect to the operational 
status of various systems. Furthermore, we do not have sufficient evi-
dence available on which to base an estimate of the vulnerability of 
Soviet systems to specific electronic countermeasures.

In making this estimate in a field where positive intelligence 
remains limited, we have considered the available evidence in the light 
of estimated Soviet military requirements, known and estimated Soviet 
capabilities in related fields, and US guided missile experience. The 
entire study rests upon our belief, now well- supported by evidence, 
that a concerted and continuous Soviet research and development 
effort in guided missiles was underway by 1948.

For guided missiles, except where noted otherwise, the operational 
capability dates given are the earliest years during which we believe 
missiles could probably have been placed in the hands of trained per-
sonnel in one operational unit, thus constituting a limited capability for 
operational employment. We estimate that when they first become 
operational, the missile systems discussed herein will have a system 
reliability of 40–60 percent, and that improvement will occur thereaf-
ter.4 For space flight activities, the dates given are the earliest possible 

4 The term “system reliability” is here defined as the percentage of missiles which 
function according to specifications from missile launching to detonation in the target 
area, excluding malfunctions prior to launching. [Footnote is in the original.]



National Security Policy 293

time periods by which we believe each specific accomplishment could 
be achieved.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The USSR has continued to press ahead with its extensive guided 
missile research and development, generally along the lines indicated 
in our previous estimates. As a result of this effort, the USSR now 
has available for operational use a variety of missile systems. Soviet 
achievements in ballistic missiles have been especially impressive and 
have contributed to early successes in the USSR’s space flight program. 
Substantial success in developing surface- to- air missile systems has 
also been achieved. Available evidence is not sufficient to indicate equal 
emphasis and similar success in other Soviet missile programs.

2. By itself, each of the guided missile or space programs estimated 
as a future development appears feasible both as to technical achiev-
ability and date attainable. However, some programs may be slowed or 
even halted by the competition of other missile or non- missile delivery 
systems, unforeseen development or production difficulties, rapidity 
of obsolescence, changing military requirements, and/or broad con-
siderations of Soviet national policy. On the other hand, a significant 
advance in one or more of the programs might be possible if a scientific 
breakthrough is achieved.

3. Surface- to- surface missiles. We believe that the Soviet ballistic mis-
sile development program has emphasized reliability and simplicity, 
rather than miniaturization or extreme refinement of design. System 
mobility appears to have been a basic consideration since the early 
developmental stages. In developing longer- range systems maximum 
use has been made of proven components.

4. Since 1954 the USSR has probably had available for operational 
use ballistic missiles with maximum ranges of about 100 nautical miles 
(n.m.), 200 n.m. and 350 n.m. We believe that, depending upon various 
operational factors, nuclear, high explosive (HE) or chemical (CW) war-
heads would be used with these missiles.5 In addition, the USSR proba-
bly now has operational a very short range anti- tank missile equipped 
with shaped- charge HE warhead.

5. An extensive Soviet program to develop a 700 n.m. ballistic mis-
sile is indicated by a long series of test firings, averaging about two per 
month since 1955. We estimate that this missile probably became oper-
ational in 1956. On the basis of about a dozen test firings over the past 
year, we estimate that the USSR will also probably have operational 
in 1958 a modification of the 700 n.m. missile, capable of an 1,100 n.m. 

5 Estimated nuclear warhead capabilities for these and other missiles discussed in 
this estimate are given in Annex C (limited distribution under separate cover). [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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range. Nuclear warheads would almost certainly be used in both these 
missiles, although we do not exclude the possibility of CW use in the 
700 n.m. missile.

6. Intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). Since August 1957, the 
USSR has test fired at least four and possibly six missiles to a distance 
of approximately 3,500 nautical miles. We believe this represents the 
development of an ICBM system which, when first operational, will 
probably be capable of delivering a nuclear payload to a maximum 
range of about 5,500 n.m., with an accuracy (CEP) of 5 n.m. and a sys-
tem reliability of about 50 percent. By the early 1960’s reliability will 
probably be considerably improved. At the beginning of the period 
1962–1966, the CEP could be about 3 n.m., and could be reduced to 
about 2 n.m. later in the period.

7. Available evidence is inconclusive as to the designed payload- 
carrying capacity of the Soviet ICBM, which we have previously esti-
mated as about 2,000 pounds. Recent evidence and re- analysis may 
indicate that the USSR is developing an ICBM with a 5,000 pound 
payload. Serious logistical and operational problems are associated 
with missiles of the sizes necessary to deliver 2,000 or 5,000 pounds to 
a range of 5,500 n.m.; these problems would be greater in the case of 
the heavier payload. In the light of this consideration, we estimate that 
the Soviet ICBM is designed to carry a nuclear payload of about 2,000 
pounds, although there is a possibility that it is designed to carry about 
5,000 pounds.

8. The USSR will probably have a first operational capability with 
ten prototype ICBMs at some time during calendar 1959; the possibility 
should not be disregarded, however, that in the latter part of 1958 the 
USSR may establish an ICBM capability with missiles comparatively 
unproven as to accuracy and reliability.

9. We believe that Soviet planners intend to achieve a sizeable 
ICBM operational capability at the earliest practicable date, although 
we have no direct evidence on Soviet preparations for ICBM produc-
tion and deployment. We estimate that the USSR has the technical and 
industrial capability to produce ICBMs, complete launching facilities, 
establish logistic lines and train troops at a rate sufficient to have an 
operational capability with 100 ICBMs6 about one year after its first oper-
ational capability date (i.e. some time in 1960), and with 500 ICBMs7 
two or at most three years after first operational capability date (i.e. 

6 These numbers are selected arbitrarily in order to provide some measure of the 
Soviet capacity to produce and deploy ICBMs; they do not represent an estimate of prob-
able Soviet requirements or stockpiles. [Footnote is in the original.]

7 These numbers are selected arbitrarily in order to provide some measure of the 
Soviet capacity to produce and deploy ICBMs; they do not represent an estimate of prob-
able Soviet requirements or stockpiles. [Footnote is in the original.]
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some time in 1961, or at the latest in 1962). This implies that the USSR 
could achieve an operational capability with ten or more, but less than 
100 ICBMs by the end of 1959, depending upon when during the calen-
dar year the first operational capability is achieved.

10. Surface- to- air- missiles. For several years the USSR has had in 
operational use a fixed surface- to- air system which we believe is now 
capable of employment against aircraft at ranges up to 20–30 n.m., 
with greatest effectiveness at altitudes of 30,000 to 60,000 feet. This 
system is known to be employed in a dense and costly complex of 
56 sites around Moscow; targets of lesser importance will probably 
be provided with considerably less elaborate surface- to- air missile 
defenses. We believe the Soviets also have available for operational 
use a surface-to- air missile with similar characteristics, except for 
improved capability to intercept small, supersonic targets. It is prob-
ably suitable for employment either with the Moscow system or with 
a semi-mobile system.

11. Neither of the above systems is likely to be effective against very 
low altitude attack. We therefore estimate that the USSR is developing 
and will probably have in operation in 1959–1960 a surface- to- air sys-
tem with a maximum range of about 15 n.m., effective at altitudes from 
50 feet to at least 40,000 feet. We estimate that for improved defense 
of critical areas, the USSR will probably have available in 1960–1961 
a surface- to- air system with effectiveness at altitudes up to 90,000 feet 
and a maximum range of 75–100 n.m.

12. We estimate that in 1963–1966 the Soviets will probably achieve 
a first operational capability with a surface- to- air system of limited 
effectiveness against ICBMs. Such a system could possibly have some 
effectiveness against IRBMs. A surface- to- air system with limited capa-
bility to counter reconnaissance satellites could and possibly will be 
developed for use in 1960–1964; a more sophisticated system could be 
integrated with an anti- ballistic missile system at a later date.

13. Air- to- air missiles. Three short- range systems which employ HE 
warheads are now estimated as operational. Two are believed to have 
radar guidance with ranges of 5–6 n.m.; the other, with a range of up to 
2½ n.m., is believed to use infrared guidance. Most currently operational 
Soviet fighter aircraft types could be modified to employ these missiles. 
In 1960 the USSR will probably have available a 15–20 n.m. air- to- air 
missile.

14. Air- to- surface missiles. The present operational system is capable 
of carrying a nuclear or HE warhead at subsonic speed to a range of 
about 55 n.m. against well- defined targets, such as ships. With different 
guidance, the system could be employed against land targets. We esti-
mate that the USSR is probably developing and may now have oper-
ational an air- launched decoy to simulate medium or heavy bombers. 
We believe that the USSR will probably develop and have operational 
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in 1960–1961 a supersonic missile with improved guidance and a range 
of at least 100 n.m., suitable for employment against a wide variety of 
targets.

15. Naval- launched missiles. The Soviet navy probably now has 
the capability to launch subsonic cruise- type missiles from a few 
converted submarines of conventional design, although there is lit-
tle direct evidence of submarine- launched missile development in 
the USSR. We estimate that the current system could deliver nuclear 
warheads against land targets within about 200 n.m. of the launching 
submarine. These cruise- type missiles could be launched by a sub-
marine only after surfacing. We believe, however, that in 1961–1963 
the USSR will probably have a submarine- launched ballistic missile 
system available for first operational use in a prototype submarine 
of new design. This system will probably be capable of delivering a 
nuclear warhead from a submerged submarine to a range of about 
1,000 n.m.

16. We estimate that during 1959–1960 the USSR will begin equip-
ping its surface fleet with surface- to- air missiles having a maximum 
range of 20 n.m., with effectiveness at altitudes from 50 feet to at least 
40,000 feet. A Soviet shipborne surface- to- air system for use against tar-
gets at higher altitudes and longer ranges will probably become avail-
able in 1960–1961. These systems, while primarily for air defense, could 
be modified for employment against surface targets. Late in the period 
of this estimate, the USSR will probably also have available a missile 
system for use in anti- submarine warfare.

17. Soviet space programs. We believe that the ultimate foreseeable 
objective of the Soviet space program is the attainment of manned inter-
planetary travel. The program is supported by extensive Soviet research 
efforts in a number of related fields, including rocket propulsion, elec-
tronics, space medicine, astrobiology, astrophysics and geophysics. 
Present activities appear to be directed toward the collection of scien-
tific data and experience applicable to future space accomplishments, 
the ICBM program, and basic scientific research. Soviet requirements 
for space vehicles have probably been established for fairly specific sci-
entific and/or military purposes in accordance with a planned step- by- 
step progression.

18. Soviet success in ballistic missile development and earth sat-
ellite launchings to date leads us to estimate a considerable Soviet 
capability for early accomplishments in space including: surveillance 
satellites, recoverable aeromedical satellites, lunar probes and impacts, 
lunar satellites and planetary probes to Mars and Venus (1958–1959); 
“soft landings” by lunar rockets and recoverable manned earth satel-
lites (1959–1960); a manned glide- type high altitude research vehicle 
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(1960–1961); heavy earth satellites and manned circumlunar flights 
(1961–1962); and manned lunar landings (after 1965). While each 
individual achievement appears feasible as to technical capability 
and earliest date attainable, we doubt that the USSR can accomplish 
all of these space flight activities within the time periods specified.

SIMPLIFIED TABULAR SUMMARY1

Probable Soviet Guided Missile Development Program

Arbitrary 
Designation

Oper-
ational 
Date

Maxi-
mum 
Range

Payload Weight 
and Type

Design 
Altitude

Ground-Launched Ballistic Missiles

SS–1* 1954 100 n.m. 1,500 lbs. 
Nuclear, HE, CW —

SS–2* 1954 200 n.m. 2,000 lbs. 
Nuclear, HE, CW —

SS–3* 1954 350 n.m. Up to 5,000–
6,000 lbs. 
Nuclear, HE, CW

—

SS–4* 1956 700 n.m. Up to 5,000–
6,000 lbs. 
Nuclear, poss. 
CW

—

SS–5* 1958 1,100 
n.m.

Up to 3,000 lbs. 
Nuclear —

SS–6 ICBM* 1959 5,500 
n.m.

2,000 lbs., 
poss. 5,000 lbs. 
Nuclear

—

Ground-Launched Anti-Tank Missile

SS–a. t. prior to 
1958

6,000 
yards

20–40 lbs. HE —

Submarine-Launched Missiles

SS–7 
cruise- type

1955–56 200 n.m. 2,000 lbs. 
Nuclear —

SS–8 
ballistic

1961–63 1,000 
n.m.

1,000 lbs. 
Nuclear —
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Arbitrary 
Designation

Oper-
ational 
Date

Maxi-
mum 
Range

Payload Weight 
and Type

Design 
Altitude

Ground-Launched Surface- to-Air Missiles

SA–1* 1954 20–30 
n.m.

500–800 lbs.2 30,000–
60,000 ft.

SA–2* 1957 15–30 
n.m.

500–700 lbs.2 20,000–
60,000 ft.

SA–3 1959–60 15 n.m. 150–250 lbs.2 50 ft– 
40,000 ft.

SA–4 1960–61 75–100 
n.m.

500 lbs.2 Up to  
90,000 ft.

SA–5 1963–66 limited effectiveness against ICBMs

Shipborne Surface- to-Air Missiles

SA–6 1959–60 20 n.m. 150–250 lbs.2 50 ft– 
40,000 ft.

SA–7 1960–61 75–100 
n.m.

500 lbs.2 Up to  
90,000 ft.

Air- to-Air Missiles

AA–1* 1955–56 5 n.m. 70 lbs. HE —

AA–2 1955–56 2½ n.m. 25 lbs. HE —

AA–3 1958 6 n.m. 50 lbs. HE —

AA–4 1960 15–20 
n.m.

150 lbs.2 —

Air- to-Surface Missiles

AS–1* 1956–57 55 n.m. 3,000 lbs. 
Nuclear, HE —

AS–2 1960–61 100 n.m. 3,000 lbs. 
Nuclear —

1 Detailed summaries of each missile category, including all estimated characteristics and 
other pertinent data, are presented in Tables 1–5 in Annex A. A summary of estimated 
Soviet capabilities in space flight is presented In Table 6.
2 Nuclear warheads would increase the kill probabilities achievable with these missiles 
and will be required for effective use of the missiles under some conditions. However, HE 
warheads will be effective in most applications.
* Those missile types for which our estimates are supported by significant current intelli-
gence are indicated by an asterisk following the missile designation.
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89. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 27, 1958

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretaries McElroy and Quarles, General Twining, Chairman McCone, General 
White, General Loper, Colonel Harbour, Colonel Foster, Mr. Gordon Gray, General 
Goodpaster

The President referred to Dr. Fisk’s comment which seemed to 
question the advisability of holding another large shot at Eniwetok.

The group then turned to its main subject which was a proposal 
for the conduct of SAC exercises involving aircraft carrying the “sealed 
pit” weapons. A “briefing” was given by Colonel Harbour and Colonel 
Foster, the charts of which are attached.

During the discussion the President alluded to his proposal to put 
parallel runways on SAC bases, so as to increase the number of planes 
that could be gotten off on short notice. General Twining said a study is 
going forward, and Mr. McElroy said he is setting up a project on this.

The President indicated a generally favorable view of the SAC 
exercise proposal. Mr. McCone asked whether, during the ground alert 
phase, aircraft would be taking off carrying these weapons all over 
the country, and General White said they would. Mr. McCone then 
said the AEC is concerned about this, since even if the weapons are 
safe against nuclear detonation the accidental HE explosion would 
scatter plutonium; he would recommend that they take off only from 
Loring. Colonel Harbour indicated that some detonation might occur; 
decontamination would not, however, be difficult. He pointed out that 
there is much less HE in these new weapons than in the old ones. The 
President asked if the test could be made using aircraft without weap-
ons loaded, and was informed that tests of this kind are constantly 
being conducted.

The President then asked for a memorandum to which he might 
give his consideration. Mr. Quarles gave him one, requesting approval, 
but the President asked me to have the matter checked with the State 
Department. Subject to such a check he was generally agreeable to the 
proposal.

General White, General Loper and Colonels Harbour and Foster 
then left and the President discussed further the proposed test of a large 
weapon at Entiwetok. Mr. Quarles said that Defense is asking for this, 

1 Source: Testing at Eniwetok; SAC exercises. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on August 29.
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since it is a more powerful weapon than we now have for our ballis-
tic missiles. Defense would not press the matter, however, since it is an 
improvement not too high in priority or importance. Mr. McElroy also 
indicated Defense could give way on this. The President asked Mr. 
McCone to have work go forward constructing the weapon, and placing 
it in stockpile without making it the critical item in the stockpile. He did 
not think it was a good moment to conduct a large test in the Pacific. Mr. 
McElroy suggested building a modest number of weapons of this type.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

90. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 28, 1958

MEMORANDUM OF CONFERENCE WITH THE PRESIDENT 
August 28, 1958—following Cabinet Meeting

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy, Secretary Quarles, General Twining, General Goodpaster

Mr. McElroy said the group had come in to take up with the 
President certain proposed steps in the Defense Reorganization pro-
gram. These relate to eliminating the executive agent system. General 
Twining said that the establishment would be phasing over to the new 
system, and that it would be completely in effect by January first, with 
USEUCOM making the first transfer— on 15 September. The J-Staff 
system has been initiated, and should also be completely in effect by 
that time. Necessary changes in the command plan are being made, to 
strengthen the command authority of the unified commanders, to fix 
their force structure, and to eliminate the designation of departments 
as executive agents. He then outlined the main features of the change.

The President heartily welcomed this report. He hoped the Joint 
Staff would be made a true staff, getting away from the team system. 
He said he would be interested to see whether the Joint Staffs recog-
nize the need for streamlining service staffs, and having plans originate 
with the central organization. He thought there should be savings in 

1 Source: Defense reorganization and discipline on intelligence matters. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on August 30.
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our best staff officers. General Twining said that the Joint Staff is taking 
in some of the best officers from each service. The President added that 
he hoped the G–2 and G–3 activities in each service would be mini-
mized. He again said he was delighted with what was being done.

Mr. McElroy next referred to a request the President had made for 
thorough investigation of three instances reflecting faulty discipline. 
All three have been investigated. Regarding the violation of interna-
tional boundaries by a B–47 over the Caspian Sea, it is clear that the 
commander of the plane was not at fault. Any fault that existed was 
that of his superiors, and this is mitigated by the fact that the location 
of the border is not certain or agreed. The President said he understood 
there was an agreement between Russia and Iran, and I confirmed that 
this was correct. Regarding the disclosure of location of storage sites for 
atomic weapons, Mr. McElroy said this occurred through a request for 
funds for military construction at AFSWP sites. There was a degree of 
carelessness, and Defense is undertaking to correct this. With regard to 
the balloons, decisions were taken by at least one officer and one civil-
ian which were in error and in excess of authority; appropriate action 
will be taken. The President said that there is an evident usurpation 
of authority, and it is this he wishes to have corrected. Mr. McElroy 
asked if the President wished to know the specific action taken, and the 
President said he did not—he regarded that as Mr. McElroy’s respon-
sibility so long as the tendency he spoke of was corrected. He thought 
that we have too long been taking errors for granted. Mr. McElroy said 
this action has already had a tightening effect throughout the establish-
ment. The President then said, with regard to the balloons, that much 
of the mistake had been made through people going ahead and devel-
oping and procuring the balloons, then telling him on short notice that 
the money would be wasted if some use could not be made of them.

Finally, Mr. McElroy raised the question of whether he should 
appoint an assistant secretary for legislative liaison, or retain the 
Assistant Secretary for Medical Affairs at least until Dr. Berry fin-
ishes his tour. The President said that the assistant secretaryship 
for legislative liaison had been strongly proposed by the man who 
has more experience probably than any other in this whole field—
General Persons. The President said he thought he saw the value of it, 
but would leave the matter to Mr. McElroy and asked him to talk to 
General Persons about it.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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91. Letter From Senator Symington to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 29, 1958

Dear Mr. President:

Allen Dulles, Director of CIA, briefed me in his office in late July re 
the current position of the Soviet in the long- range missile field, inter-
mediate range ballistic missiles and intercontinental ballistic missiles.

I subsequently received information that would appear to show 
that Mr. Dulles heavily underrated Soviet missile development to date, 
as well as planned capabilities.

Upon receiving this information I analyzed our own missile pro-
grams and thereupon became convinced the latter are inadequate to 
meet the growing danger.

This conclusion would seem obvious if our planning has been 
based on incorrect information—and that is why I am presenting this 
paper to you.

More specifically, if the information contained is correct, we 
believe the planning incident to our weapons system, primarily mis-
siles, beginning now and lasting at least into 1964, is so insufficient in 
this area as to leave ourselves and our allies subject to overt political, 
if not actual military aggression from the Sino-Soviet alliance—with a 
relatively slight chance of effective retaliation against such aggression 
between 1960 and 1962.

On August 6, therefore, I again saw Mr. Dulles with Mr. Thomas 
G. Lanphier, Jr. We pointed out to Mr. Dulles in some detail our reasons 
for believing that his estimates were inaccurate.

In each case where there was disagreement, the figures presented 
to Mr. Dulles were much greater as to Soviet accomplishment than the 
figures he had presented me a few days previously.

When Mr. Dulles inquired where we had obtained our informa-
tion, we replied: “From your own and other elements of the national 
intelligence system.”

Two days later, August 8, when Mr. Dulles briefed the Senate 
Subcommittee to which the CIA reports, the figures he gave that com-
mittee were the same as the figures he had originally given me.

The estimates he presented the Senate on August 8th are as follows:

The Soviets have fired many missiles up to 700 miles in range also 
many up to 1,000 miles. The total firings in these two categories are 
estimated to be some 300.

1 Source: Question of a missile gap. Top Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, Administration Series.
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So far the Soviets have accomplished 12 test firings of 1100 miles, 
and are considered to be operational with this missile this year.

The Soviets are known to have established a new 3500 nautical 
mile test range.

In the ICBM field, Russia is concentrating on a 5500 mile missile, 
with a warhead which may weigh 5,000 pounds.

Six ICBM missiles have been launched to date, of which four are 
known to have landed in the impact area.

It is estimated the USSR will have an operational quantity of ten 
of these 5500 mile missiles some time during 1959. They may have this 
capability some time in 1958.

From 2 to 3 years after the Soviets acquire these first ten, they will 
have 500 operational ICBM’s.

The picture of the Soviet test program, as indicated by Mr. Dulles, 
finds the Soviet progressing from the basis of 12 IRBM test firings and 6 
ICBM test firings to date, to 500 operational ICBM’s two to three years 
from now.

The above presentation in itself is immediate ground for concern 
that Mr. Dulles’ figures are too low, because the short lead time from 
this brief test schedule to 500 operational missiles two to three years 
from now is incompatible with the program planned for our own 
ICBM, the Atlas.

As example, the Atlas will have test fired approximately 100 mis-
siles by the time some 64 Atlases are operational in 1961— three and a 
half years from now.

Mr. Dulles gave no indication of the number and location of medium 
and long- range missile bases the Soviets now have, or may be building.

Nor did he give any indication of the number and status of ballistic 
missile test ranges being used by the Soviets, as compared with our one 
range. This latter information is vital to any understanding of the true 
nature of the threat.

As to our own ballistic missile program, I am told we have suc-
cessfully launched 29 Redstone type missiles of ranges 100–200 miles; 8 
Thor type missiles of ranges from 1250 to 2,000 miles; and 5 Jupiter type 
missiles of ranges of 1500 to 1600 miles.

I am also told we have launched 3 Jupiter test systems (as com-
pared with weapons systems) of ranges from 1200–3300 miles; and that, 
as of early this month, we launched our first relatively complete ICBM, 
an Atlas, over a range of 2600 miles.

I further understand that our planned ballistic missile schedules 
call for 10 IRBM bases and 150 operational IRBM missiles to be in posi-
tion by the end of 1960; and also that we plan to have, by 1962, 12 bases 
and 180 missiles.

In the ICBM field I understand that in 1960 we will have 2 groups 
of launching sites, one in Wyoming and one in Nebraska, with a max-
imum capability of launching 24 ICBM’s in twenty- five minutes. (This 
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excludes the training base in Southern California which may be estab-
lished prior to this time, because the base itself is beyond the opera-
tional range from which the Atlas could reach a majority of the Soviet 
targets; and because the Atlas missile will not yet be reliably capable 
of less them 1/2 hour reaction time before 1960.)

By 1962 I understand we plan to have 13 groups of launching sites, 
with a maximum capability of launching 120–130 ICBM’s in twenty- 
five minutes.

There are no known plans beyond this number of bases and mis-
siles for the Atlas or Titan; nor are there any such plans for contemplated 
ICBM weapons systems like the solid- propelled ICBM Minute Man.

As to the Polaris systems, my understanding is that none of these 
systems would be operational until 1960 at the earliest; and that date 
appears over- optimistic to us.

There follow the figures given us by Mr. Dulles as to the Russian 
position:

1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962

6 launchings, 4 
impacts in 1957 
to date, ranges 
3500 mi. or more.

Maybe 10 
operational 
@ 5500 mi. 
in this year.

---------- 500
opera-
tional

Additional 
number, esti-
mated to be 
operational, 
not given.

10 opera-
tional

---------- 500 opera-
tional

As presented, we believe the above CIA estimate vastly understates 
Soviet testing to date. Even so, however, it predicts a greatly superior 
operational Soviet ICBM force, from 1960 through 1962, as compared 
with the actual program of the United States.

This latter program follows:

1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962

3 @ 600–800 
miles.
2 @ 2600 mi.
10 more Atlas 
and 1 Titan 
test this year

Approx. 100 
test flights of 
Atlas & Titan 
scheduled for 
’59–’60 period. 
None fully 
operational.

24 Atlas 
operational 
capability. 
Polaris 
possibly 
operational.

65 oper-
ational 
Atlas, 
plus some 
Titans and 
Polaris

120–130 
opera-
tional 
Atlas & 
Titan & 
Polaris



National Security Policy 305

As to Soviet testing to date, we believe the more valid figures are 
as follows:

RUSSIA 1957 1958

Source #1 Approximately 60 test 
firings over ranges 
3500 miles or more.

Approximately 20 test firings 
this year over ranges of 3500 
miles or more.

[Also 2 thermo- nuclear test 
firings accomplished as part of 
ICBM or IRBM test flights]2

Source #2 Approximately 45 
firings over ranges of 
3500 miles or more.

Approximately 10 test firings 
this year, over ranges of 3500 
miles or more.

[Launching sites being estab-
lished in Murmansk and 
Kamchatka area.]

The reason the number of ICBM firings, as reported by both the 
above sources, is so much less to date in 1958 as against 1957, is because 
of the long time lag incident to developing the final integrated analysis 
of the raw data.

This time lag may in itself furnish part of the clue to the difference 
between the Dulles estimates and the larger estimates we believe to be 
more accurate.

In analyzing raw data from either source, there may be gradations 
of opinion as to the meaning of the data. We would assume that these 
gradations of analytical opinion have been assessed at the policy level 
of the intelligence system. We would also assume one source of infor-
mation has been integrated with the other.

If both these steps have been taken in the assessment of the informa-
tion indicated from Sources 1 and 2, however, it is very hard to under-
stand how the final conclusion as to the rate of ICBM test activity of the 
Soviets could be many times less than the raw data would indicate.

SUMMARY

The United States plans to have 24 operational ICBM’s by 1960; and 
120–130 by 1962.

In the same time period the CIA estimates the Soviets will have 500 
ICBM’s by 1960 or 1961.

Based on these accepted figures alone, we believe our currently 
planned defense programs are insufficient to meet the threat which the 
CIA estimates the Soviets will pose by 1961.

2 These and following brackets are in the original.
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But if we are correct in our belief that the Soviet ballistic missile 
testing program has been much greater than as estimated by the CIA, 
and if construction of Russian ICBM launching sites is as advanced 
and as wide- spread as we understand to be the case, it is clear that our 
planned defense programs are even more insufficient.

May we respectfully present the fact that you have said many 
times we should not underestimate a possible enemy.

Based on the information outlined, however, we believe our 
national intelligence system is underestimating the enemy’s current 
and future ballistic missile capability.

As a result, we also believe that our national defense plans and 
programs are not being effectively related to sound estimates of Soviet 
capability.

Sincerely yours,

Stuart Symington

92. Memorandum From Lay to Gray1

Washington, September 3, 1958

SUBJECT

Analysis of Draft “Implementing Instructions” submitted to the President for 
approval by letter from the Secretary of State and the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
dated August 23, 1958

Background

1. On April 18, 1956, the President approved the original 
“Authorization for the Expenditure of Atomic Weapons in Air Defense”. 
This Authorization covered [text not declassified] the use of nuclear 
weapons, under specified conditions, for defense against air attack:

a. In the United States, its territories and possessions;
b. In coastal air defense identification zones;
c. [text not declassified]

1 Source: Analysis of draft implementing instructions on use of nuclear weapons. 
Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, NSC Series, Briefing Notes.
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This Authorization still remains in effect.
2. On May 22, 1957, the President approved a new “Authorization 

for the Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons” under certain conditions:

a. This Authorization first stated that, [text not declassified] nuclear 
weapons could be expended for:

(1) Defense of the United States, its territories and possessions:

(a) Against air attack in U.S. territories and coastal air defense 
identification zones (the same provision covered by the original 
Authorization);

(b) Against sea attack in U.S. territories and adjacent international 
waters (new provision);

(c) [text not declassified]

(2) Defense of U.S. forces in foreign territory and in international 
waters against Sino-Soviet Bloc attacking forces (substantially a new 
provision).

b. This Authorization also stated that, in circumstances involv-
ing nuclear attack upon the continental United States [text not declas-
sified] subject in the case of retaliation from friendly foreign territory 
to agreements or understandings with the countries concerned (a new 
provision).

3. The new Authorization was not to come into effect until 
“Implementing Instructions” had been prepared by Defense, con-
curred in by State, and approved by the President.

4. On June 27, 1958, a meeting was held in the President’s office to 
discuss two issues which had developed between State and Defense in 
preparing the “Implementing Instructions”. The first issue, which the 
Secretary of State did not press, was the fact that the retention by the 
President of control over the use of nuclear weapons was of great polit-
ical advantage at the present time. The other issue related to the ques-
tion of whether authority to expend nuclear weapons for defense of U.S. 
forces in foreign territory should be made subject to existing and future 
agreements and understandings with the country or countries involved.

5. As a result of this meeting, the President approved the following 
further action:

a. Defense, with the assistance and concurrence of State, would 
amend the draft instructions presented at the meeting to provide that 
the authority to expend nuclear weapons for defense of U.S. forces in for-
eign territory against Sino-Soviet Bloc attack must not be implemented 
in violation of existing and future agreements or understandings with 
the country or countries concerned. Such amended instructions (to be 
made in only three copies) were to be submitted for the President’s 
approval as a basis for the subsequent preparation and submission for 
Presidential approval of separate implementing instructions to each 
appropriate commander. Each such separate instruction was to contain 
specific guidance regarding applicable agreements or understandings 
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with friendly foreign countries, and was to be submitted in one sealed 
copy to the commander concerned.

b. State, in consultation with Defense, would review all exist-
ing agreements and understandings with friendly foreign countries 
affecting the “Implementing Instructions” and take action as deemed 
appropriate by the Secretary of State to revise any such agreements or 
understandings which impede U.S. forces in foreign territory in exer-
cising the right to defend themselves.

6. State and Defense have now submitted to the President for 
approval the draft “Implementing Instructions” amended pursuant to 
5– a above.

Comparison of Subject Draft Instructions With Previous Draft

7. After review of the notes taken by General Goodpaster and 
myself at the June 27 meeting, the amended draft instructions appear 
to carry out fully the President’s action in 5– a above. Throughout these 
instructions, the authority to expend nuclear weapons for defense of 
U.S. forces in foreign territory against Sino-Soviet Bloc attacking forces 
is made “subject to applicable agreements or understandings, if any, 
with the government exercising sovereignty over the country or coun-
tries concerned.”

8. In addition, this quoted wording has also been used in para-
graphs 4– a–(3) and 4– c, in place of the wording used in the original 
“Authorization” and the previous draft instructions. The new word-
ing does not make a significant change in paragraph 4– c, which orig-
inally read “subject in the case of retaliation from friendly foreign 
territory to existing and future agreements or understandings with 
the country or countries concerned.” There does appear, however, to 
be a significant change in paragraph 4– a–(3), which originally read 
“subject to the consent of the country sovereign over the territory 
involved.” Under the new wording, whether we obtained the consent 
of the sovereign country would depend upon any applicable agree-
ments or understandings.

Comparison of Subject Draft With Original “Authorization”

9. Except as indicated in 8 above, all of the provisions of the original 
“Authorization” appear to have been appropriately taken into account 
in the subject draft instructions. However, certain new or supplemen-
tary material has been added as follows:

Paragraph 5–c, last sentence, adds a new limitation, which appears 
to be consistent with existing basic policy.

Paragraph 6–a, second sentence, contemplates that commanders of 
joint task forces and of other commands, “equivalent in stature to the 
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numbered forces”, might be “Authorizing Commanders”. The origi-
nal “Authorization” stated that its implementation “will be extended 
where necessary and appropriate to the level, but not below that, of 
the commanders of numbered field armies, fleets, and air forces.” This 
does not appear to be a change in the sense of the original, [text not 
declassified].

Paragraph 6– a, third sentence, continues in effect the earlier 
“Authorization” described in 1 above rather than superseding it as 
contemplated in the “Authorization” described in 2 above.

Paragraph 6– d contains new factors to be considered by an 
“Authorization Commander”.

[text not declassified]
Section “B”, paragraph 2. Does the term “within effective enemy 

striking range of the United States, its Territories and possessions” have 
any real meaning in view of the long- range ballistic missiles?

Section “B”, paragraph 3–a, adds specific examples of attacks. 
Subparagraph 3– a–(2) cites as an example of an attack a submarine 
attempting submerged penetration of a major U.S. port or harbor. The 
term “attack” is elsewhere defined as “a major hostile assault of such 
magnitude and against such areas or forces as to constitute an imme-
diate and vital military threat to the security of the United States or to 
major U.S. forces”. Presumably one submarine penetration of a major 
U.S. port is considered sufficient evidence of hostile intent to fit the 
definition of “attack”.

Section “B”, paragraph 3– a, provides that an unidentified submarine 
or aircraft engaged in an attack may be assumed to be a Sino-Soviet 
Bloc attacking force. Isn’t it conceivable that hostilities on the Middle 
East might under certain circumstances involve an attack on U.S. forces 
by submarine or aircraft of Middle Eastern countries?

Section “B”, paragraph 4–c–(1), authorizes expenditure of nuclear 
weapons “against all elements of the attacking forces, including those 
within Sino-Soviet Bloc territory.” While this fits the definition of 
defense against an attack, it also may become equivalent to retaliation 
in the case of long- range weapons.

[text not declassified]

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary
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93. Memorandum for Record of Meeting Between Eisenhower 
and Gray1

Washington, September 12, 1958

On September 10, I departed Washington at 5:50 a.m., by special 
mission aircraft in the company of General Goodpaster for a meeting 
with the President.

The President came to his office on the BARBARA ANN, and after 
General Goodpaster had completed his business, I discussed four items 
with the President.

1. The amended draft of “Instructions for the Expenditure of 
Nuclear Weapons in Accordance with Presidential Authorization dated 
May 22, 1957” which was transmitted to the President from the Secretary 
of State and the Deputy Secretary of Defense on 23 August 1958. After 
recounting the history of this document to the President, I suggested 
that it might not be profitable for him to go through it paragraph by 
paragraph but for me to indicate in what respects it deviated from the 
“Authorization for the Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons approved by 
the President on May 22, 1957.” I used as a basis for my discussion, Mr. 
Lay’s memorandum to me of September 3, which is attached.

I indicated to the President that the concern of the Secretary of 
State with respect to whether authority to expend nuclear weapons for 
defense of U.S. forces in foreign territories should be made subject to 
future agreements and understandings with the country or countries 
involved, had been met in the draft document. I also pointed out to the 
President that the draft document when finally approved, would be 
the basis for subsequent preparation and submission for Presidential 
approval of separate implementing instructions to each appropriate 
commander.

I pointed out what appeared to be a change of some consequence 
in paragraph 4 a (3), which originally read: “Subject to the consent of 
the country sovereign over the territory involved.” It was indicated that 
under the new wording whether we obtained the consent of the sover-
eign country would depend upon any applicable agreements or under-
standings. The President found no difficulty with this change.

There follow the other points I made with the President:
Paragraph 5 c, last sentence. The President felt the new limitation, 

which is designed to limit hostilities, was an improvement.

1 Source: Expenditure of nuclear weapons; NSC structure; Taiwan Straits. Top 
Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up.
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Paragraph 6 a, second sentence. The President wished this sentence 
amended by adding after the words “numbered forces”, “as specifi-
cally approved by the President.”

Paragraph 6 a, third sentence. I felt it unnecessary to take the 
President’s time with this item.

Paragraph 6 d. The President felt that the new factors to be consid-
ered by an authorizing commander were helpful to the document.

Paragraph 6 g. The President indicated that he did not understand 
this paragraph and wants more information with respect to it. He 
expressed great concern about security and would not be inclined to 
approve this paragraph unless there were convincing evidence of the 
need for it.

Section B, paragraph 2. The President felt it was not necessary to 
make any change in this paragraph although he felt it was not entirely 
clear.

Section B, paragraph 3 a (2). This paragraph cites as an example of 
an attack which would be a basis for a decision by an authorizing com-
mander within the context of the paper, “a submarine attempts sub-
merged penetration of a major port or harbor in the U.S., its territories 
and possessions.” The President was quite emphatic in rejecting this as 
an example of what might be considered an attack. He pointed out that 
we had various other methods of dealing with a submerged submarine, 
if it were identified and located, without the use of nuclear weapons. 
He felt that this was similar to U.S. planes flying over the Caspian Sea.

Section B, paragraph 3 c. This paragraph gave the President some 
concern and he asked first why it was not possible simply to shoot the 
plane down or destroy the submarine without resort to nuclear weap-
ons. However, as he thought about it, he thought perhaps that it might 
be appropriate to employ nuclear warheads on antiaircraft weapons 
and nuclear depth charges.

Section B, paragraph 4 a (1). (General Goodpaster joined us for dis-
cussion of this item, at my request). The President was disinclined to 
accept this paragraph as written feeling that it was too broad, general, 
and unqualified. He asked that it be tightened up measurably before 
again being submitted to him for approval. He particularly would not 
wish to have this paragraph in effect authorize a nuclear attack on the 
Soviet Union when the attack that had been launched upon the U.S. 
forces did not involve or threaten to involve the continental U.S.

Section C, paragraph 3 b. The President was not willing to accept 
this paragraph without a means of authentication having been speci-
fied for the authorizing commander. He recalled the Orson Wells radio 
episode. He spoke at some length of the seriousness of nuclear strikes 
on the basis of incorrect or misleading information. He would wish that 
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it be made very clear that an authorizing commander in fact knew that 
the nuclear attack had occurred on the continental U.S. He accepted 
the thought that it was insufficient in a case such as this to delegate 
authority to the Department of Defense but would wish to approve 
personally the specific authorizing commanders given authority under 
this section.

After this discussion, which consumed about an hour and a half, 
the President felt that he wished to tighten up the general authori-
zation wherever it appears in the paper. For example, he wished the 
first sentence of paragraph 4 to read as follows: “When the urgency of 
time and circumstances clearly do not permit a specific decision by the 
President. . .”

2. I then indicated to the President that I had made available to 
Mr. Hagerty a copy of the OCB draft standby statements for possible 
use by the President in the event of the successful Soviet moon shot. 
General Goodpaster had earlier brought to the President’s attention 
the fact that between September 11 and September 15 there was a high 
degree of possibility that the Soviets would succeed in such an effort.

3. I then discussed with the President the question of attendance 
at NSC meetings. He approved the amendments on page 5 (attached) 
of the document entitled, “The Structure and Functions of the National 
Security Council.”

Paragraph 8 b should read as follows: “Special request members: For 
all agenda items which are the subject of official interest to his respon-
sibilities until the President otherwise determined. (Currently the 
Attorney General, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the 
Administrator of the National Aeronautical and Space Administration)”

In the subsequent discussion, the President made it clear that 
he wished, of course, the statutory members (including the statutory 
advisers) to attend all regular NSC meetings. In addition, he wanted 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director, Bureau of the Budget 
to attend. He would also expect the Director, USIA, the Special Assist-
ant for National Security Affairs, the Executive Secretary of the NSC 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary of the NSC, to attend and sit at the 
table.

For agenda items which are the subject of official interest, he would 
expect the Attorney General, Chairman, AEC and the Administrator, 
NASA to sit at the table. He expressed his view that this should mean 
that the Attorney General and the Administrator, NASA would not 
find it necessary to attend all regular meetings. However, he felt that 
he wished the Chairman, AEC to participate as regularly as his conve-
nience and conscience dictated.

Particularly with respect to the Chairman of the AEC, the President 
expressed the following views: In the context of modern and perspective 
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weapons systems, there is very little in the way of defense policy with 
which the Chairman of the AEC is not concerned. Furthermore, because 
of the special characteristics of the legislation under which the AEC 
operates and because of the constant effort of the Joint Congressional 
Committee on Atomic Energy, to have a dominant voice in all matters 
pertaining to atomic energy, the President wishes to make every effort 
possible to keep the Chairman of the AEC in the family of the Executive 
Branch of the Government. He therefore is willing in various ways to 
take what might be considered unusual steps to identify the Chairman 
of the AEC with the formulation of national policy. Finally, he felt that 
men such as Mr. McCone came to Washington at a considerable sacri-
fice and with only the motivation of service and to appear to exclude 
them from the high councils was something the President wished to 
avoid.

With respect to those who attend regular NSC meetings but do not 
sit at the table, he made the following comments:

Now that Arthur Larson has departed, he would not expect Mr. 
Larson’s successor to attend meetings. He said that he had never 
understood why Larson had originally been invited. He felt that 
the Director, ICA, should continue to attend as long as Jimmy Smith 
occupies that position. He had not fully understood previously that 
the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs had succeeded to 
the coordinating functions formerly assigned to ICA. He felt that the 
Special Assistants for Atoms for Peace Program, Foreign Economic 
Policy, Science and Technology, and Security Operations Coordination 
should attend regular meetings and sit at the table when participating.

He had no objection to attendance as observers of the Assistant to 
the President, the Deputy Assistant to the President, the White House 
Staff Secretary and the President’s Naval Aide.

The President felt that the foregoing would be appropriate for gen-
eral NSC meetings. However, he acknowledged the need for special 
NSC meetings, and gave me the following instruction:

When, after talking with the Secretary of State and/or the 
Secretary of Defense, it was deemed by me that an item was of suf-
ficient sensitivity to justify a separate meeting, he would wish one 
called with notification only to those who were to attend. The meeting 
would be simply described as a special meeting with the President. 
Upon the convening of the meeting the President would be asked 
whether he considered this a special NSC meeting and upon his affir-
mative reply it would be understood that the results of the meeting 
would become a part of the official records of the National Security 
Council. At such meetings he would expect the statutory members, the 
statutory advisers, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Special Assistant 
for National Security Affairs and the Executive Secretary of the NSC. 
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Others who might be invited, depending upon the nature and char-
acter of the items under discussion, would be the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, the Chairman, AEC, the Special Assistant for Science and 
Technology, as well as other officials whose presence might be from 
time to time required.

4. We then discussed the Taiwan Straits situation. I raised the ques-
tion with the President as to how long we should continue to encourage 
Chiang Kai- shek in the notion that we would support his return to the 
mainland by force inasmuch as it seemed to me that this was no longer 
a reasonable possibility. The President said that Chiang Kai- shek hoped 
that there would be disintegration from within Communist China and 
that in the ensuing chaos he would be in a position, with our support, 
to move in and take over. He felt that this was a possibility and was 
to be distinguished from an attack by the Chinese Nationalists which 
would result in their taking over control of the country. He believed as 
long as the first possibility existed that it was important to maintain the 
morale of Chiang and his people.

With respect to the Off- shore Islands, I expressed my concern 
that we would not have the support of neutral countries, our allies, or 
indeed even possibly domestic public opinion if we engaged in hostili-
ties which promised to become wide- spread simply for the purpose of 
holding on to the real estate. The President agreed with this in principle 
and said that he had done everything he could four years ago to pre-
vent the movement of large numbers of troops to the Off- shore Islands. 
He indicated that he had sent two of his most persuasive spokesmen 
(Walter Robertson and Admiral Radford) who found Chiang adamant. 
He felt, however, that another principle was involved and that was 
the protection of the symbol of the free world. He felt that inasmuch 
as the Chinese Communists themselves had by statement and action 
indicated that the forceable capture of the Off- shore Islands was only a 
prelude to the forceful capture of Formosa, we would be compelled to 
assist Chiang if this became necessary, to prevent loss of the Off- shore 
Islands by force.

He did agree with the view that some honorable way out of the 
Off- shore Islands dilemma was desirable. In this he indicated that 
perhaps his views as to methods were somewhat at variance with the 
Secretary of State’s.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

cc: Mr Lay
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94. Memorandum of Discussion at the 379th NSC Meeting1

September 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 379th Meeting of the National Security Council Thursday, 
 September 18, 1958

Present at the 379th NSC Meeting were the Acting Secretary of 
State, presiding; the Acting Secretary of Defense; and the Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Acting 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General (participating in Items 1 
and 2); the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Acting Chairmen, 
Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security (Attending for Items 1 and 2); 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting Director of Central 
Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to 
the President; the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, 
International Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants to the 
President for Foreign Economic Policy, for National Security Affairs, 
for Science and Technology, and Security Operations Coordination; 
the White House Staff Secretary; the NSC Representative on Internal 
Security; the Assist ant Secretary of State; the Executive Secretary NSC, 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion and the main points 
taken:

[Omitted here is agenda item 1.]

2.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS ON JUNE 30, 
1958: THE INTERNAL SECURITY PROGRAM (NSC 5819)

Mr. Gray indicated that before getting into the details of this item 
he wished to raise a related point occasioned by the publication on 
September 17, 1958, in one of the Washington newspapers, of an arti-
cle which attributed to Lt. General Arthur Trudeau, USA, a statement 
allegedly made on the previous day to the effect that the advanced state 
of Soviet technology was due more to Soviet success in espionage and 
subversion than it was to their scientific apparatus. Mr. Gray thought 
it timely to raise the Trudeau statement at this time inasmuch as the 
Status Report on Internal Security, which was before the Council for 
consideration, covered areas to which General Trudeau had made 

1 Source: Agenda item 2: Status of National Security Programs on June 30, 1958: The 
Internal Security Program (NSC 5819). Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—6 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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reference. Mr. Gray thought that if General Trudeau’s statement were 
true, it was quite a serious matter. If it was not true, then it appeared 
not to be helpful inasmuch as it cut across efforts being made elsewhere 
in our Government to educate our people concerning Soviet scientific 
advances.

The Acting Chairman, IIC, indicated that representatives of the FBI 
had talked with General Trudeau following the appearance of the story 
in the Washington newspapers. General Trudeau indicated to the FBI 
that he made a talk before the annual convention of the American 
Society for Industrial Security; that he had thought, in appearing before 
these officials of industry, it would be an excellent opportunity to needle 
them concerning their responsibility for safeguarding classified secu-
rity information and classified critical equipment in their possession. 
He said that in making his statements he did not have any specific cases 
in mind not already known to the FBI. He said he did have in mind past 
cases like the Abel espionage case, the cases which developed at Fort 
Monmouth, and the German espionage cases which were developed 
in World War II. He said his motivation in making his statement was 
simply to alert his listeners to the very real need for providing adequate 
industrial security.

The Director, USIA, indicated that when General Trudeau raises the 
hackles of the industrial security people in this manner, it has adverse 
reverberations elsewhere. Mr. Allen mentioned that the Department of 
State was presently negotiating with the USSR on increased exchanges 
of people and that he, himself, has been endeavoring of late to negotiate 
exchanges of films with the Soviet Union. On the latter score, arrange-
ments had been made for the Soviet Ambassador to the United States 
to visit Hollywood to observe the making of a film, and the motion 
picture people involved were concerned from a security standpoint 
to the extent of requiring a letter from the Director, USIA, before they 
would permit Ambassador Menshikov to observe the making of a film. 
He thought that statements of the type attributed to General Trudeau 
would tend further to aggravate these and other exchange efforts which 
State and USIA had undertaken.

The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, 
Dr. Killian, stated that, without belittling the importance of adequate 
security, he thought that U.S. scientists would feel that statements of 
the type attributed to General Trudeau constituted a disservice to this 
country to the extent that such statements created the impression that 
the Soviet scientists did not have the scientific prowess which they do 
in fact possess.

Mr. Gray indicated that he had raised the Trudeau matter for dis-
cussion, not with any intent of suggesting action be initiated against 
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General Trudeau, but merely because of its timeliness and its relation-
ship to Item 2 on today’s Council agenda.

Mr. Gray then went on to Item 2 and asked Mr. J. Patrick Coyne, 
the NSC Representative on Internal Security, to provide the Council 
with an oral summary of the highlights of the Annual Report submit-
ted jointly by the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the 
Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security.

The NSC Representative on Internal Security then provided an oral 
briefing of the Status Report (a copy of his presentation is filed in the 
Minutes of this Meeting and another is attached to this Memorandum).

Following the oral presentation, Mr. Gray singled out for discussion 
the problem of clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons, noting that 
it was a very serious one and that it involved a type of attack against 
which it was most difficult to defend adequately. He said that he had 
the impression that the Status Report was a little more gloomy concern-
ing the resolution of this problem than were the experts who discussed 
it with the Planning Board. Nonetheless, the Planning Board did feel 
that additional steps might be taken with respect to that aspect of the 
clandestine entry problem which involved the development and use of 
devices for the detection of radioactive material. Accordingly, he said, 
the Planning Board recommended unanimously that the Council adopt 
and the President approve an action calling for accelerated activity to 
develop, procure, and utilize devices designed to detect attempted intro-
duction into the United States of materials which were or may be char-
acteristic of fissionable material or other nuclear weapons components.

Mr. Gray referred to the fact that new and better detection devices 
would soon be available, adding that on this score there was some feel-
ing in the Planning Board that a Council action along the lines sug-
gested would give further stimulus to the program and might thereby 
expedite to some extent the development, procurement, and use of 
such devices.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Scribner, observed that 
the largest expense in connection with the device program involved 
operations and personnel, as distinguished from the cost of the devices 
themselves. He said that he had received a recent indication from the 
Bureau of the Budget that the Department of the Treasury should 
reduce rather than increase the number of its personnel, and he won-
dered how the direction of the Bureau of the Budget fitted in with the 
recommendation of the Planning Board for accelerated efforts in the 
detection devices area.

Mr. Gray agreed that the indication received from the Budget Bureau 
was a commendable one and consistent with recently expressed views 
of the President, but he added that it was not his understanding that 
the President had said that there must be a personnel cut in connection 
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with each and every program. It was Mr. Gray’s view that hard choices 
had to be made in assessing the validity of all programs, but that this 
did not mean a personnel cut had to be made in each and every pro-
gram. Mr. Gray thought that if the military and internal security people 
felt as strongly as they did about the clandestine entry problem, it was 
very important that their views be considered. He then related the cost 
of the device program to the very much larger cost of one cruiser or one 
B–52, noting that the clandestine entry program has its role to play in our 
defenses along with such items as the military ones he had cited.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury inquired what the language 
proposed by the Planning Board would add to the language already 
contained in the policy paper on Continental Defense (NSC 5802/1) 
wherein it was directed that “intensified efforts should be continued 
to develop active and improved passive devices for the detection of 
fissionable material by such means, and to assure their effective use.”

Mr. Gray recalled that this point had been made at the Planning 
Board and that he had asked the experts in attendance if the device 
program were proceeding as rapidly as possible, and he had received a 
negative response. He therefore asked at the Planning Board if a word 
from the President calling for further acceleration of that program 
would result in such acceleration, and the response was in the affirma-
tive. Accordingly, the Planning Board agreed unanimously to recom-
mend that such acceleration be directed.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury said he assumed that the rec-
ommended language related only to the acceleration of the program as 
it involved the new devices which are coming in, and not to the existing 
devices. Mr. Gray advised that his assumption was correct.

The Acting Secretary of State indicated that the Department of State 
favored the acceleration of the development, procurement, and use of 
the new devices which are coming in. He said that such devices would 
be tremendously helpful from the standpoint of his Department in that 
they would reduce the likelihood of retaliation being taken against 
our pouches going into the Soviet Bloc countries, should we open an 
incoming pouch which contained innocuous radioactive material.

Mr. Gray indicated that there was now before the Planning Board, 
and will soon be before the Council, a paper dealing with the recom-
mended procedures to be followed in connection with incoming diplo-
matic pouches which might contain radioactive materials.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury indicated that he would have 
no objection to the action proposed by the Planning Board  so long as 
it was limited to the better devices which were now being developed.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted the report on the status of the internal security programs 
on June 30, 1958, prepared jointly by the Interdepartmental Intelligence 
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Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security 
(transmitted as Part 8 of NSC 5819), as summarized orally at the meet-
ing by the NSC Representative on Internal Security.

b. Agreed to submit to the President a recommendation that accel-
erated efforts should be made to develop, procure and utilize devices 
designed to detect attempted introductions into the United States of 
materials which are or may be characteristic of fissionable material or 
other nuclear weapons components.

NOTE: The recommendation in b above subsequently approved 
by the President and transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Attorney General, the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmen-
tal Committee on Internal Security for appropriate implementation.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason

95. Paper for Presentation to the NSC1

Washington, September 18, 1958

U.S. Internal Security Program

In the joint report of the IIC and ICIS on the Internal Security 
Program of the United States, the Council’s Internal Security 
Committees have presented the nature of the threat involved, the sta-
tus of some 50 programs designed to meet the threat, and an assess-
ment of the overall program as measured against the requirements of 
approved national policies which relate to internal security matters.

As provided in the charter responsibilities of IIC and ICIS, the over-
all objective of the Internal Security Program is the establishment, and 
maintenance by responsible agencies, of the highest practicable state of 
internal security, including plans for a war- related emergency. Consist-
ent with this assignment of responsibility, and with the provisions of 
specific directives, the Internal Security Program is principally directed 
toward meeting the threat of Communist subversion, espionage, and 
sabotage, including the clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons 
for use against military and other key installations in this country.

1 Source: U.S. internal security program. Secret. 8 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, NSC Records.



320 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Based on an appraisal of specific programs, the Internal Security 
Committees have made a general assessment which is highlighted by 
the following views and conclusions: (1) recognizing the impossibility 
of achieving total internal security defenses, it is nevertheless possi-
ble to establish a practical program providing substantial deterrents 
to espionage, sabotage and subversion, (2) however, because of lack 
of progress in certain important areas, such a program has not been 
achieved, (3) most of the measures required to implement the internal 
security provisions of our basic national security policy (Par. 44, NSC 
5810/1) are expected to remain inadequate over the period of this fiscal 
year, particularly in the field of countermeasures against clandestine 
introduction of nuclear weapons, and (4) Net Evaluation Studies by IIC 
and ICIS, reflect that implementation of current internal security pro-
grams does not pose sufficient risk to deter clandestine attack, nor will 
sufficient progress to that end be made in the years immediately ahead.

In certain of the broad categories of internal security programs, 
progress is reported by the Committees. Some of the results of full- time 
investigative effort by the IIC agencies are reflected in the FBI’s sub-
stantial coverage and penetration of the Communist Party, USA; the 
identification by FBI of U.S. citizens and aliens (now approximating 
13,000 persons) who would be considered by the Justice Department for 
detention in an emergency, [text not declassified] and the development 
of evidence upon which legal action can be taken against subversive 
individuals and organizations. The IIC agencies anticipate no material 
change in the level of these particular aspects of the investigative side 
of the internal security program during this fiscal year, in the absence of 
a revision of present responsibilities as the result of international devel-
opments, new legislation, or new policy requirements.

In the prosecutive field, convictions have been successfully 
obtained in cases of individuals involved in Soviet espionage and other 
offenses of an internal security nature. (Examples of these are: (1) the 
conviction of a Colonel in the Soviet espionage service whose oper-
ations in New York included the use of fraudulent birth certificates, 
ciphers, radio and microfilm messages, etc., (2) convictions obtained 
under the Labor Management Relations Act for offenses involving 
the filing of false non-Communist affidavits by labor union officials, 
(3) successful prosecutive action in cases involving perjury before 
grand juries and Congressional Committees in internal security mat-
ters, false denials of Communist Party affiliations in loyalty certificates 
executed by Armed Forces personnel, and convictions for perjury and 
obstruction of justice arising out of grand jury investigations, (4) con-
victions of 6 defendants obtained under the Trading With the Enemy 
Act in cases involving trade with Communist China, and (5) as another 
example, in the cases of Cuban revolutionist activity in the U.S., 89 
defendants were indicted, and 62 convictions obtained, on charges of 
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unlicensed exportation of arms, transfers of unregistered weapons, and 
violation of neutrality laws.) In other prosecutive areas, however, our 
internal security has suffered as the result of Supreme Court decisions 
reversing convictions under the Smith Act of 19 Communist Party 
leaders, the acquittal on appeal of 20 additional CP functionaries, and 
the remanding for retrial of 29 others. Although a selected number of 
these cases are to be re-tried, the prospects of successful prosecution 
are limited by the unavailability of witnesses by reason of death, ill-
ness, or the loss of their usefulness as confidential informants should 
they appear in court.

Some progress has been made in programs calling for security 
checks and other internal security safeguards on the entry and exit of 
persons who present a threat to the national security. However, the 
development of adequate safeguards in this area is hampered by such 
factors as (1) the extensiveness of our land and sea borders, (2) Supreme 
Court decisions under which the issuance of U.S. passports may not 
be denied to known Communists, (3) the current practice of admitting 
alien ships crewmen into the U.S. on the basis of visas issued to an 
entire ships crew, instead of issuing individual visas to each crew mem-
ber, and (4) the ease with which enemy espionage agents may establish 
fraudulent identities with falsified birth records and other false means 
of identification in this country.

The ICIS, in consultation with the IIC, has established, or is in 
the process of establishing, security safeguards with respect to the 
substantial internal security hazards presented by the admission of 
Soviet bloc nationals under the current East-West Exchange Program; 
the admission of ships personnel from Polish vessels permitted entry 
to U.S. ports under present agreements with Poland; the prospect of 
admissions of Soviet bloc aircrewmen and administrative personnel 
under current policy looking to agreements for the operation of Soviet 
bloc airlines into this country; the prospective admissions in increas-
ing numbers of Soviet bloc nationals under current policy calling for 
substantial increases in the admission of such persons as tourists, and 
cultural, information, and scientific specialists from Soviet- dominated 
countries in Eastern Europe; and the admission of refugees from 
Soviet bloc countries whose numbers have proved to include bona fide 
Communists and intelligence agents.

In the area of providing physical security for vital industrial and 
Governmental facilities, the Department of Defense and AEC are main-
taining physical security programs for the protection of installations 
under their cognizance against sabotage, espionage and subversive 
activities. Insofar as other facilities are concerned, for which OCDM has 
overall responsibility by Executive Order issued in 1951, that agency has 
indicated that physical security measures will remain inadequate until 
security cognizance over the facilities has been assigned to appropriate 
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agencies, and until funds for the program are forthcoming. Meanwhile, 
the OCDM is in the process of preparing an order providing guidance 
to the agencies concerned. As for the protection of Government facil-
ities housing essential functions, a guidance order to agencies is in 
preparation at OCDM—meanwhile the ICIS has circularized govern-
ment agencies alerting them to the necessity for determining the extent 
of safeguards required to protect Government buildings against clan-
destine attack by chemical, biological, and radiological means.

Insofar as the problem of excluding subversives from employment 
in vital industries is concerned, Administration efforts to obtain reme-
dial legislation has not resulted in action by the Congress.

With respect to the protection of classified U.S. defense information, 
the ICIS has continued to carry out the responsibility assigned to it by 
the NSC for surveying the implementation of the governing executive 
order issued in 1953. Its surveys reflect a general failure on the part of 
the agencies to effect downgrading and declassification of security infor-
mation. These surveys have resulted in recommendations by ICIS for 
the improvement of the program, which recommendations are awaiting 
action by State and Defense preparatory to the submission by Budget of 
recommended amendments to the governing executive order.

With respect to the protection of other strategic information, under 
current policies directed toward foreign intelligence collection activities 
in the U.S., appropriate restrictions are applied to Soviet bloc officials 
on a reciprocal basis, bloc personnel and establishments are required to 
be appropriately identified as such, and Defense and AEC periodically 
alert their contractors to the efforts of Soviet bloc officials to obtain stra-
tegic information in this country.

Our defenses against clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons 
continue to be inadequate. Indeed, we have not achieved the general 
objective of our Continental Defense policy wherein that policy directs 
that “The Soviet bloc should be confronted with internal security 
measures presenting such risks as will serve as a deterrent to covert 
attack against the United States”. While some improvement has been 
effected in the capability and operation of devices designed to detect 
the presence of radioactive material, the likelihood is remote that we 
will achieve in the near future a practical device which is capable of dis-
tinguishing fissionable material from other radioactive sources. While 
we do have less discriminating detection devices in operation at key 
points of entry, they are not being used in the numbers considered as an 
essential minimum by the Council’s Internal Security Committees. (To 
achieve that minimum program, 9 additional Mark I and 60 additional 
Mark II devices should be added to the 6 Mark I’s and the 162 Mark II’s 
now in operation). Meanwhile, the diplomatic pouch affords a chan-
nel of introduction for small, high- yield nuclear weapons for under 
present practices, Soviet bloc pouches and other diplomatic shipments 
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are afforded immunity from search even though our devices register 
the presence of radioactive materials which could conceivably contain 
nuclear weapons components. Aside from the diplomatic pouch chan-
nels, our defenses against clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons 
are further affected by limitations inherent in the control of our vast 
coastal and land borders and by the limitations placed upon our spot- 
check inspections of incoming parcels, express, and freight shipments.

In the event you have questions concerning any aspect of the Annual 
Status Report on Internal Security, I am sure that the IIC and ICIS repre-
sentatives who are present at this meeting will be happy to answer them. 
If I can also be of assistance to that end, I will of course do so.

96. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, September 22, 1958

SUBJECT

Revision of NSC 5410/1

Mr. Smith discussed with the Secretary this afternoon the subject of 
the attached memorandum.

The Secretary authorized Mr. Smith to take the position indicated 
during Planning Board discussions on this subject.

Howard Furnas

cc: Mr. Mathews

Attachment

Memorandum From Smith to Dulles

Washington, September 22, 1958

SUBJECT

Review of NSC 5410/1 “US Objectives in the Event of General War with the Soviet 
Bloc”

On Gordon Gray’s initiative, the NSC Planning Board is again 
considering this subject which was postponed last May at our request 

1 Source: State position on NSC 5410/1. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC 
Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5410 Series.
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when you and Secretary McElroy were discussing alternatives to the 
present Strategic Concept.

This policy paper is an extremely important one, not because of the 
use which might be made of it during a period of hostilities, but because 
of the influence it has upon the development of a Strategic Concept 
and upon US military capabilities including force levels, weapon sys-
tems and strategic and tactical planning. It is the logical intermediary 
between Basic National Policy and the Strategic Concept and will, in 
large measure, determine the Strategic Concept since the latter depends 
for its characteristics upon the nature of the objectives which the US 
sets for itself in military situations.

The present statement of US war aims deals only with general war 
with the Soviet Bloc, and does not consider our objectives in any mili-
tary engagement short of general war. In my judgment this is an incom-
plete treatment of this important subject, and the resulting gap can have 
serious consequences. So long as there is no stated objective for the case 
of limited operations, the development of doctrine and capabilities for 
such operations is inhibited. The policy statement is used as a guide 
for the planning of the whole range of US military activities. Under the 
present policy the emphasis is placed upon general war capability to 
the virtual exclusion of those factors necessary to provide the flexible 
capability called for in Basic National Policy, and this emphasis makes 
itself felt in inter-service competition for resources and in the overall 
structuring of US military strength. Thus a range of military alterna-
tives is not available, the free choice of foreign policy alternatives may 
be correspondingly restricted, and at a time of serious threat the US 
may well be prevented from responding effectively to any military 
aggression short of general war.

I believe US war aims policy should consider three kinds of 
war, (1) general war initiated by the USSR; (2) major war initiated by 
Communist China; and (3) other war with the Sino-Soviet bloc; and 
that our objectives should be spelled out carefully and in detail in order 
to give the military the maximum guidance necessary for the develop-
ment of an overall flexible capability consistent with the requirements 
of Basic National Policy.

Recommendation:

That I be authorized during Planning Board discussions of NSC 
5410/1 to take a position along the lines described above.
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97. Briefing Note for 380th NSC Meeting1

Washington, September 24, 1958

STATUS OF MOBILIZATION AND CIVIL DEFENSE  
PROGRAMS ON JUNE 30, 1958

(Parts 4 and 5 of NSC 5819)

The next item on the agenda consists of two annual status reports, 
one on the mobilization program and one on the civil defense program. 
These reports were prepared separately again this year, even though 
FCDA and ODM were merged on July 1, because they deal with a 
period before the merger.

The planning Board was particularly interested in five policy ques-
tions which arise out of the reports:

1. Should we continue to assume in our planning that there would 
be no further attacks after an initial massive attack?

2. Should the mobilization program be reviewed to assure that the 
requirements of the nuclear and missile age, as opposed to World War II 
concepts, have been taken into consideration, particularly in such fields 
as post- attack military production, economic warfare, and censorship?

3. Should we continue to base our relocation planning on the 
assumption that there will be adequate warning?

4. Does the question of emergency agencies vs. regular agencies 
need to be re- studied?

5. Should arrangements be made to relocate the families of relo-
cated personnel?

I understand Governor Hoegh will cover these questions in his 
remarks.

Governor Hoegh ———

1 Source: Mobilization and civil defense programs (NSC 5819). Secret. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.



326 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

98. Memorandum of Discussion at 380th NSC Meeting1

Washington, September 25, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 380th Meeting of the National Security Council  
Thursday, September 25, 1958

Present at the 380th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and 
the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also pres-
ent were Mr. Fred C. Scribner, Jr. for the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Acting Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting Director of Central Intelligence; the 
Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 
the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, International 
Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, for Security 
Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; the U.S. 
Ambassador to NATO; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; Assistant 
Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion and the main points 
taken.

[Omitted here is agenda item 1.]

2.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS ON JUNE 30, 
1958: THE MOBILIZATION PROGRAM AND THE CIVIL DEFENSE 
PROGRAM

(NSC 5819)

Mr. Gray introduced Governor Hoegh and provided a short 
briefing to the Council on certain policy questions which seemed to 
emerge from the Status Report on the Mobilization Program (A copy 
of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and 
another is attached to this Memorandum).

Governor Hoegh said that he would first report on the status 
of the mobilization program and thereafter on the status of the civil 
defense program inasmuch as the status reports covered the period 

1 Source: Agenda item 2: Status of National Security Programs on June 30, 1958: 
The Mobilization Program and the Civil Defense Program. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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to June 30, 1958 and that the Office of Defense Mobilization and the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration had not been merged until 
July 1, 1958. Next year these two Status Reports would be combined. 
Continuing, Governor Hoegh pointed out that the emergency agencies, 
proposed to be set up in event of war or national emergency, were being 
evaluated in the light of the findings of OPERATION ALERT 1958. 
Recommendations as to the emergency agencies would be made to the 
President on October 10, 1958.

Likewise, Mobilization Plans C and D-Minus were being reviewed. 
The results of the review of these plans would be ready by November 1, 
1958 at which time all the President’s Emergency Action Documents 
would be completed.

As to the program to strengthen the U.S. Mobilization Base, 
Governor Hoegh pointed out that it had been agreed that while we 
could fight a World War II type of war with our present mobilization 
base, further study was being undertaken with respect to the adequacy 
of the mobilization base in the event of general nuclear war.

The program for the relocation of federal agencies, said Governor 
Hoegh, was likewise being re- evaluated in the light of OPERATION 
ALERT 1958. Recommendations on this subject would be made to the 
President and the Cabinet on October 10. As Mr. Gray had pointed out, 
warning times were of the very greatest importance and the relocation 
plans needed a complete new look and evaluation. We did have, how-
ever, at the present time a continuing operational capability for nine-
teen agencies in the event of war.

Finally, Governor Hoegh pointed out that the results of the plan 
to disperse federal facilities had practically negligible results. The one 
exception was the Atomic Energy Commission which had relocated out 
of Washington.

Turning to the status of the federal civil defense program as of 
June 30, 1958 Governor Hoegh stated that the situation described in the 
Status Report was still far from satisfactory despite marked improve-
ment in the course of the last fiscal year. Governor Hoegh illustrated 
this point by providing certain highlights of developments in that fiscal 
year. He stated that the passage of the Durham Bill on August 8 was a 
landmark in the development of the national civil defense program. No 
funds, however, had yet been provided for the shelter program and it 
would be necessary to go back to the Congress with a presentation on 
this program early in January 1959.

At this point Secretary Dulles interrupted and indicated that he 
would have to leave the meeting at 10 o’clock and wanted to raise one 
issue before being obliged to leave. He said he wished to deal with 
the statement on Page 18 of the Report on the Mobilization Program 
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which called for the creation of an economic warfare agency in the 
event of war or national emergency. The Secretary of State added that 
he did not think that the proposal to create such an emergency agency 
was wise. The Department of State and other agencies were already 
carrying out a considerable amount of activity related to economic 
warfare and would be able to carry on this activity in the event of war. 
While Secretary Dulles said he sought no decision on this matter at 
this time, he did wish to raise the question of the desirability of plan-
ning to create an emergency agency for the conduction of economic 
warfare.

In reply Governor Hoegh said that he and his people had come to 
much the same conclusion as the Secretary of State. Having reevaluated 
this proposal, he had come to feel that such an agency would not be 
necessary in the event of a general nuclear war.

Secretary Dulles left the meeting at 10 a.m. after which Governor 
Hoegh concluded his report on the status of the key elements of the 
civil defense program.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the reports on the status of the Mobilization 
Program and the Civil Defense Program on June 30, 1958, prepared by 
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (transmitted as parts 4 and 
5 of NSC 5819), as summarized at the meeting by the Director, Office of 
Civil and Defense Mobilization.

b. Noted that the Secretary of State and the Director, Office of Civil 
and Defense Mobilization, were in agreement that the concept of an 
emergency organization for economic warfare will not be adopted at 
this time.

NOTE: The action in b above as approved by the President sub-
sequently transmitted to the Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization.

3. U.S. POLICY TOWARD GERMANY
(NSC 5803; OCB Reports, dated September 3, 1958, on NSC 5803)

The National Security Council:

Noted the reference Reports on the subject by the Operations Coor-
dinating Board.

S. Everett Gleason
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99. Memorandum of Discussion at the 381st NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 2, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 381st Meeting of the National Security Council  
Thursday,  October 2, 1958

Present at the 381st NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, Presiding; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; 
and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present 
were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Acting 
Director, Bureau of the Budget; Brig. General Alfred D. Starbird for the 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency (participating in Item 3); the Chairmen, Interdepartmental 
Intelligence Conference and Interdepartmental Conference on Internal 
Security (attending for Item 1); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 
the Director, International Cooperation Administration; the Special 
Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, and Security 
Operations Coordination; Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; 
Assistant Secretary of Defense Mansfield D. Sprague; the Press Secretary 
to the President (attending for Item 3); the White House Staff Secretary; 
the NSC Representative on Internal Security; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion and the main points 
taken.

1.  SHIPMENTS ENTERING THE UNITED STATES UNDER 
 DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY

(NSC 5802/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1868 and 1984; NSC 5527; Memos 
for NSC from the Executive Secretary, same subject, dated September 
22 and 23, 1958)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on this item along the lines reflected 
in the briefing note, a copy of which is filed in the Minutes of this 
Meeting. Mr. Gray then called on the Secretary of State for comment.

The Secretary of State indicated that the Department of State con-
curred in the proposed modification of NSC Action No. 1868 and he rec-
ommended that the modified language be approved by the President.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Shipments Entering the United States Under Diplomatic 
Immunity. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
NSC Records. Drafted on October 3.
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The Chairman, IIC, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, observed that it is well 
recognized by all that there is a threat posed by the capability which the 
Soviets have clandestinely to introduce nuclear bombs into the United 
States through diplomatic channels. He indicated that past studies 
reflect that two bombs, so introduced, could destroy Washington, D.C., 
and New York City. He noted that under the proposed modification of 
NSC Action No. 1868 nothing would be done in terms of opening sus-
pect diplomatic shipments until sometime later when improved devices 
were installed at key ports of entry. He said that the Internal Security 
Committees, at the request of the Planning Board, were presently 
studying the question whether examination of diplomatic shipments 
by detection devices should continue to be covert, and he advised that 
there was some difference of opinion on this score among the interested 
agencies. He added that in due time a report would be submitted to the 
Council by the Internal Security Committees on the basis of the review 
which it was now making on this question.

The President inquired of Mr. Hoover whether the Atomic Energy 
Commission had given the Internal Security Committees the whole 
story relative to what the Soviets would have to do in order to introduce 
clandestinely into the United States a two or three megaton weapon. 
The Chairman replied that full information on this subject had been 
provided to the Internal Security Committees by the Atomic Energy 
Commission.

The President indicated that he was not thoroughly familiar with 
the sizes of diplomatic packages entering the United States and he 
wondered whether the size of such diplomatic packages was sufficient 
to accommodate large nuclear weapons. Mr. Hoover responded that 
some of the diplomatic packages entering the country weigh as much 
as two or three tons, and he added that it was quite feasible to introduce 
disassembled segments of such weapons in different incoming diplo-
matic shipments with the idea of assembling them subsequent to their 
arrival in this country.

The President inquired the reasons for having such large sized 
diplomatic packages, and the Secretary of State responded to the effect 
that the United States had to have the privilege of sending diplomatic 
packages of similar size to the Bloc countries in order to get in needed 
supplies and needed equipment such as heavy coding machines.

Mr. Gray indicated that some of the heavy packages coming into 
the United States under diplomatic immunity contained such things as 
household furnishings, liquor, and the like. Citing an example of the 
size of some of the incoming packages, Mr. Gray made reference to the 
fact that sometime ago the Czechs introduced four packages, each of 
which weighed 3,000 pounds.
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The Director of Central Intelligence noted that each time this ques-
tion came up in the Council, it was his suggestion that our Government 
work toward an international agreement which would restrict the size 
of diplomatic pouches. He could not see, for example, why it was nec-
essary that household furnishings of an incoming diplomat be intro-
duced via diplomatic channels.

The President observed that an agreement to reduce the size of 
such pouches might adversely affect our interests in getting cod-
ing machines into the Bloc countries via the U.S. diplomatic pouch. 
Mr. Allen Dulles agreed with this point but added that, if necessary, 
this Government could revert to the use of the one-time pad for coding 
purposes although, admittedly, this would effect substantially the time 
of delivery of such messages.

The Chairman, ICIS, Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, in response to Mr. Gray’s 
inquiry, advised that he had no comments to add to those which had 
already been made on this subject.

The President concluded the discussion on this item with the 
thought that the modification of NSC Action No. 1868 contained a sat-
isfactory statement of policy on the subject.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the draft NSC Action on the subject (trans-
mitted by the reference memorandum of September 22) prepared by the 
NSC Planning Board, with the assistance of representatives of the Inter-
departmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental Com-
mittee on Internal Security as an amendment of the procedure states in 
NSC Action No. 1868, in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(transmitted by the reference memorandum of September 29).

b. Amended NSC Action No. 1868 by deleting the first paragraph 
of the procedure stated therein and substituting the following:

“If a detection device indicates the presence in a diplomatic ship-
ment of plutonium (or other neutron source) or uranium, the shipment 
will be detained and the Department of State will request the appro-
priate foreign diplomatic mission in Washington to have one of its offi-
cers appear at the port of entry to remove the objectionable object for 
examination.”

NOTE: The amendment in b above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate 
implementation in coordination with the Interdepartmental Intelli-
gence Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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100. Memorandum From Lay to All Holders of NSC 58191

Washington, October 6, 1958

The enclosed Part 1 of NSC 5819 (Military Program) and Annex A 
thereto, are transmitted herewith for the information of the National 
Security Council. The enclosures are being given a special limited distribu-
tion, and access to them should be on a strict need- to- know basis.

In view of the fact that Part 1 contains “RESTRICTED DATA”, if it 
is inserted in the covers previously circulated for NSC 5819, such cov-
ers should be stamped “RESTRICTED DATA”.

Annex A provides the special annex pursuant to NSC Action No. 
1862 and the supplement required by NSC Action No. 1842– g–(10), –(11)  
and –(12).

This distribution completes NSC 5819.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

Enclosure

National Security Council Memorandum 5819, Part 1

Washington, September 22, 1958

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT TO  
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON

STATUS OF UNITED STATES MILITARY PROGRAMS
AS OF 30 JUNE 1958

THE MILITARY PROGRAM
CONTENTS

BASIC REPORT

MILITARY FORCES

I Objectives of the Military Program
II JCS Evaluation of our Actual and Potential Capabilities

A.  Nuclear Retaliatory Capability  
Continental Defense System (Covered in Section III)

B. Ready Forces

1 Source: Transmits Part 1 of NSC 5819 and Annex A. Top Secret; Restricted Data; 
Special Limited Distribution; Noforn. Extracts—11 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S Files: Lot 71 
D 171, NSC 5819.
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C. Maintaining Essential Sea Areas and Air Communications
D. Cold War Contribution
E. Summary Comparisons of Major Forces

III JCS Evaluation of the Continental Defense System

SELECTED MILITARY PROGRAMS

IV Mobilization Base
V Manpower
VI Military Research and Development
VII Areas of Special Interest
VIII Installations
IX Cost of the Military Program

ANNEX “A” —  Continental Defense Supplement 
(NSC 5408 Program Review, Status 
of NSC 5802/1 Implementation, 
and Certain NSC 5724 Items)

Special 
Distribution

ANNEX “B” —  Statistical Data Supplement 
(Detailed data on Status and 
 Progress of DoD Programs)

Special 
Distribution

NSC 5819, Part 1, THE MILITARY PROGRAM

I. OBJECTIVES OF THE MILITARY PROGRAM.

The basic national objective of the United States is to preserve and 
enhance the security of the United States and its fundamental values 
and institutions. The primary threat to fulfillment of this objective is that 
posed by an aggressive and deeply hostile International Communism. 
All elements of U.S. national power must be resolutely directed toward 
meeting this Communist challenge.

The objectives of the U.S. military programs, in support of the basic 
national objective and in light of the primary threat, are to provide:

An effective nuclear retaliatory capability, adequately safeguarded 
and ready for immediate action.

An adequate continental defense system.
Highly mobile and suitably deployed ready forces, with the capa-

bility to respond selectively and flexibly to local aggression, using all 
weapons (including nuclear weapons) as required, and to carry out 
general war tasks.

A capability of maintaining control of essential sea areas and air 
communications.
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A cold war contribution of U.S. military power to reinforce and 
support, in appropriate ways, overt and covert political, economic, psy-
chological, technological and cultural measures.

II.  SUMMARY EVALUATION BY THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF OF 
OUR ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES TO FULFILL 
CURRENT MILITARY COMMITMENTS AND BASIC OBJECTIVES 
AS OUTLINED IN NSC 5810/1.

The nuclear retaliatory forces continue to provide the United States 
with a capability to inflict such loss and damage upon the enemy as to 
achieve a margin of advantage which, if exploited effectively in con-
junction with other military operations, would permit the United States 
and its allies to prevail in general war. “However, despite continued 
improvement in the quality and posture of these forces during FY 1958, 
and notwithstanding the promise of continued improvement in the 
future, recent Soviet technological advances and the concurrent quanti-
tative reductions in U.S. forces have combined to diminish that margin 
of U.S. military superiority. If these trends continue, it is estimated that 
this superiority will be lost in the foreseeable future.”

Improvements have been made in Continental Defense during 
FY 1958; but concurrent Soviet offensive improvements have made 
any relative U.S. gain questionable. The Continental Defense system is 
not capable of preventing an attack which could seriously damage the 
United States.

The ready forces of the United States are capable of responding 
selectively and flexibly to local aggression in most parts of the world. 
These forces have been quantitatively decreased but qualitatively 
improved during FY 1958. This qualitative improvement has been 
attained by the further equipping of forces with advanced weapon sys-
tems, including more nuclear weapons, and by improved organization, 
planning, and techniques. The scope and timing of response to local 
aggression would be limited primarily by the degree to which malde-
ployment for initial tasks of general war could be accepted. The capa-
bilities of our Allies to assist in coping with local aggression, with few 
exceptions, are very limited.

The United States and its Allies are capable of controlling essential 
air communications. The Soviet threat to the control of essential sea 
areas at the onset of a general war is so great that U.S. and allied forces, 
because of quantitative deficiencies and technological difficulties, are 
only marginally adequate to deal with it. As attacks at the source, offen-
sive ASW operations and coastal and shipping defense operations take 
effect, U.S. capabilities to control essential sea areas will improve. The 
capabilities of allied forces to assist in the control of essential air com-
munications and sea areas generally are limited to their homelands and 
coastal waters and are steadily diminishing.
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The contributions of U.S. military forces to cold war activities have 
been significant, but potential capabilities have not been exploited 
fully. The increased emphasis recently given to this field should pro-
duce dividends.

A. AN EFFECTIVE NUCLEAR-RETALIATORY CAPABILITY, 
ADEQUATELY SAFEGUARDED AND READY FOR IMMEDIATE 
ACTION. The U.S. forces with a nuclear retaliatory capability include 
strategic bomber forces, carrier striking forces, tactical air forces, and 
other forces employing weapons armed with nuclear warheads which 
are ready to strike immediately and effectively against targets within 
the Sino- Soviet Bloc area.

The Strategic Air Command (SAC) has primary capability for nuclear 
retaliation and is charged with exploiting U.S. current superiority in 
nuclear weapons and long- range delivery systems against selected tar-
gets and target systems immediately after outbreak of hostilities. Over- 
all effectiveness of SAC has increased during FY 1958 with introduction 
of new equipment and procedures. Total SAC force has been reduced 
from 50 wings of bomber, reconnaissance, and fighter aircraft at end FY 
1957 to 44 wings at end FY 1958. This reduction was effected through 
inactivation of 5 strategic fighter type wings (2 were redesignated 
fighter bomber and 2 fighter day) and one medium reconnaissance 
wing. Total of 39 bomber (11 heavy and 28 medium) wings remain 
unchanged; all but 5 of SAC’s 39 bomber wings have a high degree of 
readiness. Inactivation of one more medium reconnaissance wing in FY 
1959 will reduce the total to 43 wings, 39 bomber and 4 (3 medium and 
one light) reconnaissance.

Combat capability of SAC heavy bomber wings increased during FY 
1953 as B–36 units were converted to B–52’s and as the number of 
heavy bombers per wing was increased from 30 (B–36) to 45 (B–52). As 
of 30 June 1958, 7 wings have been converted and equipped with B–52 
aircraft (compared to 3 on 30 June 1957), and one more wing is under-
going conversion. Of the 7 B–52 equipped wings, 4 are considered fully 
capable and 3 have limited capabilities due to combat crew training 
and recent conversion status. Remainder of 3 B–36 wings are fully oper-
ational. By end FY 1959, 9 wings will be fully converted to B–52’s, and 
2 more wings will be in process of conversion.

As the Soviet delivery capability increases, the vulnerability of 
SAC bases within and outside the United States becomes a matter of 
greater concern. To reduce vulnerability, SAC dispersal and alert pro-
grams are being implemented. The status of these programs is:

a. Heavy Bomber Dispersal. Although there is a goal to have no more 
than one heavy bomber squadron on any one base, 33 squadrons are 
presently (30 June 1958) located on 11 bases. By end FY 1959, these 
squadrons are programmed to be dispersed on 18 bases; i.e., 5 bases 
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each with 3 squadrons, 5 bases each with 2 squadrons, and 8 bases each 
with one squadron.

b. Medium Bomber Dispersal. At present there are 28 wings on 
18 bases. Two heavy bomber bases are presently accommodating 
one medium wing each. At end FY 1959, medium bomber wings are 
programmed to be located on 17 bases; 11 bases each with 2 wings, 
and 6 bases each with one wing. Dispersal for heavy bomber squad-
rons, plus a required location of medium bombers on optimum strike 
bases, causes this temporarily reduced dispersal of medium bomber 
wings during FY 1959. (See SAC Base Dispersal Map, Section VIII, 
Installations).

c. Alert. As of 30 June 1958, 156 bombers with associated tankers 
are on continuous 15- minute alert. In December 1957, 20 bombers were 
on 15- minute alert. By end FY 1959, about 350 SAC bombers with asso-
ciated tankers are expected to be on continuous 15- minute alert. Under 
emergency conditions, the present alert force can be readily increased 
by curtailing training operations, but the increased alert capability can 
only be sustained for short periods, possibly 30 days.

In addition to the increase in the status of alert forces, new con-
cepts for meeting the threat were implemented in the Strategic Air 
Command. Two of the most significant are as follows:

“Positive Control”. This allows CINCSAC to launch his alert force 
under conditions of little or no warning and buy “precious time” for a 
national decision. This concept, it is hoped, will save the force while the 
threat is being evaluated.

“Reflex Action”. This concept replaced the old plan for rotation of 
bomber units to overseas bases. It gives SAC an improved overseas 
alert posture with reduced vulnerability, i.e., the only strategic bomber 
aircraft in the forward area are “cocked” and ready to go on emergency 
war plan missions.

In addition to the above, SAC is presently testing a plan for air-
borne alert in which a significant portion of the alert force remains air-
borne continuously.

Supplementing SAC retaliatory capabilities are the USAF tactical 
nuclear strike forces. In the Pacific, tactical forces consist of 3-2/3 wings 
(2-1/3 nuclear capable) of fighter bombers and day fighters, decreas-
ing to 3 wings (all nuclear capable) of tactical fighters by end FY 1959; 
one wing of tactical bombers which remains through FY 1959; and one 
detachment of MATADOR tactical missiles, increasing to 2 groups by 
end FY 1959. Based in the United Kingdom and Europe, tactical strike 
forces consist of 6-2/3 fighter bomber and fighter day wings (in addi-
tion, one fighter day and 3 fighter bomber squadrons are maintained on 
rotation to Europe from continental U.S. based wings). Of these wings, 
6-3/4 are nuclear capable. These tactical fighters remain through FY 
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1959. There is also one wing of tactical bombers on 30 June 1958, which 
remains through FY 1959; and 3 groups of MATADOR tactical missiles. 
One of the 3 MATADOR groups will be converted to the more advanced 
TM–76 A (MACE) tactical missile by end FY 1959. MATADOR missiles 
released by this conversion are expected to be transferred to a selected 
Ally. Tactical air forces in United States, capable of augmenting forces 
overseas, consist of 12–3/4 fighter day and fighter bomber wings (less 
4 squadrons on rotation) of which 7 wings are nuclear capable, to be 
reduced to 7-1/4 tactical fighter wings (less 4 squadrons on rotation) all 
of which are nuclear capable, by end FY 1959; and one tactical bomber 
wing to be inactivated during FY 1959. By end FY 1959, all tactical 
fighter wings are planned to be totally equipped with modern “century 
series” fighters.

Continuing progress is being made in providing the above deliv-
ery systems with smaller diameter and lighter weight weapons and 
warheads of various yields. The continuing dispersal of nuclear weapons 
to combat units in the field has improved greatly the operational read-
iness of our offensive forces. This action, coupled with the streamlin-
ing of our release procedures, has reduced substantially the reaction 
time of these forces to counter enemy aggression. However, due to 
political denial of storage rights in certain countries, weapons allo-
cated to some combat units are not immediately available to those 
units. Action is continuing to obtain greater latitude in the dispersal 
of nuclear weapons.

Certain major U.S. Navy forces, with the primary mission of main-
taining control of essential sea areas and air communications, possess 
a significant nuclear retaliatory strike capability. This capability exists 
primarily in attack carrier striking forces with a secondary capabil-
ity in missile delivery from surface ship and submarine. There are 15 
attack carriers and 17 associated carrier air groups. Since the previous 
report (30 June 1957), deliveries of new jet aircraft and moderniza-
tion and new construction of attack aircraft carriers have materially 
increased Navy’s nuclear weapon delivery capability. Three CVA 59 
(FORRESTAL) class carriers have replaced ESSEX class carriers for 
fleet operations. Included in Naval forces are Marine Corps forces which 
contribute to the over- all nuclear retaliatory capability. These include 
3 Marine Aircraft Wings, 2 in continental U.S. and one deployed in the 
Pacific area, maintained in a state of readiness to operate from land 
or sea bases, and to deploy rapidly to a theater of operations from 
present locations.

Present Naval capability for guided missile delivery of large nuclear 
warheads from surface ships and submarines is represented by the 
REGULUS system, for which nuclear warheads are stockpiled. 
REGULUS I system is now installed in 3 submarines and 4 heavy cruis-
ers. There are 8 submarines equipped with REGULUS radar guidance 
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system (TROUNCE). One of the 3 missile submarines in the fleet pos-
sesses both a REGULUS I and a REGULUS II capability.

Currently, U.S. Army forces contribute to the nuclear retaliatory 
capability with REDSTONE, CORPORAL, HONEST JOHN, 280mm 
gun, 8- inch howitzer units, and atomic demolition munitions now 
deployed in Europe; and with HONEST JOHN, 280mm gun, 8- inch 
howitzer units, and atomic demolition munitions in the Pacific.

The following air defense capabilities opposing U.S. retaliatory forces 
apply in general to the Soviet Bloc’s air defense system:

a. Against penetrations conducted during daylight and in clear 
weather, at altitudes between about 5,000 and about 35,000 feet, capa-
bilities of the system are greatest. At about 35,000 feet they would begin 
to diminish, and above 45,000 feet would fall off markedly; at altitudes 
below 5,000 feet, they would also be progressively reduced.

b. Against penetrations conducted at night and under poor visi-
bility conditions, the capabilities of the system would be considerably 
reduced.

c. Against varied penetration tactics utilizing altitude stacking, 
diversionary maneuvers decoys, and electronic countermeasures, capa-
bilities of the air defense system would be diminished through disrup-
tion and saturation.

The advantage accruing to the United States and its Allies as a 
result of a retaliatory offensive would be dependent on the amount of 
warning of Soviet attack and the degree of protection afforded military 
installations, particularly those installations from which our retaliatory 
effort would be launched. It is estimated that enemy losses sustained 
as a result of a U.S. offensive retaliatory attack would provide a mar-
gin of advantage to the United States and its Allies which, if exploited 
effectively in conjunction with other military operations, would assure 
eventual victory.

B. HIGHLY MOBILE AND SUITABLY DEPLOYED READY FORCES 
WITH THE CAPACITY TO RESPOND SELECTIVELY AND FLEXIBLY 
TO LOCAL AGGRESSION, USING ALL WEAPONS (INCLUDING 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS) AS REQUIRED, AND TO CARRY OUT 
GENERAL WAR TASKS.

1. OVERALL CAPABILITIES.
a. Army. U.S. Army forces are capable of reacting flexibly to local 

aggression or general war utilizing selective fire power of the appropri-
ate magnitude. Development of new infantry, armored, and airborne 
divisions, with organic nuclear capability, has greatly increased the 
operational capability of Army to meet the threat of a nuclear war. All 
active Army divisions are organized in the new Pentomic structure and 
are capable of integrating nuclear fire support with that of conventional 



National Security Policy 339

weapons and with maneuver. A nuclear projectile for the 8- inch how-
itzer is now in the stockpile. Additionally, Army has developed Army 
Missile Commands capable of rendering nuclear fire support to allied 
ground forces by various ground delivery systems. Addition of a lim-
ited number of helicopter units has provided Army with increased bat-
tle mobility. Principal limitations on effectiveness of Army forces are 
related to lack of modernization of non- nuclear fire support and an 
insufficiency of combat and logistic support because of manpower and 
budgetary limitations.

b. Naval. Increased nuclear capabilities of U.S. naval forces add 
materially to their effectiveness as a part of the ready forces. Included 
in naval forces are Fleet Marine Force divisions and air wings, with 
an organic surface and aircraft launched nuclear capability, capable of 
reacting to local aggression or general war. The new vertical helicopter 
assault doctrine provides a high degree of mobility for landing forces in 
assault and subsequent operations.

c. Air Force. USAF forces include units of Tactical Air Command, 
tactical air units of overseas theater air forces, and SAC bombardment 
forces described in previous paragraphs. USAF tactical air forces 
world- wide have been reduced from a total of 55 (including 15 airlift) 
wings on 30 June 1957 to 45 (including 13 airlift) on 30 June 1958, 
further to be reduced to 35 (including 11 airlift) by 30 June 1959. The 
effectiveness, however, of both strategic and tactical air units to respond to 
local aggression or general war has not decreased since the 30 June 1957 
status report as a result of the growing nuclear delivery capabilities of tac-
tical air weapons and the improving reaction time and mobility of strategic 
bombardment units.

d. In the succeeding paragraphs the ready forces capable of 
responding selectively and flexibly to local aggression and general war 
are treated by geographical areas.

[Omitted here is the remainder of Section II, JCS Evaluation of 
Actual and Potential Capabilities.]

III.  EVALUATION BY THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF OF OUR 
ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES TO PROVIDE AN 
ADEQUATE CONTINENTAL DEFENSE SYSTEM.

A. OBJECTIVES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CONTI-
NENTAL U.S. DEFENSE PROGRAMS (Based on NSC 5802/1). To be pre-
pared at all times to counter an attack on the North American Continent 
in such a way as to deter Soviet attack, or, if an attack occurs, to insure 
our survival as a free nation. Such preparation requires that the United 
States achieve and maintain, in collaboration with Canada and other 
Free World nations, a continental defense readiness and capability 
which will protect and permit the launching of our nuclear retaliatory 
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forces, even in the event of surprise attack. Such preparation should: 
(1) Provide warning to alert the nation to impending attack; (2) counter 
enemy subversive and clandestine efforts; (3) prevent the threat of 
nuclear destruction from unduly restricting U.S. freedom of action or 
weakening national morale; (4) maintain adaptability to make timely 
changes as technology permits and as the nature of the threat changes; 
(5) provide appropriate measures of protection for the civil population; 
and (6) include appropriately organizing, protecting, and placing in a 
condition of readiness the resources of the country essential to national 
survival.

B. ESTIMATED SOVIET THREAT AND CAPABILITIES.
1. Soviet capabilities for full- scale air attack or the continental 

United States, while still subject to limitations, have been improved 
by phasing-in of additional jet bombers, by continued improvement in  
forward and staging air base capacities, by availability of greater nuem-
bers of megaton yield weapons end emergence of a limited capability 
for in- flight refueling. The numbers of aircraft launched against the 
United States in an initial attack, even under conditions where surprise 
was a major Soviet consideration, could range in the several hundreds.

2. In light of recent tests, it is estimated that USSR is developing 
and stockpiling a versatile group of nuclear weapons ranging from 
very low yield warheads to high yield thermonuclear weapons.

3. It is estimated that Soviets will achieve an initial limited capabil-
ity for ICBM attack in 1959.

4. USSR could now have subsonic cruise- type guided missiles with 
nuclear warheads suitable for launching from submarines against tar-
gets in U.S. coastal areas, and have several guided missile submarines 
equipped to carry and launch these missiles.

5. Clandestine attack on the United States itself by sabotage, bio-
logical warfare, and placement of nuclear weapons, could occur against 
specifically selected targets.

C. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF U.S. AIR DEFENSE CAPABILITY 
AND PROBLEMS. The absolute capability of our forces to defend the United 
States against air attack has progressively increased since last report, as of 30 
June 1957. This over- all increase is the result of establishment of North 
American Air Defense Command (NORAD); installation of additional 
early warning radar coverage, including seaward extensions of DEW 
Line, and contiguous seaward coverage; provision of more effective 
control of the air defense system through automation; increased cov-
erage of the sea surveillance system; and availability of improved 
weapons systems, to include nuclear warheads. Although U.S. defense 
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capabilities have improved during FY 1958, Soviet nuclear weapons devel-
opment and improved delivery capabilities during same period, e.g., as 
demonstrated by Soviet launchings of space satellites, have made any relative 
U.S. gain questionable. Soviets are probably now capable of exploiting 
weaknesses in our defense system at very high and very low altitudes 
and of utilizing electronic countermeasures, sabotage, and deception 
to reduce the effectiveness of our defense system and contribute to 
success of their mission. During 1959, the estimated Soviet initial lim-
ited ICBM capability will provide an additional means of exploiting 
weaknesses in our defense system. The continental air defense sys-
tem cannot be expected to counter completely an all- out attack of the 
magnitude which Soviets are capable of launching against the North 
American Continent. Solutions to following problems are being pursued on 
a high priority basis:

1. Procurement, training, and retention of highly skilled personnel 
required by modern and increasingly complex defense systems.

2. Detection of airborne vehicles at very high and very low alti-
tudes, and development and availability of weapons which can be 
effectively used at these altitudes.

3. Development and implementation of measures to overcome or 
counteract enemy electronic countermeasures.

4. Development of a system which can be used in defense against 
enemy ballistic missiles.

5. Development of an effective and integrated sea surveillance sys-
tem which will provide for detection, identification, and tracking of 
surface ships and submarines operating within missile launching range 
of the North American Continent, toward goal of development of capa-
bility to establish control over the submarine or surface ship prior to 
launching of its missile.

6. Identification and engagement of hostile aircraft as far from our 
borders as possible.

7. Means to mitigate or shorten the long lead time involved in com-
pletion of programmed improvements to systems.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the report.]
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101. Memorandum From Briber to Killian1

Washington, October 9, 1958

SUBJECT

Dr. Kistiakowsky’s Views on the N.I.E., “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and 
Space Vehicles”

Dr. Kistiakowsky is “not completely happy” with this intelligence 
estimate, although in total it fits pretty well with the Gaither Panel esti-
mate of the 1960–62 critical period.

His modest dissatisfaction stems mainly from the conservative 
impression left by the report. The Soviets are first credited (para. 75) 
with an I.O.C. of ten missiles sometime in 1959, and only later in the 
report is the qualification added, in speaking of the end of 1959, of “ten 
or more, but less than 100” missiles. Kisty was responsible for the qual-
ifying phrase, but feels the report still gives the impression that 10 mis-
siles are the only concern for 1959. He feels they will quite certainly 
have closer to 100 by the end of the year. He concurs with the final 
estimate of 500 Soviet missiles in 1961–62. This will be a critical period 
and so, in general, corresponds to the Gaither Report. We will then have 
100 missiles but then bases will not be hardened, nor will BMEWS be 
operational.

He also criticizes this N.I.E. in that it speaks (para. 75) of an initial 
50 per cent Soviet missile reliability and a 5 n.m. CEP; he feels both of 
these estimates are somewhat harsh toward real Soviet capabilities.

Robert M. Briber

1 Source: Kistiakowsky’s views on NIE entitled “Soviet Capabilities in Guided 
 Missiles and Space Vehicles.” Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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102. Memorandum of Discussion at the 382d NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 13, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 382nd (Special) Meeting of the National Security Council, Monday, 
October 13, 1958

Present at this special meeting (382nd) of the National Security 
Council were the President of the United States, presiding; the Secretary 
of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; and the Acting Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present were the 
Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Secretaries of the 
Army and the Navy; Mr. Richard Horner for the Secretary of the Air 
Force; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; 
the Chief of Naval Operations; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; the 
Acting Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps; the Assistant to the President; 
the Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs and 
for Science and Technology; the White House Staff Secretary; and the 
Executive Secretary, NSC. The following members of the Weapons 
Systems Evaluation Group, Department of Defense, also attended the 
meeting: Vice Admiral Sides, Director; Charles A. Boyd, Director of 
Research; Richard H. DuBois, Assistant; Lt. Col. Bolton Miller; M/Sgt. 
Ralph Pearson; Michael Picchioni.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  EVALUATION OF OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE WEAPONS 
SYSTEMS

(NSC Action No. 1733)

Mr. Gray explained the background of the subject report. (Copy of 
Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting.) Mr. Gray 
asked Secretary Quarles if he had anything to add before calling on 
Admiral Sides.

Secretary Quarles emphasized that this evaluation should be viewed 
as an abstraction of the problem, as are all such evaluations. It treats of 
the problem apart from some of the practical aspects which are normally 
cranked in by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. 
Secretary Quarles stressed that this was a report by the Weapons Systems 
Evaluation Group and not by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as such.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Evaluation of Offensive and Defensive Weapons Systems. 
Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Admiral Sides presented the evaluation with the use of charts. 
(Copy of Admiral Sides’ notes for the presentation and of the charts 
used, filed in the minutes of the meeting.)

The President remarked that he would like to say one positive 
thing about the presentation. He thought that it was as dispassionate, 
low- key and thorough an exposition as he had ever heard.

The President went on to say that this evaluation opens doors for 
additional investigation. It alerts us to what we must do if anyone stud-
ies the fiscal situation. There must be some substitution in these pro-
grams. Otherwise we will no longer be able to say that we are defending 
freedom. The President said he did not believe that we could keep these 
expenditures going up indefinitely without some kind of controls on the 
financial situation. He pointed out that interest on bonds is going up at a 
time when we are not yet out of the recession. The President concluded 
by congratulating the Group on its report, but expressing the view that 
it gives us more anxiety than he had imagined it would.

Mr. Gray said that he would like to point out one serious statement. 
This was that some of the interim systems examined were designed 
as defense against manned aircraft, but would not be completed and 
installed in time to deal with advanced types of weapons. Mr. Gray 
pointed out that Admiral Sides had raised a question for decision as to 
whether some of these systems should be completed.

The President said that he thought we should identify what systems 
are obsolete. Perhaps some of them should be “bought out” at an ear-
lier date than now planned. He believed that more evaluation should be 
made of our present and future plans, to determine what the rule of rea-
son requires. He thought that we should identify those, such as the sec-
ond generation of BOMARCs, which by the time they were completed 
would be outmoded by other systems, such as the NIKE-ZEUS.

In answer to the President’s question, General Twining and General 
White indicated that the cost of a B–58 was about $20 million and the 
cost of a B–70 about $23 million.

The President said that he had the impression we were some-
what pessimistic about really developing a defense against ICBMs. He 
repeated that we should carefully review programs to see where they 
are antithetical or overlapping. General Twining assured the President 
that the Joint Chiefs were all taking a soul- searching look at this sub-
ject. Secretary Quarles said that such a review was beginning with the 
preparation of the FY 1960 budget.

The President commented that we were now seeing a new phenom-
enon in weapons development. It used to be that changes in weapons 
systems were made slowly and obsolescent models replaced gradually. 
Now, because of the urgent time element, we are trying to develop rap-
idly whole weapons systems to replace other systems. What he was 
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trying to say was that in this process we must make sure we are not 
substituting money for brains. He reiterated that in the long run he did 
not believe we could defend our freedom if we put too much money or 
resources into the machinery of war.

Mr. Allen Dulles commented that the report points up the vital need 
for improved intelligence on what the Soviets are doing. He noted that 
they had recently been cutting back production of heavy bombers. Also, 
they were not testing ICBMs to the extent expected. He wondered how 
effective the elaborate protective screen around Moscow would be.

Mr. Gray said that he thought one of the questions raised by the 
evaluation was the problem of dealing with limited wars, which had 
been before the NSC recently.

The President repeated that he expected the Weapons Systems 
Evaluation Group to lay out clearly for the Joint Chiefs of Staff the 
advantages versus the disadvantages of various weapons systems. 
Then, he felt, some very tough decisions would have to be made. 
Admiral Sides said that the WSEG had presented its report in full detail 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who were now considering it.

Secretary Quarles expressed the belief that, just as we have gone 
back to the manned bomber as an effective weapon, he expected that the 
Soviets would too. He thought it was risky to assume that the Soviets 
would forgo manned bombers. He believed they would find it very 
much to their advantage to have the same kind of capability that we are 
trying to develop. He thought that the Soviets might end up producing 
a heavy bomber somewhere between our B–58 and B–70.

Mr. Allen Dulles estimated that the Soviets will keep up a substan-
tial manned bomber force. He didn’t know yet whether they would be 
able to get high speed together with the necessary range.

The President noted that we expect to level out with about 600 
B–52 s, while the Soviets will level off at about 200 heavy bombers. He 
questioned whether, as we convert to heavy bombers of 3- mach speed, 
we would still feel that we needed 600. He questioned whether we 
always needed to be three times better than the Soviets.

General White said that our problem was that we must assume 
that the Soviets will strike first. If they do, we cannot stop them by our 
Distant Early Warning lines. We must, therefore, find the number of 
bombers which it is logical for us to maintain in order to strike back 
after the initial Soviet attack.

Mr. Gray suggested, and it was agreed, that the Department of 
Defense be asked to review within the next year its report on relative 
advantages of ballistic missiles versus manned bombers.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

James S. Lay, Jr.
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103. Record of Actions by the NSC1

Washington, October 16, 1958

RECORD OF ACTIONS
by the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
at its

THREE HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SECOND MEETING
held on

October 13, 1958
(Approved by the President on October 16, 1958)

The President presided at this meeting. The Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 
participated in the Council actions below. The Service Secretaries and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff attended this meeting.

ACTION  
NUMBER  SUBJECT

1994.  EVALUATION OF OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE WEAPONS 
SYSTEMS

(NSC Action No. 1733)

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation by the Director, Weap-
ons Systems Evaluation Group, of an evaluation of offensive and defen-
sive weapons systems, prepared by the Weapons Systems Evaluation 
Group pursuant to request by the Secretary of Defense.

b. Noted the President’s remarks that, while he congratulated the 
Group on an objective and thorough exposition, the evaluation and dis-
cussion also indicates the need for additional investigation to identify 
those weapons systems which may be obsolescent, antithetical or over-
lapping. The President stated that, unless tough decisions were taken 
regarding such systems, in view of the fiscal situation, we would find 
that in the long run we would encounter increasing difficulty in pre-
serving our free way of life if we put unnecessary money and resources 
into the machinery of war.

c. Noted the President’s request that the Joint Chiefs of Staff con-
duct the additional investigation referred to in b above in the light of 
the evaluation and discussion, and report the resultant identification of 
obsolescent, antithetical or overlapping weapons systems.

d. Noted that although the above presentation contained a brief 
discussion with respect to limited war capabilities, the Joint Chiefs of 

1 Source: NSC Actions No. 1994 and 1995 taken at the 382d (Special) NSC meeting. 
Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of 
Action by the National Security Council.
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Staff would not be requested to include limited war capabilities in the 
investigation referred to in c above, in the light of the President’s deci-
sion in NSC Action No. 1952.

e. Agreed that, in view of the above presentation, the results of 
this year’s review, pursuant to NSC Action No. 1733– c, of the report 
on “Relative Military Advantage of IRBM-ICBM vs. Manned Aircraft 
and Non-Ballistic Missiles” did not require presentation to the NSC; 
but that this report should be again reviewed within the next year and 
results reported to the Council.

NOTE: The actions in b, c, d and e above, as approved by the Pres-
ident, subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appro-
priate implementation.

1995.  SIGNIFICANT WORLD DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING 
U.S. SECURITY

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of Central 
Intelligence on the subject, with specific reference to recent unusual 
Soviet activity connected with outer space developments; Soviet nuclear 
tests conducted since September 30; and recent developments in the 
Taiwan Strait situation.

104. Memorandum of Discussion at the 383d NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 16, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 383rd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 October 16, 1958

Present at the 383rd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; 
and the Acting Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also 
present were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
(participating in Item 1); Dr. Willard F. Libby, Commissioner, Atomic 
Energy Commission (for Item 1); Brig. Gen. Alfred D. Starbird, 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Status of the National Security Programs: The Atomic 
Energy Program. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, NSC Records.
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Assistant to the Chairman, AEC (for Item 1); Capt. John H. Morse, 
Jr., USN, AEC Observer on the NSC Planning Board (for Item 1); the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; 
The Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 
the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Director, International 
Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants to the President for 
the Atoms for Peace Program, for National Security Affairs, for Science 
and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; the White 
House Staff Secretary; Assistant Secretaries of State Rountree and 
Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense Irwin; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS: THE ATOMIC 
ENERGY PROGRAM

(NSC 5819)

The Special Assistant to the President, Mr. Gordon Gray, intro-
duced the new Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. 
McCone, who stated that he would give the first portion of the report 
on the status of the atomic energy program. In the course of his report, 
Mr. McCone dealt with the following main subjects: First, U.S. com-
mitments for the purchase of uranium ores at home and abroad for the 
next several years; second, availability of fissionable  materials—U–235, 
plutonium, and tritium— in the light of requirements of various kinds; 
third, the aging and deterioration of U.S. reactors and forthcoming 
problems of replacement; and fourth the program for nuclear power 
for peaceful purposes. On the latter subject, Mr. McCone indicated 
that the U.S. goal was to achieve economically competitive nuclear 
power in the United States in ten years, and in friendly foreign nations 
in five years.

Following Mr. McCone, the remainder of the status report was pre-
sented by Dr. Willard F. Libby, of the Atomic Energy Commission, who 
discussed the following subjects: The U.S. basic research program; the 
program for the study of radioactive fallout; isotopes; the non- military 
uses of atomic explosions (Project PLOWSHARE); forthcoming 
PLOWSHARE plans; the U.S. atomic weapons program (HARDTACK 
I); and the HARDTACK II series of tests now proceeding in Nevada. 
(Copies of the reports by Mr. McCone and Dr. Libby are filed in the 
minutes of the meeting.)

The President asked a question with respect to the use of atomic 
explosions to recover oil, and was answered by Dr. Libby. Thereupon 
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Secretary Quarles indicated a desire to comment on the Department 
of Defense atomic weapons requirements. He pointed out that the 
Department of Defense had yesterday sent to the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission its estimates of its requirements over the 
next ten years for both plutonium and U–235. Secretary Quarles indi-
cated that the minimum requirements for small tactical nuclear weapons 
would continue to exceed the plutonium estimated to be available. The 
President, with a smile, stated that he was at least perfectly certain that 
Secretary Quarles was not going to reduce the requirements for fission-
able materials.

The Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Roger Jones, 
asked whether these Defense Department requirements took account 
of the material discussed by Admiral Sides at the special meeting of 
the National Security Council on last Monday afternoon. The subject 
of this meeting was the evaluation of offensive and defensive weapons 
systems.

Secretary Quarles replied to Mr. Jones by stating that the Defense 
Department requirements were based on all the latest available infor-
mation, including that presented at the special Council meeting on 
Monday. He again pointed out that the trend toward smaller sizes of 
nuclear bombs, such as the DAVY CROCKETT, was greatly increasing 
the plutonium content per bomb.

Mr. Jones pointed out that in view of the constant criticism by the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy of the alleged failure 
of the Department of Defense to indicate its future requirements, which 
criticism extended also to the Administration as a whole, it would be 
worth while to advise the Joint Committee that the Defense Department 
had just sent to the Atomic Energy Commission its requirements over 
the next ten years.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed the report on the status of the atomic energy 
program on June 30, 1958, prepared by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and transmitted as Part 3 of NSC 5819; as supplemented by an 
oral presentation by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and 
AEC Commissioner Libby, on developments in the program since 
June 30, 1958.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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105. Memorandum Prepared by the Office of the President’s Special 
Assistant for Science and Technology1

Washington, undated

SELECTED ISSUES IN THE FY ’60 DEFENSE BUDGET

(As of November 1, 1958)

Limitations and Approach of this Memorandum

1. It collects and classifies current questions about specific budg-
etary items; it does not seek to answer these questions. The questions 
selected deal primarily with the development and procurement of 
weapons systems. It does not, for example, cover military construction.

2. It reflects the methods and approach of scientists and engineers; 
it does not express or assume military judgment and experience. It does 
not attempt to evaluate the military risks entailed in making changes in 
the military program. It does not deal with factors arising from national 
domestic policy.

3. It does not assume that the total defense budget is too large, too 
small, or just right. The objective is to suggest those detailed questions 
which can help in answering this general question:

“How much military capability do we need and how much more 
or less will it cost?”

4. It does not exclude the possibility that our military capability 
may be substantially increased by a small increase in the total military 
budget. It is based on the conviction that expenditures for some weap-
ons systems need to be increased, while expenditures for others can 
be cut back. It has not sought to determine whether the net effect of 
increases and reductions will be a reduction or an increase.

5. It reflects the strong conviction that questions about the effec-
tiveness of weapon systems require a combination of technical evalua-
tion and military value judgments, and that this combined evaluation is 
so complex that it warrants continuous effort by highly skilled analysts. 
It reflects the belief that increasing benefit can be derived from increas-
ing the input of technical analyses. It recognizes that evaluation of the 
effectiveness of a particular military budget depends upon interaction 
between weapons systems, the nature of the threat, the strategic con-
cept and consideration of relative costs.

1 Source: Selected issues in the FY ’60 Defense budget (As of November 1, 1958). Top 
Secret. 21 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Offensive 
and Defensive Weapons.
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6. It is not intended to imply that the questions raised have not 
already been considered by the services. Rather its purpose is to exam-
ine the basis for decisions on specific budgetary items and the extent 
to which relationships have been considered among alternate weapons 
systems designed to perform similar military missions.

7. The memorandum has organized the questions listed in the fol-
lowing four categories:

a) the strategic striking force
b) the defense of the striking force and home base
c) ground and sea forces
d) general military support

Determination of the balance of expenditure between the four cat-
egories presents many difficult issues. One class of issues is basically 
scientific, dealing with the estimation of probable consequences of allo-
cation of military resources in the face of an assumed threat. The other 
class of issues involves value judgments as to what consequences, and 
hence what resource allocation are to be preferred. Military policy must 
be based upon decisions of both kinds.

Examples of technical questions relating to probable consequences 
are:

1. What is the most economical division of funds between the 
striking force and the defense of it, with the object of achieving a given 
strike force capability? Elements of the striking force are so expensive 
that a small expenditure on hardening, active defense, or quick reac-
tion capability may significantly increase effectiveness per dollar of the 
striking force system.

2. What kind and what size of overseas war capability is needed to 
deal with the expected threat and what would be the costs of alterna-
tive assumed levels of capability?

Examples of questions requiring value judgment are:

1. What should be the proportion of the striking force directed to 
enemy attack bases as opposed to industrial or population targets?

2. What fraction of the military budget should be devoted to pop-
ulation defense against air attack?

Other questions of balance within each category are discussed 
below where relevant.

OUTLINE

I. Strategic Striking Force
A. General Discussion
B. Strategic Missiles

Atlas
Titan
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Minuteman
Polaris Force
Thor-Jupiter

C.  Manned Bomber Striking Force
B–52 with Hound Dog
B–58
KC–135 Jet Tanker
B–70
Goose

II. Defense of the Striking Force and Home Base
A. General Discussion
B. Active Defense

Nike-Zeus
Nike-Hercules
Super Hawk
Bomarc
F–108 and GAR–9
ASW Expenditure
ASW Seaplane

C. Passive Defense
SAC Alert
Hardening

D. Ground Environment
SAGE
AEW and C
Badge-Alaska
Dewline
BMEWS
IREW

III. Ground and Sea Forces
A. General Discussion
B. Ground Forces
 Davy Crockett
 Vigilante-Mauler
 Redstone
 Hawk
 Short- range Missiles
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C. Sea Forces
 Fleet Missiles
 Nuclear Powered Fleet
 Eagle Missile
 Bullpup v. White Lance

IV. General Military Support
A. General Discussion
B. Research and Development
C. Communications
 High altitude nuclear weapons effects
 Global communications systems
D. Navy Radio Telescope
E. Pacific Missile Range
F. Aircraft, nuclear propelled
G. Dyna-Soar
H. ARPA Space Program
I. BW–CW

I. STRATEGIC STRIKING FORCE

A. General Discussion

The mission of the strategic striking force determines, of course, 
related questions such as the size of the force, composition of the force, 
and the number of nuclear weapons it requires. In turn, the quantity of 
nuclear weapons assigned to the striking force will influence the num-
ber available for defense of the home base and for ground and sea forces 
and will affect substantially the budget of both the DOD and the AEC.

Is the size of the strategic striking force, therefore, to be determined 
principally in terms of its expected effectiveness against bases of the 
enemy striking force, or by its effectiveness for retaliatory purposes, or 
both? If intended targets consist of population centers and enemy war 
mobilization potential, would a smaller force be possible? Alternatively, 
if intended targets consist of enemy striking force bases alone, or such 
bases together with population centers, will a larger force be necessary?

With regard to the composition of the striking force, what is an 
appropriate balance between bombers and missiles? Is it desirable to 
have a mixed force of missiles, as, for example, a combination in the 
future of Titan, Polaris and Minuteman? Would such combinations 
reduce the vulnerability of the striking force and complicate the ene-
my’s problems of countering it?

Decisions to proceed with research and development of new deliv-
ery systems should clearly be distinguished from decisions to develop 
operational capabilities. The parallel development of competing 
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delivery systems must take into consideration questions of relative 
technical certainty, costs, performance, time phasing and vulnerability 
to countermeasures.

It is within the framework of such considerations as these that the 
individual items listed below need to be evaluated when weighing 
their value to the striking force and in seeking alternative approaches.

B. Strategic Missiles

What is the most economical, fully adequate program for achiev-
ing a dependable strategic missile capability?

The strategic missiles, Atlas and Titan, are possibly redundant. Is this 
redundancy necessary to the reliable attainment of an ICBM capability?

Concerning Atlas, Titan, and Minuteman, the following comments 
are applicable.

1. Atlas
This missile provides the earliest possible ICBM capability.
If the Titan program is continued, should Atlas program be termi-

nated as soon as adequate production of operational Titans is assured?

2. Titan
Do the improved characteristics of this missile justify its continued 

development in parallel with Minuteman?
Should there be a program for converting Titan to storable 

propellants?
Titan has much greater payload capability (or range) than Minuteman 

and promises an earlier availability. It is an improvement over Atlas and 
in the presently- planned sites is less vulnerable than Atlas.

3. Minuteman
Does this missile have a technical certainty and an expected oper-

ational performance and availability that would warrant exclusive reli-
ance on it for an ICBM capability?

The most important feature of Minuteman is its large solid pro-
pellant booster. This feature may also be the most critical aspect of 
its development. Although there appears to be adequate back- up for 
the large- scale development of solid propellant grains required by 
Minuteman, the early stage of the development makes it difficult to 
predict the date of operational availability.

Is the level of development effort for Minuteman adequate to solve 
its problems and meet reasonable IOC dates?

4. Polaris Force
What constitutes an effective force level for this system, seen as an 

integral part of the strategic missile force of USA?
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The cost and a great part of the complexity of this program arise 
from the nuclear submarine, not the missile. This makes an evaluation 
of force level an important consideration in assessing its effective-
ness. Could the cost of this program be reduced and its effectiveness 
extended by installing Polaris missiles on other types of ships and by 
stretching out submarine procurement?

5. Thor, Jupiter
Are the problems of vulnerability as well as political acceptability 

of IRBM’s sufficiently great to warrant limiting these weapons systems 
to a very small number of squadrons?

Should one of these programs be terminated at an early date since 
the missiles operationally are so similar?

Difficulties of obtaining foreign bases may considerably limit the 
use of these weapons.

Both of these missiles depend on cryogenics and lack mobility.

C. Manned Bomber Striking Force

1. B–52
Can the B–52, equipped with Hound Dog, compete with possi-

ble new developments? What is the potential of the B–52 system for 
growth in the future?

2. B–58
Does the B–58 represent a sufficient improvement over the B–52 

delivery system to warrant its further development? What would be its 
requirement for increased KC–135 support?

3. KC–135 Jet Tanker
What is the proper relation of the size of the jet tanker force to the 

manned bomber force? What is the vulnerability of the jet tanker refu-
eling system?

4. B–70
Are the speed and altitude advantages of the B–70 over the B–52 

great enough to warrant the substantial investment such a force will 
require?

What will be the capability of the B–70 for penetrating enemy 
defenses at the time it is operationally available?

What capability would the B–70 have for maintaining a force on 
airborne alert?

5. Goose
Assuming the availability of Quail, what is the requirement of 

Goose, considering its inflexibility?
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II. DEFENSE OF THE STRIKING FORCE AND HOME BASE

A. General Discussion

It is perhaps in this area that the interrelations of weapons systems 
with each other is most complex and the evaluation of the technical 
facts is most dependent upon policy judgments. Important among the 
issues involving policy judgments are:

a. The size of the striking force to be defended;
b. The missions assigned to that force and for which it must then 

be defended— this influences the composition of the striking force and 
the fraction of each component which must, in extremis, be preserved;

c. The relative needs for defense of other targets on the home base, 
e.g. cities; determination of these needs involves judgment directly; it 
also involves judgment indirectly because decisions made under “a”, 
and “b”, above influence the amount of the enemy’s force available to 
attack targets other than the striking force.

In principle, once policies have been set which establish a yard- 
stick for effectiveness, many technical issues can be settled by adequate 
analyses of systems and their costs. Interpreted in this light, the broader 
technical questions relate to:

a. The choice of means for best defending the striking force— e.g., by 
warning and alert, by dispersal and hardening, and by active measures;

b. The extent to which defense against aircraft must be prosecuted 
in a missile age;

c. The choice of means for air defense;
d. The extent to which the threat from missiles launched at sea 

should be countered by warfare at sea.

Once the policies mentioned above are set and the technical analy-
ses just listed are done, it is possible in principle to consider the broad-
est issues: the extent to which a given budget should be apportioned 
between striking force and its defense, and finally, the budget for the 
two which best meets the country’s needs as set by policy.

Another issue of a somewhat different sort seems important in 
connection with defense. The complexity of the defensive mission 
places great demands upon the organization which conducts this mis-
sion. The present organization, NORAD, is unified in the somewhat 
narrow sense that it can deploy and command the forces made avail-
able to it. But the technical composition of these forces and the nature 
of their equipment and of their supporting elements, (e.g., SAGE), 
are determined by separate actions of the three services (and also the 
services of Canada). On these matters NORAD can advise and request 
but not control.

Nor, outside of NORAD, is there any other mechanism of author-
ity by which policy decisions, such as those mentioned above, can 
be brought directly to bear upon procurement, or upon research and 
development as these relate specifically to defensive efforts.
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For these reasons, the most complex of the military tasks facing 
this country, and the task most needing careful balancing and inter-
relating of many components, is without an adequate structure for its 
management. Is an effort to improve the effectiveness of defense as a 
whole likely to fail without more centralized management?

The subsequent paragraphs of this section examine some specific 
technical issues.

B. Active Defense

1. Nike-Zeus
Is this system effective enough as planned at present to permit pro-

curement plans to proceed, or should hardening of a fraction of SAC be 
undertaken instead, while R & D on the Zeus system is carried on at the 
highest practical rate?

A large ICBM can carry more than a dozen appropriately designed 
warheads which reenter separately and must be countered individu-
ally. The cost of an effective defense by Nike-Zeus then depends crit-
ically upon the cost of furnishing the necessary fire power. Does this 
fact, together with the fact that the radars of the Zeus system are neces-
sarily soft targets, suggest that hardening may be both a cheaper and a 
more dependable alternative?

2. Nike-Hercules
Should this defense system, now becoming available, be installed 

to defend population centers or be used principally for the defense of 
SAC bases?

Would economy result from concentrating on the use of this weapon 
for SAC base air defense during the early time period when the manned 
bomber threat to SAC is predominant, and would this be militarily wise?

3. Super Hawk
What effectiveness will this weapon offer over other ground- to- 

air missile systems? Could this added effectiveness be bought more 
cheaply by increasing the use of Nike-Hercules or other existing weap-
ons systems?

These questions seem particularly relevant in view of the similari-
ties between Super Hawk and other air defense weapons, and in view 
of the fact that development costs are always high.

4. Bomarc
Since this system is controlled by the ground environment, is it so 

vulnerable to ICBM attack as to represent a questionable air defense?
Alternatively, should greater reliance be placed on more nearly 

autonomous weapons systems (including manned interceptors) with 
appropriate armament, designed for this mode of operation?
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5. F–108 and GAP–9
What effectiveness will this interception system add to air defense 

of the home base? Is this development the best means to get this added 
effectiveness?

An interceptor system which does not depend too heavily on 
the ground environment is desirable during the ICBM era. But is the 
F–108 system too complex and the vehicle too small fully to exploit the 
concept? Can an effective radar for this plane be developed without 
degrading the performance of the plane?

6. ASW Expenditure
Is the large fraction of the Nary budget expended on ASW in need 

of redirection? Should there be more emphasis on development of bet-
ter methods, including sea surveillance, as distinguished from marginal 
improvement and test of existing methods? Is the Navy recommending 
funds large enough to deal adequately with the solution of this com-
plex problem?

7. ASW Seaplane Development
The prospect of success should be critically examined here on tech-

nical grounds. The use of the open ocean as a landing platform poses 
an extremely difficult problem under most conditions. Can this be con-
sidered a high- priority item if the questions in “6” above are answered 
affirmatively?

C. Passive Defense

1. SAC Alert
Is the planned SAC alert adequate to meet the enemy missile 

threat? Has there been a realistic forecast of the operating costs entailed 
by the continuous alert over the next several years?

How would these costs, as well as the operating capability of SAC, 
be affected by hardening a portion of each base?

2. Hardening
In addition to earlier questions which have related hardening of SAC 

bases to other defensive alternatives, the following questions appear:
To what level of pressure should bases be hardened? How is this 

level related to the number of aircraft to be protected by hardening? 
What levels of hardening are best for missile bases, and how many 
bases should be protected at this level?

In all cases, the protection obtained by greatly hardening a few 
bases needs to be compared in its cost with more widespread harden-
ing to a lower pressure level.
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D. Ground Environment

1. SAGE
Is this system so vulnerable to bomb damage that some of the 

scheduled improvements are of marginal value? Alternatively, should 
additional funds be allocated to hardening SAGE installations? What 
will be the traffic handling capacity of SAGE in the face of electronic 
countermeasures? Is this adequate to support the air defense mission 
of the interceptor and Bomarc force?

2. AEW and C
Are the Air Force and Navy programs in this area adequate to 

support the air defense of our coastal areas? Would augmenting these 
programs be an economical way to increase the effectiveness of air 
defense? Do these two programs lead to equipment which is mutually 
compatible, compatible with SAGE, and compatible with existing and 
programmed interceptor forces?

3. Badge—Alaska (extending air defense ground control into Alaska)
Would enough defense of the striking force be provided by this 

proposal to warrant the expenditure?

4. Dewline
Is the system likely to fail to give warning unless the contemplated 

radar replacements are made, or do the changes make only a marginal 
difference in performance? Should the programmed extensions to 
Dewline be accelerated?

5. BMEWS
Should the proposed additional site in Scotland be authorized?
What is the relation of the BMEWS system to the possible use of 

infra- red airborne devices for early warning (IREW, see 6 below)?

6. IREW
Should aircraft, devices, and communications for this warning sys-

tem be developed? How, and how effectively, can this system supple-
ment BMEWS or substitute for extensions of BMEWS?

III. GROUND AND SEA FORCES

A. General Discussion

New technological developments impinge directly on such ques-
tions as the size and make- up of conventional forces, logistic support, 
mobility, and increased firepower in relation to manpower.

The use of nuclear weapons by the fleet and by ground forces 
raises questions, furthermore, as to the extent to which these weapons 
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will contribute increased effectiveness for a given investment. What 
should be the relative emphasis given to increasing the use of nuclear 
weapons, as opposed to conventional weapons for tactical systems?

Other technical advances as, for example, nuclear engines for ships, 
will require examination. To what extent do they simplify the logistic 
support of ground and sea forces and increase the effective mobility of 
such forces?

At a more general level, the question arises, whether, on the whole, 
present funds for the Navy give adequate support to its several mis-
sions. The Navy contributes to the strategic striking force; the extent 
of this contribution, and the cost thereof, will increase as the Polaris 
program advances. At the same time, the Navy assists in defending 
the home base, contributes a mobile tactical force, is a stabilizing and 
deterrent element in peace time, and is a major troop carrier in the case 
of general war.

B. Ground Forces

1. Davy Crockett
Is there a clear understanding of the nuclear warhead requirements 

for this weapon system based on approved operational concepts for its 
employment?

This system provides great explosive power in a weapon of light 
weight. It is effective against armor, troops, and installations; never-
theless, its effects are restricted enough that it can be used safely in the 
vicinity of friendly forces, and discriminately against ground targets.

2. Vigilante-Mauler (new AA gun and missile)
Are both of these projects necessary for battlefield defense?

3. Redstone
Does this weapon have sufficient mobility and invulnerability to 

make it dependable under combat conditions and useful under present 
Army organization and requirements for mobility?

4. Hawk
Should the procurement of Hawk missiles be limited to the num-

ber required for use overseas?
This air defense weapon for general tactical use should be con-

sidered in relation to other tactical air defense weapons. It may be that 
Hawk is the only available air defense weapon under the direct control 
of Army field forces.

5. Short- range Missiles (Little John, LaCrosse, Missile A, Missile B)
Is there need for all of these tactical weapons?
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C. Sea Forces

1. Fleet Missiles
Will the increased use of missiles in the fleet permit reductions in 

numbers and types of aircraft and carriers?
With cruisers and other vessels having a missile capability in the 

fleet, does the number of carriers needed for air defense, air attack of 
land installations and other carrier attack missions diminish?

2. Nuclear Powered Fleet
Does a second nuclear carrier commit the Navy to planning for an 

all nuclear task force? How much improvement in effectiveness and 
economy results from the use of an all- nuclear task force?

Since carriers are organized as units of a task force and cannot 
operate alone, do nuclear carriers of high speeds and long endurance 
require other ships in the force to have the same performance?

3. Eagle Missile
In view of the Navy’s growing AA missile capability in ships of 

the fleet is the Eagle missile and associated aircraft development neces-
sary? Is this program redundant?

4. Bullpup v. White Lance
Can one of these tactical air missiles be developed for use by both 

the Navy and Air Force?

IV. GENERAL MILITARY SUPPORT

A. General Discussion

This section does not include any items of general military support 
except those which clearly involve technical issues. For example, the 
possible economy that might result from a reduction of mobilization 
reserve procurement is not discussed.

B. Research and Development

Should an adjustment be made in the direction of more research 
and less development? Only a very small part of the total research and 
development budget goes into research, especially basic research.

There are several kinds of military research:

1. Basic fact- finding concerning natural phenomena. Examples are 
meteorology, solid state physics, and radio astronomy.

2. Inventions of components and devices of obvious utility to exis-
ting or foreseeable weapon systems. Examples are transistors, infra- red 
detectors and new rocket fuels.

3. Analytical studies of possible weapon system developments, 
utilizing all available scientific facts and guidance as to the objective to 
be achieved. The studies of the Nike-Hercules and Bomarc, in advance 
of their actual development, are typical of this type of research.
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It is by no means true that all, or even a large fraction, of the research 
studies of the kind mentioned in (3) should lead to weapon system 
developments. The practical question is whether expensive delays and 
mistakes could be prevented by reducing the number of developments 
and using the money thereby saved to assure, by research studies, that 
the developments actually undertaken embody the best approaches to 
their military objectives.

Is the ratio of research to development expenditure too small for 
most economical operation and for the furtherance of our military tech-
nology? Any proposed reduction in research needs to be examined 
carefully in terms of its effect on the future national science effort and 
current policy for strengthening this effort.

C. Communications

1. High altitude nuclear weapons effects
Do any of the planned communication systems that are expected 

to operate during an all- out war depend upon the ionosphere?
Any such systems are expected to be undependable if high altitude 

nuclear explosions take place anywhere within hundreds of miles of 
the propagation path. A single shot of this kind produced strong effects, 
not yet fully understood, during recent tests in the Pacific.

Such communication systems, if they exist in present plans, may 
require substitution of other types, such as cable, which would not be 
affected. Are the budget implications of these findings reflected in the 
FY–60 budget?

2. Global Communications Systems
Should the expansion and improvement of a military global com-

munications system be developed as a unified communications system 
for all three services?

All services require communication to many points on the globe. 
The increased vulnerability of overseas communications to enemy 
countermeasures and the corresponding need for greater reliability 
through use of alternate compatible routes raises the basic question of 
whether there is not need for a properly designed unified communica-
tions system. Has this possibility been examined for the armed serv-
ices? The individual services will, in addition to any common global 
net, continue to need specialized communications to their mobile ele-
ments and for command purposes.

D. Navy Radio Telescope

The intelligence application of the system has been seriously ques-
tioned as well as the desirability of making so large a jump in size at 
one step. In the light of these technical questions, is the continuation of 
this project warranted under conditions of a tight budget?
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E. Pacific Missile Range

Is all the presently planned instrumentation for this range necessary?

F. Aircraft, nuclear propelled

Has a major technical advance occurred since the recent technical 
review to warrant programs of the size put forth for FY–60 by the Air 
Force and the Navy?

G. Dyna-Soar

Does it have sufficient military usefulness to justify its inclusion in 
the Air Force budget?

H. ARPA Space Program

Has the proposed program been coordinated with that of NASA?
Presumably the National Aeronautics and Space Council will review 

the combined budget of the two agencies. Information is still incomplete 
about this combined budget, but enough information is available to indi-
cate that a top policy decision must be made about the size of the national 
space program and the allocation of items between NASA and DOD.

I. BW–CW

Should research be expanded to uncover potential capabilities? 
Most of the funds for BW–CW are currently in procurement.

106. Memorandum From Gleason to the NSC Planning Board1

Washington, November 5, 1958

SUBJECT

Review of NSC 5410/1

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5410/1
B. NSC 5810/1
C. Memos for Planning Board, May 16 and October 17, 1958
D. Record of Meeting of Planning Board, October 17, 1958

As a result of discussion by the drafting committee constituted 
by the Planning Board on October 17 (Reference D), the enclosed 
alternative policy statements on the subject are transmitted herewith 

1 Source: Encloses alternative policy statements on NSC 5410/1. Top Secret. 7 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.



364 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

for consideration by the Planning Board at its meeting on Friday, 
November 7, 1958.

Alternative A is a draft revision of NSC 5410/1 submitted by the 
Defense and JCS members of the drafting committee. Other members 
of the drafting committee feel that it might be preferable to deal with 
the substance of NSC 5410/1 along the lines of Alternative B, which is 
in the form of a draft Annex to NSC 5810/1.

Marion W. Boggs
Director

Policy Coordinating Secretariat

Enclosure

Paper Prepared by the Department of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Washington, undated

Alternative A
Defense-JCS Revision of NSC 5410/1

U.S. OBJECTIVES IN THE EVENT OF GENERAL WAR  
WITH THE SINO SOVIET BLOC

(Assumes that general war has been forced upon the United States, 
directly or indirectly. Reference to territory of the Soviet Union means 
the area included within the August, 1939, borders.)

1. To achieve a victory which will insure the survival of the United 
States.

2. To preserve and retain as many of its effective allies as possible.
3. To reduce by military and other measures the capabilities of the 

USSR Sino Soviet Bloc to the point where it has lost its will or ability to 
wage war against the United States and its allies.

4. Delete old par. 4 and renumber subsequent paragraphs.
5. 4. To render ineffective the control structure by which the Soviet 

and Chinese Communist regimes have been able to exert ideological 
and disciplinary authority over individual citizens or groups of citizens 
in other countries and over their own peoples.

6. 5. To prevent, so far as practicable, the formation or retention, 
after the war, of military power in potentially hostile states sufficient to 
threaten the security of the United States.

6. While avoiding premature decisions or commitments, commence 
now formulation of, and keep under continual review, plans with respect 



National Security Policy 365

to such issues as terms of enemy surrender, border and territorial rear-
rangements, the forms or administration of government in enemy ter-
ritory, independence for national minorities, and the degree of postwar 
responsibility to be assumed by the United States in readjusting the inev-
itable political, economic and social dislocations resulting from the war.

7. In pursuing the above objectives, the United States should from 
the outset of general war:

a. Mobilize fully its moral, human and material resources.
b. Obtain the full participation of its principal allies in the collective 

war effort.
c. Seek the participation in or contribution to the collective war 

effort by other nations, as consistent in each case with attainment of the 
above objectives.

d. Divide, as practicable, the peoples and armed forces of the Soviet 
Union and Communist China from their communist regimes, and the 
peoples of the satellites from their Soviet- dominated regimes; and so 
far as possible enlist the active support of these peoples on the side of 
the United States and its allies in prosecuting the war against the Soviet 
regime.

e. Make clear that this war is not an attempt by the United States to 
impose by force of arms a particular political or economic system upon 
the world, but rather a defense against efforts by the Soviet regime to 
do so.

f. Exert U.S. influence at every opportunity during the war to shape 
political and other developments in ways favorable to U.S. post- war 
objectives.

8. The United States should maintain after the cessation of hos-
tilities, U.S. and allied military strength adequate to achieve post- war 
objectives.

Enclosure

Alternative B

DRAFT ANNEX A TO 5810/1

U.S. POLICY TOWARD ARMED HOSTILITIES

1. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1) calls for sufficient 
U.S. military strength to deter the Communists from use of their mili-
tary power. The initiation by the U.S. of preventive war to reduce Soviet 
or Chinese Communist military power is rejected as an unacceptable 
course of action.

2. If a general nuclear attack is launched against the U.S. directly 
or indirectly by the USSR, the U.S. plans to insure the survival of the 
United States by using all available means to destroy the will or ability 
of the USSR to wage war against the U.S. The only additional factor to 
be taken into account in such planning is the increase or decrease in 
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the amount of anticipated damage to the United States resulting from 
different kinds of U.S. retaliatory attacks on the USSR.

3. It is not now feasible to state U.S. policy for the period following 
a nuclear exchange between the USSR and the U.S. Decisions will have 
to be made at the time as to the post attack missions of U.S. military 
forces then existing. Consequently, the U.S. must refrain from public 
discussion of political actions it might take during the second phase of 
a general nuclear war with the USSR but must make clear its determi-
nation to prevail if general nuclear war is forced upon it.

4. If Communist China joins the USSR in a general nuclear war, 
the U.S. will seek to reduce by military and other measures the capa-
bility of Communist China to the point where it has lost its will or abil-
ity to wage war against the United States. The active participation of 
Communist China on the USSR side should be prevented by all means 
consistent with other U.S. objectives.

5. In the event that Communist China initiates all- out war against 
the United States or its allies, the U.S. will carry out its treaty com-
mitments and seek to destroy the will and ability of the Chinese 
Communists to wage war against the U.S. or its allies. In conducting 
the war against Communist China, the U.S. will make a major effort to 
keep the USSR from actively engaging in the conflict.

6. Basic national security policy calls for U.S. military strength 
adequate to present a deterrent to limited aggression. In the event the 
deterrent fails, and if U.S. forces are to be employed, a decision will be 
made at the time (a) whether vital U.S. interests require the defeat of 
the limited aggression by using whatever degree of force is necessary, 
or (b) whether U.S. interests would be served by using force to achieve 
the objectives of restoring the status quo ante and of limiting the area 
and scope of hostilities.

a. The United States should take the necessary steps to convince its 
allies that it is committed to carry out its treaty obligations, including 
the UN Charter, and possesses the capability to fulfill its commitments, 
using nuclear weapons as necessary to defend Free World interests.

b. The U.S. should make clear that it will not use force to impose a 
particular political or economic system upon the world, but will take all 
actions necessary to defend against Communist use of force to impose 
its system upon the non-Communist world.
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107. Memorandum of Discussion at the 385th NSC Meeting1

Washington, November 6, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 385th2 NSC Meeting on Thursday, November 6, 1958

Present at the 385th Meeting of the National Security Council 
were the President of the United Sates, Presiding; the Secretary of 
Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, and the Deputy Secretary of Defense. The following mem-
bers of the Comparative Evaluation Group also attended this meet-
ing: the Under Secretary of State; the Director of Central Intelligence; 
and the Special Assistants to the President for Science and Technology 
and for National Security Affairs. Also attending the meeting were the 
Director and Mr. John H. Daniel of the Weapons Systems Evaluation 
Group; the Assistant to the President; the White House Staff Secretary; 
the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; Lt. General Karl W. Barnes 
and Mr. Charles Ahern of the Central Intelligence Agency; the 
NSC Representative on Internal Security; and the Acting Executive 
Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. COMPARATIVE EVALUATION GROUP
(NSC 5815)

Mr. Gray opened the meeting by noting that its purpose was to 
hear an oral presentation of a Comparative Evaluation Study of U.S. 
and Soviet Air Defense Radar Developments and Capabilities. He said 
the study was undertaken pursuant to NSC 5815, which established, 
under the NSC, a Comparative Evaluations Group (CEG) responsible 
for making comparative evaluations of U.S. and Soviet capabilities in 
selected weapons systems. He mentioned that the CEG is comprised 
of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Under Secretary of State; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Chairman of the President’s Board 
of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities; and the President’s 
Special Assistants for Science and Technology and for National Security 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Comparative Evaluation Group. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.

2 This was a Special Meeting with limited attendance to hear the report of the 
Comparative Evaluation Group. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Affairs. He said that the CEG was assisted in this study by Vice Admiral 
John H. Sides, Director, WSEG, and by Lt. General Earl W. Barnes, 
USAF (Ret.), of the Central Intelligence Agency. He then called upon 
Admiral Sides who made an oral presentation of the highlights of the 
study, a copy of which has been deposited in the files of the Executive 
Secretary, NSC.

Following Admiral Sides’ oral presentation, the Secretary of 
Defense made inquiry as to what, if any, radar capabilities the Soviets 
have below 500 feet. Admiral Sides responded that the Soviets would 
not have too much capability below 500 feet. He mentioned that 500 feet 
is generally accepted as a realistic, minimum low level attack altitude 
because any attack attempted beneath the 500 foot level could result in 
serious trouble for the attacker.

Mr. Gray indicated that, as to future evaluations of this kind, the 
CEG, at a meeting held on October 27, recommended that the fol-
lowing topics, listed in order of suggested priority, be considered by 
the President as suitable subjects for comparative evaluations stud-
ies: (a) long- range ballistic missiles systems (to include ICBM’s and 
IRBM’s, but to exclude air- breathers); (b) computer technology; and 
(c) submarine weapons systems and anti- submarine warfare capabil-
ities. Mr. Gray suggested that the President might wish to designate 
one of these topics as the subject of the next study to be undertaken 
by the CEG.

The President stated that he personally favored the topic “subma-
rine weapons systems and anti- submarine warfare capabilities”, and 
Mr. Gray pointed out that this was also the selection of the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The President inquired whether we knew enough about computer 
technology to make a meaningful evaluation. It was his thought that a 
study of computer technology would be dependent in large measure 
upon the opinions of Dr. Killian’s technical people as distinguished 
from the WSEG experts.

Dr. Killian thought that a meaningful evaluation could be made of 
computer technology, and he emphasized the view that such an evalua-
tion would yield considerable valuable information concerning import-
ant aspects of various Soviet weapons systems.

Admiral Sides pointed out that it was not intended that WSEG 
should make all of the evaluations to be conducted pursuant to NSC 
5815. He said that if computer technology were selected as a topic that 
others, such as Dr. Killian, might be given responsibility for the evalu-
ation study.
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The Director of Central Intelligence, reverting to the fact that the 
President had earlier indicated that he favored item (c), above, as 
the topic for the next evaluation study, stated that at the moment the 
Soviets are converting to and starting to build a new class of subma-
rine. He said that we do not have much data as yet concerning this 
new class of submarine, and while the new sub will not be coming in 
for a year or two, it might be desirable to put off the selection of this 
subject for evaluation study until additional information is available.

The President again inquired as to what we know about Soviet 
computer systems, and Dr. Killian indicated that we have mixed infor-
mation on that score. Dr. Killian commented there is reason to believe 
that the Soviets have misled the West concerning their computer tech-
nology capabilities. He said it appears that the Soviets may have devel-
oped much theory with respect to computer technology, but not too 
much technical apparatus in areas involving practical application of 
computer technology theories.

The Secretary of Defense noted that although the Soviets have 
embarked on the development of a new generation of submarines, the 
new subs will not actually be coming in for a year or two. He said in 
the meantime there is a present threat from existing Soviet submarines 
which threat will be with us for at least two or three years. It was his 
thought, therefore, that it would be desirable to make an evaluation 
study of this existing threat.

The President concluded that the next topic to be undertaken by the 
CEG as the subject of a comparative evaluation study should be subma-
rine weapons systems and anti- submarine warfare capabilities. It was the 
President’s thought that when the submarine evaluation is completed, it 
should be followed by an evaluation of computer technology.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed the first report of the Comparative Evalua-
tions Group, pursuant to NSC 5815, as presented orally at the meeting 
by the Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation Group.

J. Patrick Coyne
NSC Representative on  

Internal Security
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108. Memorandum From Murphy (G), Reinhardt (C), and Smith 
(S/P) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, November 8, 1958

SUBJECT

Your conversation with Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles this afternoon

You asked us to suggest some thoughts for your meeting with 
McElroy. We believe that it would be unwise for you to get involved 
in any discussion of various weapons systems or any Department of 
Defense operational matters.

We believe that you should say that from a foreign policy point 
of view it would be well if the United States posed a more impressive 
military capability to meet less than all- out war situations. If additional 
budget cuts are essential the foreign policy argument favors a placing 
of the burden of the reduction on the massive retaliation capability and 
not on the limited war capability.

We see great political dangers in the suggestion that the United 
States security would permit of over- all inferiority militarily to the 
Communist bloc.

1 Source: Suggestions for conversation with McElroy on Department of Defense 
budget. Top Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 611.00/11–858.

109. Memorandum of Conversation between the President and 
Gray1

Washington, November 19, 1958, 3:45 p.m.

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH THE PRESIDENT

(Wednesday, November 19 at approximately 3:45)

I reminded the President that the upcoming meeting of the NSC on 
Thursday, 20 November, would be devoted to the 1958 Net Evaluation 
Subcommittee report. I indicated to the President that in my judgment 

1 Source: Nuclear targeting. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Project Clean Up, Meetings With the President. Drafted on November 22.
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this meeting could be an important springboard for proposing vital 
questions looking to the future of our defense posture.

I recalled to the President’s attention that the current study was 
based upon an attack pattern not addressed strictly to military targets 
but was based upon his directive that the attack pattern be designed 
to paralyze the Russian nation without, however, excluding military 
targets which would contribute to this objective. Thus, the study was 
an urban industrial-military mix with the emphasis on industrial urban 
resulting in effective paralysis with fewer weapons and less kiloton-
nage than used in the 1957 attack pattern. Incidentally, I reported to the 
President that in my judgment, he would not find the 1958 study “too 
academic in nature” as he had feared and had indicated to me in an 
earlier conversation.

Inasmuch as our military force requirements, including numbers 
and types of weapons and delivery systems were based entirely upon 
the purposes of our retaliatory force, the targeting system was central 
to our long- range planning with overwhelming implications for future 
defense budgets.

I then said to the President that I felt this was very closely related 
to the review of 5410/1 now in process. I reported that Robert Cutler 
had started this review in April and I had carried it forward at innu-
merable meetings of the Planning Board without an agreement as to the 
kind of paper that should go to the Council. I indicated to the President 
that in my judgment, we could not separate the question of effective 
deterrence from the question of war objectives and neither could be 
separated from our targeting plans. I then posed for the President the 
first problem in connection with 5410/1, which was whether we needed 
such a paper at all, expressing the judgment that the paper, as written in 
March 1954, was out of date and should either be updated or rescinded.

The President expressed his doubt as to our ability to do effec-
tive planning against a situation of mutual devastation. However, he 
approved the notion of bringing a discussion paper to the Council.

I suggested to him then that he might wish, following the presen-
tation by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee, to ask for a study of the 
targeting system for his consideration.

The President felt that I should raise this question and that I had a 
sufficient basis for it by reason of the directive he gave for the different 
targeting system to be used in this year’s exercise. I then told him that I 
would make the effort to relate such an appraisal to the question of war 
objectives and seek to pull all of these matters together, which would 
also include weapons requirements.

I then reported to the President that with respect to the Defense 
budget, one of the recommendations he might have to face was one to 
cancel out the TITAN program. I reminded him that this might present 
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personal difficulties for him because the Glenn L. Martin Co. was 
reported to have spent $30 million in Denver getting into the TITAN 
program. The President thanked me for bringing this to his attention 
but observed that “we must be selective or we will be broke.”

Gordon Gray

cc: Mr. Lay

110. Memorandum of Conference with the President, and 
Department of Defense and NSC Leaders1

Washington, November 28, 1958, 8:45 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
General Twining
Secretary Quarles
Mr. Holaday
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Stans
Mr. McNeil
Mr. Harlow
Brig. General Carey Randall
Brig. General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

The purpose of this meeting was to brief the President on the status 
of the Department of Defense budget request for FY 1960. The presenta-
tion was delivered by Secretary McElroy.

I.

Secretary McElory began by giving the overall budget estimate 
for FY 1960 as compared to previous years. New obligational author-
ity (NOA) for 1960 is estimated at $42.8 billion, expenditures at $41.6 
billion. This cost level exceeds that of FY 1959, in which NOA is $41.8 
billion and expenditures are estimated at $40.8 billion. Expenditures in 
FY 1958 were $39.0 billion. Mr. McElroy noted that of the increase of 

1 Source: Department of Defense budget issues. No classification marking. 10 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Diary Series.
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expenditures in FY 1959, over FY 1958, $850 million has been required 
by the military and civilian pay raise.

Mr. McElroy then covered what he considered his “key” decisions. 
These had resulted in reduction of an original estimate of $43.6 billion 
NOA for FY 1960 to $42.8 billion. He then ran down the individual 
items, largely by Service, as follows:

NIKE-ZEUS—In this program $700 million had been recom-
mended by the Army. A scientific group in the Pentagon had revised 
this recommendation to include only $626 million, of which $300 mil-
lion should be R&D funds. The reason for this reduction, besides econ-
omy, is uncertainty as to the efficacy of the NIKE-ZEUS. The cost of 
ZEUS overall would be $7.0 billion. Therefore, Mr. McElroy feels that 
only the $300 million R&D funds should be released for this year, and 
the country should be apprised of the overall cost before we go to pro-
duction on this weapon.

The President then stated that we have wasted too much money by 
going prematurely into production on various items. In particular, he 
mentioned those of interceptors of interim value only.

Overseas Deployments—Mr. McElroy then mentioned the impact 
of cutbacks on the overseas deployments of the Army and pointed 
out the fact that every squeeze in manpower is difficult on the Army. 
He cited as an example the fact that 10,000 men are needed in 1962 
for dispersion of atomic storage sites in Europe (this figure was 
questioned and discussed, but was used for illustrative purposes). 
Additionally, he mentioned the fact that the Army must expend 
manpower in the mission of training the National Guard. All this, he 
states, cuts into the Army combat forces. Therefore, in order to save 
as much as possible, areas other than manpower have been cut in this 
budget. Mr. McElroy’s concern with overseas deployments applies as 
of FY 1960.

REDSTONE—One of those areas is the REDSTONE, for which 
there will be no additional funding after FY 1959. To compensate for 
this cutback to some extent, Mr. McElroy plans to expedite the solid 
propellant PERSHING. He realizes that the cutback in REDSTONE 
means that some U.S. commitments in Europe will not be met.

Air Defense—One of Mr. McElroy’s key decisions is to cut back 
missile air defense by reducing both NIKE-HERCULES and BOMARC 
below NORAD-recommended levels. The Department of Defense feels 
that if we must be inadequate, the inadequacy should be sustained in 
air defense on the basis that no air defense is perfect and the best hope 
for protection of the U.S. is the threat of retaliation. Mr. McElroy feels 
that we must protect SAC bases and go beyond that only as necessary 
for psychological reasons.
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Army Modernization—As a final item on the Army, Mr. McElroy 
pointed out that the Army’s programs for modernization will slip, 
primarily with regard to modernization of those forces which will be 
mobilized between M-Day and M-/6. (Note: The objectives and capabil-
ities plans in the Pentagon are based on the assumption, for computa-
tional purposes, that D-Day will occur at M-/6 months.)

Navy Missiles—In keeping with the policy of close scrutiny of air- 
breathing missiles, the Department of Defense has cancelled REGULUS II, 
which Mr. McElroy considers the best air breather in its range. This can-
cellation is considered justified in view of the advent of POLARIS.

The question of simultaneous R&D and production then came up. 
Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles ventured the opinion that we are cur-
rently undergoing a technical revolution which requires unusually 
large R&D funds. This situation, they feel, should correct itself when 
the transitions now under way are achieved.

With regards to POLARIS, the release of one submarine in FY 
1959 brings the total at beginning FY 1960 to six, with three additional 
authorized by Congress but frozen by the Administration. Department 
of Defense, under its proposed budget, plans to release those three, 
bringing the total to nine, but not to request authority for any addi-
tional POLARIS from Congress during FY 1960. In addition, however, 
Department of Defense is including some specified long lead- time items 
for three more POLARIS in this FY 1960 budget. Mr. McElroy considers 
this a conservative approach with which the Navy and the Congress 
might disagree. If pressed on this issue, Mr. McElroy feels that he can 
request additional procurement when technical problems are solved.

Nuclear Attack Carrier (CVAN)—Mr. McElroy then stated that 
he proposed a second nuclear attack carrier to be built. Mr. McElroy 
pointed out the Navy planning now contemplates a two- year cycle 
in shipbuilding with a carrier program every other year for at least a 
couple more years, and support ships programs for the alternate year. 
He reminded the President that under such a program a carrier would 
have been included in 1959 but it was deferred. This statement caused 
rather considerable discussion. The arguments advanced in favor of the 
building of a second CVAN as set forth by General Twining were:

(a) Carriers are useful in cold war situations (General Twining dis-
counts any great value of the CVAN in general war).

(b) If new carriers are built, in General Twining’s view, they should 
be nuclear. He admits, however, that in his mind this production of 
a second nuclear carrier is one of the more questionable items in this 
budget.

Mr. Gray then interposed a word at the request of Secretary Dulles, 
not present at this meeting. Secretary Dulles had stated to Mr. Gray on 
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November 26 that were he present in the meeting he would make the 
following comment. Without wishing to pose as an expert on Defense 
budget matters, he nevertheless would like to point out that from 
the point of view of the conduct of foreign relations, the capabilities 
which we had recently exercised in Lebanon and the Taiwan Strait had 
been significant and vital. Mr. Dulles’ view is that as long as we retain 
our deterrent capability, the major threat in years ahead is not one of 
general war but of local aggression. He therefore wishes to express the 
hope that budget decisions not be made which would cripple our capa-
bility in this area. Mr. Gray did not go so far as to specify whether this 
view indicated the necessity of the building of a new atomic carrier.

In justification for a sizeable carrier fleet, Mr. McElroy pointed 
out that the attack carriers had been extremely useful in Lebanon and 
Taiwan and that we had employed four in the Lebanon situation and 
five in the Taiwan situation.

As regards this item, the President has several reservations. First 
of all, he does not visualize a battle for the surface of the sea. Further, 
he desires to point out that our defense depends on our fiscal system. 
It is not a question of either defense or fiscal solvency. You do not have 
defense without fiscal soundness. He stated that he did not see build-
ing a new carrier at the moment but desires to defer decision temporar-
ily. (This matter was brought up again later, at which time the President 
stated that he would defer this for a year.)

Block Obsolescence—Mr. McElroy then stated that we are currently 
facing block obsolescence of our naval vessels. He indicated that Defense 
had engaged the services of people outside the government to go over 
the Navy problem of block obsolescence and specifically referred to the 
President of the Newport News Shipbuilding Company as a partici-
pant. They had felt that a “refurbishing” program was indicated and 
the Navy’s best judgment is that the report is sound. It involves three 
stages:

(a) When a ship has gone beyond repair it should be dropped off 
or replaced.

(b) Above that, there is proposed $2–$2.5 million per ship for pip-
ing and wiring which would extend the ship’s life for five years.

(c) With respect to ships that are still in better condition, a pro-
gram of real modernization is contemplated involving $7–$10 million 
per ship which would extend the ship’s life eight to ten years. This total 
program involves $200–$250 million.

Mr. McElroy stated that the alternate to such a program is to post-
pone modernization but this would require an even larger program 
later. Mr. McElroy also stated that the Navy is reducing the number of 
its ships and aircraft.
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THOR-JUPITER—With regard to the IRBM program, Mr. McElroy 
specified that only eight of the planned twelve squadrons of THOR- 
JUPITER will be organized. Four of these eight squadrons will go to 
the U.K. and one to Okinawa. The basis for this decision is that none of 
our allies desire IRBMs to be based on their soil. Mr. McElroy admits, 
however, that we must take into consideration the countries’ desire to 
buy IRBMs from us.

The President asked why we spent billions on these systems which 
are to be deployed among our allies and then and only then ascertain 
from them whether the systems are acceptable. The real question is 
whether we are doing our homework ahead of time. Mr. Quarles then 
commented that when the ICBM programs were given the highest pri-
ority, the State Department asked for a high priority also for the IRBM. 
Mr. Quarles stated that State still feels that it is valid to have the IRBM 
and is not happy about the reduction to eight squadrons, wishing to 
have ten squadrons to meet the Norstad commitment. He pointed out 
that the remaining two squadrons can be taken care of through MAP 
procurement if the countries involved desire the weapons.

In this connection, Mr. McElroy stated that the development of the 
GOOSE, a long- range decoy, is being dropped, as is SNARK.

TITAN-ATLAS—The Department of Defense plans to retain TITAN 
in the ICBM program since the scientific community considers it supe-
rior to the ATLAS despite the fact that it comes in a year later than 
ATLAS, and like ATLAS is a liquid- propelled missile. The time in which 
MINUTEMAN can take over is unknown. Currently, the Department of 
Defense plans to program eleven squadrons of TITAN and nine squad-
rons of ATLAS.

Manned Bombers—In the manned bomber field, production of the 
B–52G is being stepped up to five or six planes per month. This is being 
done because “the B–47 is undergoing fatigue.” One squadron of B–52s 
replaces two squadrons of B–47s.

Mr. McElroy went on to say that the Department of Defense con-
sidered cutting back B–58s and actually is planning to buy only three a 
month. Some procurement of this aircraft is considered justified since 
its speed of mach 2 will be a great advantage, and a limited number of 
these going in against Soviet defenders can open the way for the B–47s 
and B–52s.

Here the President interposed the question of why we produce 
B–58s along with more B–52s. He concurs with the policy of introduc-
ing a few new high performance aircraft for psychological purposes, 
but he questions the retention of TITAN, ATLAS, B–52s and B–58s. He 
voiced the question, “How many times do we have to destroy Russia?” 
This question, though rhetorical, was partially answered by General 
Twining when he stated that the total wings in the active Air Force go 
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down. He further specified that the B–58 may be able to replace the 
F–108.

Interceptors—Secretary McElroy specified that in line with the cal-
culated rise of favoring nuclear retaliation over air defense, no pro-
grams for interceptors are being initiated in FY 1960.

MACE—This missile, although an air breather, has not been dropped 
from the FY 1960 program because of its contributions to NATO. It has 
a good tactical range and carries a large warhead. Furthermore, it pro-
vides the only all- weather capability in NATO against airfields.

Mr. Quarles then made a brief reference to the relationships between 
the Department of Defense (ARPA) and the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). In particular, he pointed out that the 
two agencies had joint research programs in solid propellants and in 
space activities.

Finally, Mr. McElroy expressed his concern with the unemploy-
ment effects of program elimination. He pointed out, as an example, 
that the TITAN cancellation would have involved some 25, 000 people.

II.

At this point Mr. Stans began his discussion of the budget as pre-
sented by the Department of Defense. He began first by review of the 
general situation. He pointed out that in the original budget estimate 
the defense proportion of total national budget (of $85 billion) was 
$43/$85. However, the civilian budget has since been reduced from 
$42.0 billion to $36.5 billion under a condition of extremely tight guide-
lines, in which all low priority items have been eliminated. Mr. Stans 
emphasized that the most optimistic revenue picture would indicate an 
income of $76.0 billion; therefore, any failure to stay within this limit 
would result in a deficit. Accordingly, in the view of the Director of the 
Budget, the Department of Defense expenditures should be limited to 
$40.0 billion with $39.0 billion NOA. He desired, however, to congrat-
ulate the Department of Defense on the substantial reductions which 
had already been effected.

At this point the President interposed the idea that NOA should be 
reduced to the level of expenditures for the reason that NOA in excess 
of expenditures inevitably results in a raising of the expenditure level 
when the obligations become due.

Mr. Stans, in completing his overall view, mentioned that he had 
questioned some $8.0 billion worth of programs and $3 billion in 
expenditures in the initial Department of Defense budget, of which 
Department of Defense actually cut 10%. He pointed out that this effort 
still contains elements of a $50.0 billion budget due to the inclusion 
of exotic and duplicatory programs. He admitted that his own view 
would include some strength and structural reduction, but he feels that 
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much room for reduction exists in construction, ARPA, maintenance 
and operation, installations, and proficiency flying.

There was then considerable discussion on the nuclear powered 
aircraft (ANP) involving $200 million, including the AEC portion 
of $130 million. The budget proposed the elimination of ANP, but 
Mr. McElroy argued for the validity of the program from the psycho-
logical point of view. The President questioned the nuclear- powered 
aircraft, asking if it were not slow. Mr. Quarles responded that it was 
up to mach 1 and that it could penetrate to enemy defenses and launch 
missiles. Mr. Quarles felt that it had real military use but agreed that it 
was premature to “barge” into the systems application at this time.

The President then questioned why the development of ANP was 
not given to NASA and to AEC. Mr. Quarles suggested that he get Drs. 
Killian and Glennan and Mr. McCone and bring the results of further 
study to the President. The President approved this suggestion but said 
he still thinks it should be out of Defense.

A discussion then followed, based on an example used by 
Mr. Stans, of the DYNA-SOAR. Since this program represents a space 
experiment, there is considerable question as to whether the program 
should be pursued with the Department of Defense or with NASA. 
The discussion of switching the program to NASA was not conclu-
sive. However, the whole question of basic research was touched on to 
include the matter of reconnaissance satellites. In this connection, the 
President observed that he felt that satellites should be orbiting and 
working before Defense takes them over. Mr. McElroy defended the 
reconnaissance satellite but the President returned to his point, saying 
whenever we have the satellite we want, let us then give a defense 
application to it.

As a result of his studies of the practices of the Department of 
Defense, Mr. Stans concluded that as the President’s budget officer, 
he could not recommend approval of the budget as presented by 
the Department. His recommendation was to instruct the Defense 
Department to utilize the figure of $40.0 billion as a ceiling in a fresh 
attempt to make up a new FY 1960 budget. The President did not 
directly respond to Mr. Stans’ proposal.

III.

The discussion then turned to basic philosophy. The President 
made a pointed effort to emphasize that Defense is the key to a bal-
anced budget. He pointed out that if the Department of Defense desires 
to spend the kind of money requested in this proposal, they should 
realize that increased taxes are necessary in order to make it possible 
if the budget is to be balanced. He stated that he will, of course, listen 
when the Department of Defense says to him that national security 
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is imperiled; however, he wants everyone in the Department to have 
a complete understanding of the total problem of the interrelation-
ship between national defense and the balanced budget, that unless 
the  budget is balanced sooner or later, procurement of defense systems will 
avail nothing.

Mr. McElroy defended the Defense Department budget by point-
ing out the risks which he had consciously taken already in its compo-
sition. He pointed out the deliberate downgrading of the requirement 
for continental air defense confining our concern to the protection of 
our retaliatory bases. He further pointed out that this is the type of 
judgment which he feels qualified to make; but he emphasized that he 
hesitates to second- guess the scientists and those other people who are 
scientifically competent in judgments pertaining to their field. He con-
cluded that there are two kinds of judgment involved and he himself is 
in a position to make only one kind.

As a final discussion item, the President reopened the matter of 
overseas deployments of Army forces. More specifically, he asked 
why we do not consider some redeployment from Europe. He pointed 
out the great savings that could be made by reduction of divisions in 
Europe by three. In this connection, the President drew upon his own 
experience as the first SACEUR. The U.S. had agreed to maintain six 
divisions in Europe on a temporary basis, with the concept that the 
ground role should be taken over by the countries on the spot.

General Twining agreed that it would be desirable to reduce forces 
in Europe by one division this year. All agreed, however, that the State 
Department should be consulted before this is pursued further.

Conclusions—The presentation and discussion being completed, 
it was concluded that a stag dinner scheduled for December 3 would 
give this group an opportunity to discuss philosophy in some detail. 
Based on this meeting, the Department of Defense will re- examine 
their budget with an effort toward further reductions for consider-
ation at a later date.

(The NSC meeting scheduled for December 4 was deferred to 
December 6 to allow further study of the matter by the Defense staff.)

John S.D. Eisenhower
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111. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, November 28, 1958

SUBJECT

Basic National Policy: Approach to President

1. Present budgetary policies seem increasingly likely to have the 
following consequences:

(a) The FY 1960 Mutual Security Program will, if there are signif-
icant BOB cuts in the Department’s request, be inadequate to achieve 
the development objective which you outlined to your Wednesday 
press conference: that of creating enough progress so that there will be 
a feeling of dynamism rather than stagnation. Recent NSC Planning 
Board discussion indicates that attainment of this objective would call 
for substantial increase in present levels of development financing.

(b) Our local war capability will not be enhanced. As you suggested 
the other day, measures which might be directed to this end will prob-
ably be the first to feel the effect of a very tight DOD budget ceiling.

(c) The result could be a gradual weakening of our position in 
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, in the face of increasing Communist 
efforts at subversion and aggression. For we will not be able to offer 
needed help to countries which are progressively seeking economic 
growth; and we will not be able to respond effectively to limited mili-
tary challenges.

2. We would not wish this administration to be recorded as thus 
having presided, in its last two years, over a weakening of US strength 
which could have even more serious consequences than the economy 
drive which preceded the Korean aggression.

What are the alternatives?
(a) We could proceed with deficit financing of necessary additional 

national security expenditures, which would probably run to a very 
few billion dollars, at most.

(b) We could raise these additional sums through taxes, e.g., a 
national sales tax explicitly designed to meet national security require-
ments until these could be covered out of rising revenues resulting 
from a resumption of economic growth.

1 Source: Defense budget; includes three transmittal notes. Secret. 5 pp. NARA, RG 
59, S/S–NSC Files, Lot 63 D 351.
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3. I do not believe that there has so far been any deliberate com-
parison of the economic effects of these two courses of action with the 
security effects of the course on which we are now embarking.

4. If the President should decide to propose increased national 
security expenditures, and— if necessary— increased taxation, I believe 
that the country would welcome his leadership and rally vigorously to 
his support.

Present aggressive Communist policies in Berlin, and the tougher 
world- wide Communist posture, would provide a convincing rationale 
for that leadership.

Such a Presidential initiative— and the US response thereto— would 
encourage our allies to increased effort. It might deter the Communists 
from considering that the elections and the present budget- cutting 
exercise portend a period of weakness, which they can exploit through 
more frequent probing operations.

5. This need not involve abandonment of the President’s econ-
omy campaign. Domestic expenditures could still be held to minimum 
feasible levels, and the disagreement with Congressional advocates of 
greater spending would focus on these levels.

6. Conclusion. It may be worth making these points to the President 
on Sunday:

(a) There is growing need for a more effective development pro-
gram and local war capability, to hold our own against the increasingly 
aggressive Communist policies which now seem likely.

(b) If this need cannot be met within presently planned budgetary 
limits, it might be useful to have the executive branch (using the NSC 
mechanism as appropriate) urgently undertake a deliberate compar-
ison of: (i) the security effects of failing to meet this need, (ii) the eco-
nomic effects of meeting it through deficit financing and/or additional 
taxes. This comparison could provide a basis for final Presidential deci-
sions on the FY 1960 DOD and MSP programs.

Attachment

Note From Leddy to Carson

Washington, November 29, 1958

Basic National Policy Problem

Mr. Dillon has approved the attached memorandum from Mr. Smith 
to the Secretary regarding an approach to the President. However, he 
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believes that it would be unwise for the Secretary to mention the specific 
example of a national sales tax, which is a controversial form of taxation.

John M. Leddy

Attachment

Note from Carson to Leddy

Washington, November 29, 1958

Basic National Policy Problem

May we have a W clearance on the attached.
You will note that Mr. Smith proposes that the Secretary discuss this 

with the President in Augusta on Sunday. If the memo is to be included 
among the materials for the Secretary’s trip, it must be returned to S/S 
not later than noon today.

James Carson
Duty Officer

Attachment

Note from Carson to John Foster Dulles

Washington, November 29, 1958

Basic National Policy

In approving the attached memo from Mr. Smith, Mr. Dillon indi-
cated that he thought it unwise for you to mention the specific example 
of a national sales tax, since this is a controversial form of taxation.

James Carson
Duty Officer
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112. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and  
John Foster Dulles1

Augusta, November 30, 1958, 11:30 a.m.

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH THE PRESIDENT

ALSO PRESENT

Dr. Milton Eisenhower
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Greene

[Omitted here are paragraphs 1–5.]
6. I said that, with regard to the Mutual Security Program for FY 

1960, there has emerged disagreement between the State Department 
and the Bureau of the Budget. While I would not ask for a decision on 
the spur of the moment I would hope that the President would give us 
our day in court before cuts are made as I believe that we cannot do 
what we must do to lift the peoples of the underdeveloped nations up 
onto a plane of economic dynamism with the cut in mutual security 
funds on which the Bureau of the Budget is now insisting. Given the 
size of the resources which the Soviets and the Chinese Communists 
are devoting to an economic offensive in underdeveloped countries 
I thought that we must be prepared to make some sacrifices if we are 
successfully to meet this competition. I suggested that increased taxa-
tion, perhaps new forms of taxation such as a national sales tax, might 
be envisaged.

The President agreed that the American people must better under-
stand that they may have to undergo sturdy measures in order to be suc-
cessful in the kind of world struggle in which we are engaged, and said 
that he felt this should be made clear in his State of the Union Message. 
He noted two conflicting elements of the problem: Indispensable confi-
dence in the economic health of the US and in the dollar will not endure 
unless we balance our budget and correct our current unhealthy fiscal 
situation; at the same time we must find the funds to assist in the eco-
nomic development of other countries. In this connection he referred to 
a letter which he had had from Lewis Douglas (copy attached) about 
the importance of the availability of dollars to the underdeveloped 
countries. He also mentioned a letter he had had from Lamar Flemming 
about the difficulties being experienced by American companies oper-
ating in Latin America.

1 Source: Mutual Security Program funding. Secret; Personal and Private. Extracts— 
4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President.
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The President also noted the political opposition in the US, as 
it is expressed in Congressional attitudes, toward cutting budgets 
for domestic programs in order to make funds available for Mutual 
Security Programs within a balanced budget. Dr. Milton Eisenhower 
suggested the policy of a two- year balanced budget, to get away from 
the problem to annually trying to accomplish this end; the President 
acknowledged that multiple- year budget balancing is intrinsically 
preferable but not sufficiently understood by the public to be polit-
ically practicable. He asked that the views of Secretary Anderson be 
sought on what further could be done to accomplish the objectives we 
had discussed.

John Foster Dulles

113. Memorandum for the Record2

Washington, December 3, 1958

SUBJ:

Meeting at the White House—12/3/58

Nothing was said about budgets until after dinner when we all 
gathered in the library in the basement. The following were present:

2 Source: White House meeting on Department of Defense budget. Top Secret; Hold 
Closely. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on December 4.

The President
The Vice President
Secretary of the Treasury
Controller of the Budget

(Mr. Stans)
Mr. Bryce Harlow
MGEN Persons

Mr. Gordon Gray
LCOL Eisenhower
Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense
All Service Secretaries  
and all Chiefs

The President: The President opened the meeting by making his usual 
speech that this country was endangered not only militarily but partic-
ularly economically. That if we increased our budgets very much we 
would have to go to a police state in order to get the tax. Our security 
in defense was tied up irrevocably in budgets and we all had the duty 



National Security Policy 385

to help him get the budget as low as possible. He made this speech of 
about half an hour.

I agreed with his statements.
Then he asked each of the Service Chiefs, not the Secretaries but 

the Services Chiefs, to make a speech in general terms, nothing specific, 
he wanted philosophical discussions.

Mr. McElroy tried to have the time divided into five minutes peri-
ods for the Secretary followed by his Chief, but Max Taylor was told to 
start it just the same.

Gen. Taylor: Made a speech on deployments, on our world- wide 
responsibilities. Stated that this was no time to cut personnel because 
of its effect on other nations.

Adm Burke: I made a speech stating that I believed Khrushchev, and 
that we hadn’t read Marx, Lenin and Stalin enough. I thought that 
Khrushchev was going to use every trick in the book to try to beat 
us, including local wars, subversion, economic pressure, political, and 
everything else, and that we had to defeat him at every turn on each 
one of these moves. I agreed with the President that we could not 
continue going in debt indefinitely. I stated that the military could 
only solve a part of the problem and perhaps only a small part. As the 
President pointed out, the real problems in a conflict with the Soviet 
Union were not military problems, but were economic and political 
problems. The same thing was true inside the United States. The real 
problem inside the United States was political and not military. For 
example, the tremendous sums that were going into farm subsidies 
(this was a subject which had been previously discussed a little bit). 
The people were working for dollars instead of pride of workman-
ship which meant that everybody was out to get as much money as 
he could. This meant competition for money among various groups 
which perhaps caused a lot of inflation, and certainly did cause greatly 
increased prices for our military hardware. Labor and management 
both had to be controlled to bring prices down and to keep inflation 
from going up. Somehow or other we had to get the idea across that 
we were in a really dangerous period and that this period would last 
for generations, and that we had to sustain ourselves for generations 
of fight.

I then stated that I thought we should reexamine our air defense 
capabilities— there was too much money going into air defense. We 
were defending ourselves too much and spending too much money on 
marginal systems for their psychological effect.

We should perhaps reexamine all of our general war retaliatory 
systems and choose quantities of the various systems available which 
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would give us the cheapest, best all around retaliatory systems. We 
couldn’t expect the people to agree on what would come out of this 
thing, but at least we ought to examine all of the programs together. 
I thought that we would have to continue to be able to apply mili-
tary force quickly, positively, and with firm decisions whenever there 
was a local aggression or the need for the application of U.S. military 
force.

The President generally agreed but in his discussion of my remarks 
emphasized primarily his inability to control many things which were, 
such as farm subsidies, and emphasized primarily dollars.

Gen White: General White made a very short speech stating that he 
thought that our problems could be solved by more unification and a 
further reorganization towards centralization.

The President sort of agreed with him.

Gen Pate: Stated that we should be told what to do and that we would 
be very happy to do it.

The President: The President stated that he had to rely upon his advis-
ers and that we were the chief advisers.

During the course of the evening the President said several times 
that he trusted the people in this room more than he did any other 
group of people. It was quite evident that he meant the military peo-
ple. By his remarks it was evident that he believed that if the military 
people got together they could get anything done in Congress or in the 
country that they wanted to get done.

The Secretaries then spoke in general terms.

Mr. Anderson: Mr. Anderson then spoke about debts. He said that we 
were now in debt for $283 billion. That the indirect debt, and this I don’t 
understand, was close to $500 billion if we included only our indirect 
obligations to the world bank. He then went to the various interna-
tional agencies, one at a time, stating the indirect obligation that we had 
with those agencies and it amounted to a total of $1000 billion obliga-
tions which we had— direct and indirect— and a run on the U.S. bank 
would of course completely swamp us. It would be impossible to pay 
any such thing as this. The $283 billion direct debt was bad enough, but 
coupled with the indirect debt we were in an impossible position if the 
world ever lost much confidence in our dollars.

Then he went to the New Delhi conference and stated that every 
nation, every fiscal expert, every Chief of State that he had talked to 
was concerned not about an attack by Russia, not about the spread of 
communism, but about the economic stability of the United States. 
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They stated that in the periods of the greatest national progress of the 
United States in the world, in a period when we had full employment, 
in a period of peace, in a period of expansion, we could not meet our 
obligations on a day to day basis and therefore there must be some-
thing wrong with our system if we were borrowing from the future in 
these good times, and we could certainly not pay back in bad times, 
so there was doubt. He said this was repeated by every nation from 
little nations, who didn’t know very much about finances, to big pow-
erful nations. He further said that nearly all of our outstanding obli-
gations are not in the hands of the little countries— they are in the 
hands of our major allies. I don’t know what he meant by this unless 
he was fearful of them putting the squeeze on us in our competitive 
marketing. He stated that there was a gradual flow of gold away from 
the United States, but that this did not mean that our gold reserves 
were in danger at the moment.

All in all it was a very sobering ten minute discussion.

Mr. McElroy: Then Mr. McElroy picked up the ball and gave a speech 
on the need for not cutting personnel, not cutting budgets too much.

It was a pretty good speech.

Vice President: The Vice President then repeated some of the President’s 
remarks that what was needed was a unified voice from the Pentagon. 
He stated that if we put out the same story that this was enough— that 
we could sell the program regardless.

Gen Taylor: Max Taylor correctly brought out that we were subjected to 
very probing questions by Congress and that if, for example, they asked 
him whether or not the modernization of the Army was fast enough, he 
would have to say no.

He went into this at quite some length and the President started to 
take him apart.

Mr. McElroy: Then made a speech and said that in view of the remarks 
made by the Chiefs and the Services that it was apparent that we had to 
reexamine the budget. He misinterpreted the remarks or at least some 
place during about this period the remarks in general were misinter-
preted by most everybody.

The President: The President stated that he hoped that we could get 
down to an agreed budget of about 40.8 or less— he meant expenditures.

I tried to break in twice to state that this could be done but if it 
were done we would have to do it— each Service would have to do it in 
its own way. We couldn’t have people telling us what should be in the 
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budget and what should not be in the budget, and at the same time put 
tight limits on the budget. However, I was shut up twice before I got the 
words out— once by the President and once by Mr. McElroy, they each 
wanted to speak at that time.

The end result was that the NSC meeting for today was called off 
and was established for 8:30 or 9:00 on Saturday. The Department of 
Defense is to reexamine the budget, complete. The Joint Chiefs, I sus-
pect, will be required to go over the other Services’ programs.

Arleigh Burke

114. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, December 8, 1958, 11:15 a.m.

The following items were discussed with the President:
1. I raised with him the question of a “debriefing” for the Planning 

Board members with respect to the NSC meeting on December 6 involv-
ing the Defense budget. I indicated to the President that I had a feeling 
that the regular debriefing process should not be followed in this case. 
He agreed.

2. I then took up with the President the Record of Actions of the 
meeting of the National Security Council on December 3. He approved 
it with the amendment suggested by Mr. Dillon and agreed to by 
Defense and the JCS.

3. I then took up the Record of Actions of the meeting of December 6. 
The President read it carefully and initialed it. I then pointed out to 
the President that even the language he had approved would per-
haps not be adequate guidance in the premises. I reported to him that 
there was not a clear and general agreement as a result of the Saturday 
meeting and that his statement in the Council perhaps would mean 
one thing to Defense and another thing to the Bureau of the Budget. 
I informed him that Defense and the BOB as far as I knew had not 
gotten together following the meeting on December 6 and that on the 
basis of a conversation with Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles I believed 

1 Source: Department of Defense budget; detection of underground testing. Secret. 
3 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up. Drafted on 
December 9.
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Defense was awaiting a next move from someone else, probably the 
President himself.

The President then said that he felt there had been some prog-
ress and that he was hopeful that Mr. McElroy was finding it possi-
ble to make an adjustment in the Defense figures which would meet 
the  budget problem. He based this optimism on a report of a meet-
ing between Mr. Anderson and Mr. McElroy on Sunday. I indicated 
to the President that I believed his optimism misplaced and that as of 
the morning of December 8, Mr. McElroy was not prepared to make 
any meaningful adjustment. I told the President that Mr. McElroy was 
meeting again with Secretary Anderson at 11 o’clock on the morning of 
the 8th.

The President then asked me how I felt the Defense Department 
interpreted the Presidential statement in the NSC on December 6. I 
told him that Defense felt that the budget had gone through the nor-
mal budgetary process; that they had presented it to the President; 
and that it should be printed as presented. I told him on the other 
hand that I felt the Budget interpretation was that the whole budget 
was subject still to challenge specifically including the programs pre-
sented in the meeting.

The President then said that what he had meant by budgetary pro-
cess was an examination of non- program areas, such as administrative 
costs, housing, construction, inventories, logistic support, etc., and that 
there had been no discussion in his presence of these matters.

I then pointed out to the President that time was an important 
factor inasmuch as Mr. McElroy was departing early on the morning 
of the 9th for the NATO Ministerial Meeting and that Mr. Stans was 
insisting that the budget had to go to print before Mr. McElroy’s return. 
The President then expressed his irritation of the frequent absence of 
Cabinet Ministers.

The President then said that if he were in charge he felt that 
he could take $5 billion out of the Defense budget but that Defense 
seemed not to be yielding at all. I observed to the President that if he 
were talking large amounts of money there couldn’t be any significant 
reduction by further squeezing and that the only way to accomplish it 
was by the elimination of programs. He said he fully understood this. 
He said that if Defense, after all of the meetings and conversations on 
the subject, still maintained that the programs presented in the NSC 
meeting were essential to the national security, he had little choice but 
to approve them.

I repeated to the President that I felt that clarification was needed 
as to the result of the December 6 meeting.
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He then said he thought he would call Secretary McElroy. I sug-
gested that Mr. McElroy would probably still be with Mr. Anderson 
and the President did indeed reach him in Mr. Anderson’s office.

The main points in the conversation between the President and Mr. 
McElroy were:

1. The President indicated that he had been “dragooned” into 
approving the Defense programs as presented. He made it clear to 
Mr. McElroy that his approval was reluctant but was given only because 
he felt he had no choice. He continued to have, however, reservations 
about the numbers of ATLAS and TITAN missiles, wondering if it was 
necessary to program as many of both. He then said that he wanted Mr. 
McElroy to get together with Mr. Stans right away and subject to fur-
ther discussion the non- programmed items which he had mentioned 
to me earlier.

When he concluded the conversation the President instructed me 
to communicate the substance of it to General Persons with the request 
that General Persons reach Mr. Stans immediately and instruct him to 
get together with the Secretary of Defense.

4. I then presented for the President’s signature a letter to the 
Chairman of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee thanking him for the 
work of the Committee and staff. The President signed this letter.

5. I then reported briefly to the President with respect to the 
questions which had arisen in connection with the detection of 
underground testing as a result of the evaluation of HARDTACK II. 
I pointed out to the President that the findings were not now consid-
ered to be authoritative or conclusive but they seemed to indicate a 
need for a vastly greater number of inspections than had been con-
templated in the agreement of the experts at Geneva last summer. 
I reminded the President that this had important implications for the 
Gore proposal and that I expected in a few days, in any event, to have 
a coordinated government view with respect to the Gore proposal. 
I also reported to the President that Dr. Killian, with the approval and 
assistance of Mr. McCone, had established a high- level committee of 
scientists to review and report on the matter of detection of under-
ground testing.

-------------------
Immediately upon leaving the President’s office at 11:40, I got 

General Persons out of a meeting in his office and informed him as 
requested by the President. He immediately got Mr. Stans on the tele-
phone, with me on an extension, and I, at General Persons’ direction, 
reported to Mr. Stans the substance of the President’s conversation 
with Mr. McElroy. General Persons directed Mr. Stans to get in touch 
with Secretary Anderson to be brought up- to- date on his conversation 
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with the Secretary of Defense and then to get in touch with Secretary 
McElroy.

Gordon Gray

115. Memorandum From Stans to Persons1

Washington, December 10, 1958

SUBJECT

Meeting with the President, Secretary of Treasury Anderson, Assistant to the Presi-
dent Persons, and Budget Director Stans on December 3, 1958

The Budget Director explained to the President that budget allow-
ances for most of the agencies had now been worked out, and that the 
matter of a balanced budget hinged upon figures still to be determined 
for the Department of Defense and the Mutual Security Program. He 
stated that while he had originally urged, and still believed, that the 
Defense budget should not exceed $40 billion, there was still room for 
balancing the budget if Defense were allowed as much as $40.8 billion 
in expenditures, and if the Mutual Security expenditures were limited 
to $3.5 billion.

The President indicated his strong desire for a balanced budget. 
Secretary Anderson reviewed the various reasons in support of so 
doing, including particularly the need of preserving the integrity of 
the dollar. The President indicated that he would go along with the 
$3.5 billion figure for Mutual Security and suggested that the cut be 
made principally from the Military Assistance Program. He also sup-
ported the effort to resolve the Defense budget at $40.8 billion, and 
directed General Persons to meet with Secretary McElroy along these 
lines.

Maurice H. Stans

1 Source: Record of December 3 meeting among President, Treasury Secretary 
Anderson, Persons, and Stans on Department of Defense budget. No classification mark-
ing. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.



392 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

116. Memorandum of Discussion at the 390th NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 11, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 390th Meeting of the National Security Council Thursday, 
 December 11, 1958

Present at the 390th Meeting of the National Security Council were 
the President of the United States presiding, the Vice President of the 
United States; the Acting Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of 
Defense; the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also 
present were the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget. Also present and participating in Council action on Item 1 
were the Attorney General; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; 
the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers; the Special Assistants to 
the President for Science and Technology and for Public Works Planning. 
Also attending were the Acting Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Acting Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Director, International Cooperation Administration; the 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs; Assistant Secretaries of 
State Gerard C. Smith and Livingston T. Merchant; the Deputy Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, The Assistant to the President; 
the Deputy Assistant to the President for Congressional Affairs; the 
Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs and for 
Security Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; the 
Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the Naval Aide to the President; 
the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER
(NSC 5807; NSC 5807/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1882 and 1948– b; Memos 

for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated November 5 and 
18, and December 4, 1958)

Mr. Gordon Gray explained briefly the nature of this item and called 
on Governor Hoegh to summarize the main points in his report. (A 
copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting.)

After describing in general the status of measures to carry out the 
concept of shelter, Governor Hoegh went to the main point which was 
his specific recommendation for one additional measure to carry out 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter. Top Secret; 
Eyes Only. Extracts—5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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the concept of shelter, namely, to provide fall- out shelters by modifica-
tion of existing Federal buildings on a selected basis. Governor Hoegh’s 
recommendation envisaged a cost of this procedure of approximately 
$5 million during the next fiscal year.

After Governor Hoegh had explained the reasons for making this 
recommendation and the great need for a Federal example, he pointed 
out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had signified their approval of the rec-
ommendation. General Taylor, the Acting Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, indicated that the approval of the Joint Chiefs was to be inter-
preted in terms of the principle but not the dollar costs.

The President referred to the fact that in the course of his remarks 
earlier, Governor Hoegh had referred to an individual who had built 
an extremely confortable, commodious, and safe blast shelter at a cost 
of only $15,000. The President inquired how deep this shelter was and 
how it was possible to build one for as little as $15,000. Governor Hoegh 
replied by pointing out that the shelter in question was built only to with-
stand blast pressures of 30 psi. although it did qualify as a blast shelter.

The President said that the reason he had asked this question was 
that he himself had long been undecided as to whether or not it would 
be a good thing for the President to build such a shelter and thus set 
an example to other people or whether if he went ahead and built such 
a shelter, the effect would be to scare other people to death. But all his 
calculations had added up to a cost much larger than $15,000. Governor 
Hoegh said he would undertake to get plans for the $15,000 shelter to 
which he had referred for the President and the President said that he 
would very much like to see them.

The President then asked if there were any other comments. The 
Director, Bureau of the Budget said that he would like to make four 
points regarding Governor Hoegh’s recommendation for a $5 million 
appropriation to provide fall- out shelters on a selected basis in existing 
Federal buildings. The first point, said Mr. Stans, was to warn that the 
proposed $5 million program might end up by becoming only the down 
payment on a much larger program. He reminded the members of the 
Council of an earlier $90 million estimate for providing fall- out shelter 
in U.S. post offices over the country. He therefore doubted whether this 
program would stop with an expenditure of $5 million.

Secondly, Mr. Stans said, he wished to raise a question as to timing. 
He pointed out that Governor Hoegh had already referred to research 
prototype programs which were being undertaken in order to deter-
mine the best type of shelter. Five million dollars had been allocated to 
this program. Would it not be premature to proceed to build shelters in 
existing Federal buildings until the results of the research and proto-
type programs had come in?

Mr. Stans’ third point related to the nation- wide survey now under-
way to determine what existed by way of shelter in existing buildings. 
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Should not this survey likewise be completed and analyzed before 
Governor Hoegh’s new recommendation was adopted?

His further and final point, said Mr. Stans, was to suggest that some 
of the $5 million which had been allocated to the above-mentioned pro-
totype shelter program might also be used to provide for shelters in 
existing Federal buildings and thus serve a dual purpose of building 
prototypes and setting an example of shelters in Federal buildings. 
Accordingly, Mr. Stans recommended that action on Governor Hoegh’s 
recommendation be deferred for six months or a year until the results 
of the various surveys had come in.

The President expressed relief at being confronted with a figure 
of $5 million which was low in comparison with the estimated costs of 
some of the shelter programs which the Council had considered in the 
past. He added that he did not wish to argue the matter of the $5 million 
for Governor Hoegh’s recommendation and said that the two or three 
officials most concerned should meet with him in the next few days 
and decide how to act on this recommendation. On the other hand, he 
did not believe that those in charge of the shelter program should cease 
in their efforts to determine what it is best for the country to do in this 
field. We are, of course, now discounting the likelihood of a worldwide 
holocaust as a result of nuclear war. Nevertheless, we are also anx-
ious to give our people a feeling of confidence so we were on a kind of 
knife edge between providing some degree of confidence through the 
medium of a shelter program while at the same time not scaring our cit-
izens to death by too elaborate a program. It was not, said the President, 
that he felt he knew exactly what to do about it and he therefore wanted 
to ponder the problem before adding anything more.

The President also commented on the fact that we were trying to 
prevent the General Services Administration from building any more 
new Federal buildings.

Governor Hoegh agreed that this latter statement was correct and 
explained that it was because we were unlikely to have examples of 
shelters in newly built Federal buildings that made it seem important to 
him for the Federal Government to set an example through the means 
of providing shelter in modified existing Federal buildings.

Secretary Anderson expressed the opinion that it might be wise to 
select and concentrate on one example of shelter in an existing Federal 
building. We would thus be doing something by way of setting an exam-
ple for the people of the U.S. and would also in the course of so doing 
learn what is the best kind of shelter to build. Governor Hoegh replied 
to Secretary Anderson that the OCDM believed that we already knew 
pretty well what was needed in the way of building fall- out shelters.

The President concluded the discussion by stating that we should 
wait a day or two and then make our decision.
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The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject by the Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, contained in the enclosures 
to the reference memoranda of November 5 and 18; in the light of the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon, transmitted by the reference 
memorandum of December 4, 1958, and the views of the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget as presented orally at the meeting.

b. Noted the President’s statement deferring action for a short 
period on the recommendations presented in a above, pending further 
consideration of these recommendations by the President and the other 
officials most directly concerned.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason

117. Memorandum From Gray to Morse (AEC)1

Washington, December 11, 1958

Many thanks for your memorandum of December 5, which unfor-
tunately did not reach me until after the NSC meeting. I shall be glad to 
discuss this with you at our convenience.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Attachment

Memorandum from Morse to Gray

Washington, December 5, 1958

SUBJECT

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL MEETING SATURDAY—DECEMBER 6, 1958

You may know that on Saturday the DOD will present before the 
NSC its proposed programs indicating an across- the- board cut applied 

1 Source: Returns Morse’s preview of December 6 NSC meeting on defense budget. 
Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Projects Clean Up.
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to all services approximately in proportion to their last year’s budget 
apportionment.

Such an approach to budget control has no rationale except neces-
sity, and represents arbitrary fiscal ceiling control at its worst. Even 
more seriously, it accords no recognition whatever to the coming revo-
lution in concept whereby massive deterrent will receive less emphasis 
while capability for limited engagements receives more.

As you probably know, this issue first arose in the NSC last May 1, 
and was postponed until July 24, at which time the President requested 
continuing study of our military doctrine.

The issue is receiving great attention outside the Executive Branch, 
particularly within Congress where it will be used politically against 
the Administration during this coming session. If the cuts mean the 
withdrawal of one Army division from Germany as the Army is pre-
pared to say they will, serious political repercussions both internally 
and abroad will occur.

Mr. Dulles may raise this issue at Saturday’s meeting. If he does, 
one way to handle it might be for the President to postpone such politi-
cally dangerous across- the- board cuts pending completion of the study 
he requested July 24, which bears directly on this issue. Or, he might 
allow a week or two additional time for the two sides on the issue to 
prepare and present their views before him much as was done in the 
more general case before the NSC last May 1.

While I assume you will not wish to take sides at the Council 
table, I believe you should know what is behind the issues, if you do 
not already. And you might be in a position to suggest a solution. You 
probably know that I believe we shall be frozen into our present rigid 
and deadly posture forever if we do not begin to change some time, 
and soon. Even if we started now to change it would be several years 
before forces or weapons could significantly reflect changed emphasis. 
(This will be almost impossible without continued nuclear testing for 
air defense and tactical nuclear capabilities.)

I believe that any and every voice raised on the side of reason 
might help.

J.H. Morse, Jr.,
Captain, USN

Special Assistant to the Chairman
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118. Briefing Note for the 391st NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 16, 1958

PRESENTATION OF MILITARY MOBILIZATION BASE

1. In March, 1957, the Department of Defense presented to the 
Council a new Military Planning Concept to Govern Planning and 
Development of the Mobilization Base.

2. That concept was reflected in our 1957 and 1958 Basic National 
Security Policy statements. The significant new features of this concept 
were:

(1) Meeting the requirements of only those forces which would be 
mobilized by M-/6 months (instead of M-/36 months).

(2) Taking account of the possibility of substantial bomb damage 
to the U.S.

(3) Covering the eventualities of cold war, military conflict short of 
general war, and general war.

(4) Positioning pre-D-Day stocks overseas sufficient to insure rea-
sonable effectiveness of forces there surviving enemy nuclear attack.

3. Defense was then requested to prepare at the earliest prac-
ticable date an outline— using this now concept— of the Military 
Mobilization Base Program, force strcture, and annual costs in order 
of magnitude.

4. Last May, the PB and the Council received a progress report. 
The report, however, was more a listing of difficulties encountered and 
assumptions made in working on the military mobilization base pro-
gram, and did not fulfill Action 1680– b with respect to “an outline of the 
military mobilization base program, force structure, and annual costs 
in order of magnitude”. Neither did it show what OCDM needs for its 
work: how we stand item- by- item with respect to a military mobiliza-
tion plan.

5. In the military status report there was a brief statement of the 
actions taken by Defense up to June 30 to develop the military mobili-
zation base program, using the new concept.

6. Today we are expecting to hear from Defense about its proposed 
military mobilization base program.

1 Source: Military mobilization base, July 1, 1961; fallout shelters; Top Secret; 
Confidential attachment. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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Attachment

Briefing Note for the 391st NSC Meeting

Washington, December 17, 1958

ITEM—FALLOUT SHELTER IN EXISTING FEDERAL BUILDINGS

An additional item before the Council today is some unfinished 
business concerning the provision of fallout shelter in existing Federal 
buildings.

At the Council meeting last week, we had before us a proposal by 
Governor Hoegh upon which the President deferred action for a short 
period pending further consideration.

Since then, Governor Hoegh and Mr. Stans have prepared a joint 
memorandum on the subject (copies of which have been circulated 
around the table.) In essence, their proposal is that contained in the rec-
ommended draft record of action which is also before you and which 
reads as follows:

(READ)

119. Memorandum of Discussion at the 391st NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 391st Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 December 18, 1958

Present at the 391st Meeting of the National Security Council were 
the President of the United States, Presiding; the Vice President of the 
United States; the Acting Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of 
Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also 
attending the meeting and participating in the Council actions below 
were Mr. Laurence Robbins for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Status of Military Mobilization Base; Agenda item 2: Fallout 
Shelters in Existing Federal Buildings. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—6 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Also attending the meeting were the Director of Central Intelligence; 
the Acting Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting Director, U.S. 
Information Agency, the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs; 
the Assistant to the President; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and Security 
Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; the Assistant 
White House Staff Secretary; Mr. Howard Furnas, Department of State; 
from the Department of Defense: Assistant Secretary Perkins McGuire, 
Donald F. Bradford, and Harrell B. Altizer; the Executive Secretary, NSC, 
and the Director of the NSC Secretariat.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. STATUS OF MILITARY MOBILIZATION BASE PROGRAM
(NSC Actions Nos. 1680, 1698, and 1918; NSC 5810/1, para. 47)

Mr. Gray introduced the subject to the Council2 and called upon 
Mr. Quarles for a presentation by the Department of Defense.

Mr. Quarles said the presentation which would be given by 
Defense would show the basis for mobilization planning, i.e., for the 
procurement of materials and the establishment of reserves. This basis 
as it now exists has some weaknesses. However, the test of a mobiliza-
tion base should be, what is procured and what reserves are set up? The 
Department of Defense has attempted to establish a pattern of mobili-
zation and is seeking to improve the pattern. Mr. Quarles then called 
upon Assistant Secretary McGuire to make the presentation.

A copy of Mr. McGuire’s presentation is filed in the Minutes of the 
meeting and another is attached to this memorandum.

At the conclusion of the presentation, Mr. Quarles remarked that 
fundamentally the report just made represented a transition from 
World War II mobilization concepts to concepts consistent with the 
atomic age. From this point of view, the base has some inconsistencies, 
e.g., the National Guard and reserve programs. Defense can set up a 
logistics plan for the reserves, but Congress can upset that plan by its 
reserve legislation.

The President said he was intrigued by the assumption of a six 
months’ period between M-Day and D-Day. He would repeat an 
old saw: plans are worthless but planning is absolutely invaluable. 
Plans would probably be inapplicable to the actual war situation, 
but their value lay in the study and thinking required to produce 
them. The mobilization base presented represents a doubt that war 

2 A copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the meeting and 
another is attached to this memorandum. [Footnote is in the original.]
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will necessarily begin with an atomic exchange; if it did, 42 divisions 
would not be very useful. It was wise to try to provide a base which 
would fit various contingencies. The President applauded the effort 
had been expended on this difficult problem. Mr. McGuire said he 
was glad someone applauded.

Mr. Gray said the Planning Board, when it heard the presentation, 
had been impressed by the progress made in Defense. The six- months’ 
concept we still being examined. Defense had been frank in saying that 
its plans might be subject to great changes in case a satisfactory answer 
were found to the bomb damage problem. Mr. Gray hoped a later pre-
sentation would shed some light on this latter problem.

Mr. McCone recalled that 30 days ago the Council had heard a pre-
sentation indicating the war would be over in 30 hours.

The President said mobilization plans were affected by the amount 
of warning of attack received. If the 30- hour war occurred, little could 
be done unless strategic warning were received during the six- months 
period. Only in the pre-World-War-II period had any preplanning 
whatever been accomplished, and even this had been on a very austere 
basis. In 1941 many units drilled with dummy guns. Before the Korean 
War, the Chiefs of Staff warned of our weakness; despite these warn-
ings we were unprepared when war broke out in Korea. The President 
believed the need for mobilization planning was absolute.

Mr. Dulles cautioned that six- months warning of attack would 
probably not come from intelligence sources. An intermediate possi-
bility was that our mobilization activities during a period of increasing 
international crisis would serve as a deterrent.

Mr. McGuire hoped an assessment of probable bomb damage 
would eliminate the assumption that nothing useful could be done 
in the mobilization field. The President observed that he had asserted 
many times that if we assumed too much damage there would be little 
point in planning, since everything would be ashes. An earlier presen-
tation had estimated that some areas would not be useable for 30 years 
after an attack; of course planning on that basis is impossible. While we 
won’t get off scot free in case of attack, we should make assumptions 
which describe a realm in which humans can operate.

Mr. McCone felt a distinction between limited and general war was 
necessary. In general war maximum emphasis would be on readiness to 
respond on D-Day. Mobilization activities preparatory to a small war, 
however, would be possible.

Mr. Quarles said the concept was that the mobilization base could 
handle a limited war without unacceptably impairing the general war 
base.

Mr. Quarles then raised the question of “packaged plants”. He 
said Defense had analyzed about half of these plants and considered 
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that about two- thirds of those analyzed might be liquidated. The tre-
mendous stock of material involved might be of great significance for 
underdeveloped nations. The President said he had earlier opposed 
the “packaged plant” idea. He had been told by business that the 
material involved in this concept could not be suddenly thrown on 
the market but would have to continue to be held by the Government.

Governor Hoegh wondered whether the machine tools in the 
“packaged plants” could be used in the recovery period after a 
nuclear attack on the U.S. when the industrial capacity of the country 
would be impaired. He felt this matter should be examined before 
the plants were “unloaded.” The President pointed out that, while 
machine tools were very hard to destroy, the labor force which would 
use them and the buildings in which they would be used were easier 
to destroy. Governor Hoegh, while admitting the importance of man-
power, felt the problem should be studied. The President agreed; and 
added that the potential value of the plants to Latin America should 
also be studied.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of an oral report 
by the Department of Defense, presented by Assistant Secretary of 
Defense McGuire.

b. Noted the President’s statement that he concurred in the general 
direction being taken by the Department of Defense in its Mobilization 
Base planning, and that it should:

(1) Keep under study whether its Mobilization Base planning 
should continue to assume a mobilization period of six months prior 
to D- day.

(2) Continue its efforts to find a means of taking bomb damage into 
account in its Mobilization Base Planning, while keeping the assump-
tions as to the extent of damage within limits which provide a basis for 
feasible planning.

c. Noted the President’s directive that the Department of Defense 
should, in its study of the disposition of Defense package plants:

(1) Consult with the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization as to 
the possible need for such plants or equipment during the recovery and 
rehabilitation phase if there were nuclear attack upon the United States.

(2) Consult with the Department of State as to the possible use of 
such plants or equipment in assisting the economic development of 
under- developed Free World nations.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple-
mentation, and report back to the NSC on developments within the 
next three months.
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The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate implementation, 
in consultation with the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobiliza-
tion, as to c (1) above, and with the Secretary of State as to c (2) above.

2. FALLOUT SHELTER IN EXISTING FEDERAL BUILDINGS
 (NSC 5807; NSC 5807/1; NSC Actions No. 1882, 1948– b, and 2015; 
Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Measures to 
Carry Out the Concept of Shelter”, dated November 5 and 18, and 
December 4, 1958)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on this subject. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the meeting and another is 
attached to this memorandum.) A draft Record of Action and copies 
of a letter from Mr. Hoegh and Mr. Stans to Mr. Gray (attached) were 
distributed.

Mr. Stans explained that a program of building shelters would not 
be started at this time, but it was proposed to make $2 million avail-
able for research and the building of prototype shelters. The President 
wondered whether a strong ground floor in a building such as a public 
garage could be used as a fallout shelter.

In reply to a question from Mr. Dulles, Governor Hoegh indicated 
that under our policy the use of funds was authorized for installing 
fallout shelters in new Government buildings under construction.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed a joint memorandum on the subject (cir-
culated at the meeting) by the Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
 Mobilization, and the Director, Bureau of the Budget, prepared pursu-
ant to NSC Action No. 2015– b.

b. Agreed that, as an additional measure to provide some Federal 
example in the area of fallout shelter, the present program of shelter 
research and prototype construction should be broadened to provide 
specific emphasis on such research and prototype construction in exist-
ing Federal buildings.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization, and the Director, Bureau of the Budget for appropriate 
implementation; and incorporated in a revision of NSC 5807/1, circu-
lated as NSC 5807/2.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

Marion W. Boggs
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120. Presentation by McGuire Before the NSC1

Washington, December 18, 1958

STATUS OF THE MOBILIZATION BASE 1 JULY 1961

PRESENTATION BY PERKINS MCGUIRE BEFORE THE NSC 
DECEMBER 18, 1958

INTRODUCTION

Mr. President, Gentlemen:
I will report on the projected status of our mobilization base as of 

July 1, 1961 with particular reference to the adequacy of our materiel to 
meet the requirements of basic national security policy objectives.

Basic policy states “The mobilization base should be designed to 
meet the requirements of:

(a) General war, initiated by the enemy with a nuclear onslaught or 
as a result of hostilities which were not intended to lead to general war

(b) Cold war, and
(c) Military conflict short of general war.
Emphasis should be given to those elements that will increase U.S. 

D-Day readiness and capability. Within the military, first emphasis 
should be placed on achieving readiness for the forces in being. The 
base should meet the objectives which I have summarized as follows:

(1) Maintenance of the active forces in a condition of optimum 
readiness to execute initial wartime missions.

(2) Maintenance and support of certain selected reserve forces in a 
high state of readiness.

(3) Maintenance and support of phased expansion to M-/6 months 
force levels.

(4) The capacity to meet the combat requirements of all forces 
which would be mobilized by M-/6 months.

(5) Pre-M-Day positioning of selected supplies within the conti-
nental United States.

(6) Pre-M-Day positioning of selected supplies reasonably pro-
tected outside the United States.

(7) Maintenance and support of industrial capability to replenish 
stocks used in local war.

The presentation consists of four parts:
The force basis used in determining requirements.

1 Source: Status of the mobilization base, July 1, 1961. Top Secret. 18 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File.
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Materiel readiness against the mobilization base objectives in 
quantitative and qualitative terms.

Selected problems.
Summary.

FORCE BASIS FOR DETERMINING REQUIREMENTS

The force basis used in determining requirements is shown on the 
next three charts. All data are expressed as a percent of the active forces 
in being on M-Day. For logistic planning purposes we place D-Day at 
M-/6 months. The first chart shows the Post M-Day mobilization of 
forces authorized in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan with an M-Day 
of July 1, 1961 which is our authorized planning base. The Post M-Day 
mobilization build up by Military Service is shown on the right. Army 
enters M-Day with 14 divisions, and proceeds to build up its forces 
to 21 divisions at M-/1; then continues as indicated to 42 divisions by  
M-/6 or D-Day. Navy begins with 684 combat ships, increases its forces 
to 1,044 ships by the end of the first month and, as indicated, to 1,630 
combat ships by M-/6. Air Force increases its 101 wings to 140 wings 
by M-/1 and maintains that 140 wing structure constant throughout the 
build- up period. In like manner, the Marine Corps’ strength at M-Day 
is 3 divisions and air wings. These are increased immediately to 4 divi-
sion/air wings and maintained constant thereafter. The forces are por-
trayed on the left as a percentage increase to the active forces on M- day, 
during the M to D-Day build- up period. The Army mobilizes its forces 
throughout the six months, increasing to 150% of the M-Day forces 
by M-/1 month; 229% by M-/3; and 300% by M-/6 months. Comparable 
positions for the Navy are 153% of its beginning forces by M-/1; 225% 
by M-/3; and 238% by M-/6. Both the Air Force and the Marines com-
plete their build up by M-/1 month with the former increasing to 139% 
of its M-Day force and the latter 133%

The deployment of these forces during the M to M-/6 and D to D-/6 
planning period is pictured here. JSOP–61 stops at D-Day. Post D-Day 
force projections, therefore, represent Service plans. For logistic plan-
ning purposes only, the deployment depicted here provides a basis for 
determining combat requirements for the forces engaged. Accordingly, 
they should not be interpreted as how deployment of the forces would 
actually take place under a variety of possible conditions. The effects of 
nuclear attack are not reflected in these force levels. For the Army and 
Marine Corps, the deployment figures represent total forces outside 
the U.S. For the Navy, deployment figures represent ships on station, 
and exclude ships in port in the U.S., or enroute. For the Air Force all 
combat units are shown as deployed, including those in the U.S., since 
all are in a position to perform their mission from their home bases. Of 
the 14 Army Divisions in being on M-Day, 8 are deployed; these rise 
to a level of 21 divisions by D-Day and continue upward, as indicated, 
until all 42 are assumed to be deployed at D-/6 months. Of the Navy’s 
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684 combat ships on M-Day, 610 are deployed. These rise to a level of 
1,141 ships by D-Day, which remain on station throughout the D to D-/6 
period. The Air Force increases the deployment of its total forces to 140 
wings by M-/1. It remains constant through D-/1, after which attrition 
reduce the force by 52 wings, leaving 88 wing equivalents at D-/6. The 
Marine Corps starts on M-Day with one of its three divisions deployed 
and increases that deployment to the point where the D-Day force of 4 
division/air wings is assumed to be fully deployed. This level of force 
remains constant during the Post D-Day period.

The third chart shows the relationship of U.S. forces engaged in 
limited war, to the active force structure and the Post M-Day mobi-
lization of forces. An actual unified command contingency plan for 
resumption of hostilities in Korea is used for logistic planning pur-
poses. 2 Army divisions or 13% of its active forces are assumed in this 
plan to be committed on M-Day to limited war. These rise to 6 divisions 
or 40% of the active forces by M-/3 months. 114 combatant ships or 
16.6% of those in the active forces will be committed on M-Day, increas-
ing to 245 ships or 36% of the active forces by M-/3. The Marine Corps 
with 1 division or 1/3 of its M-Day force, will increase its commitment 
of forces to 2 divisions or 2/3 of its active forces by M-/2 months. It is 
not planned for the Air Force to commit forces over and above the 6 
wings planned for commitment on M-Day. This amounts to 6% of its 
active forces on that day. Not shown here, are those indigenous forces 
which may require support in limited war. The degree of support could 
be substantial, particularly for Army materiel.

This chart shows the overall status of our quantitative readiness, 
in percent to total dollar figures. The requirement to support the total 
force objectives under the plan is shown as the 100% line. Assets on 
1 July 1961 to meet this requirement will be 77% of this need, of which 
48.5% will be comprised of aircraft, ships and strategic missiles. If we 
look at the active and selected reserve forces portion of the total, our 
estimate of assets will bring us to a readiness position of 84% of the 
requirement for these forces. For such capital items as aircraft, ships 
and strategic missiles, the requirement is based on the estimated avail-
ability of the items involved. For other hard goods, the requirement is 
derived from the force objective, just discussed.

An evaluation of our readiness status, by Military Service, for these 
other hard goods which are calculated against the force objective, shows 
that materiel to support the active and selected reserve forces is as follows:

66% for Army
65% for Navy
81% for Air Force
40% for the Marine Corps

We are faced with a qualitative as well as quantitative problem 
which reduces the effectiveness of our inventories, and accordingly, 
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attainment of 100% readiness on a quantitative basis will still leave us 
with a substantial modernization problem.

Illustrative of our qualitative situation is the following chart which 
shows the problem of modernization cycles. The 90 millimeter and 120 
millimeter anti- aircraft guns have served their purpose for over 15 years. 
They now have a very limited defense capability and are being phased 
out for modern weapons capable of destroying today’s supersonic air-
craft. The Nike-Ajax has been operational for only five years but is being 
modernized to the Nike-Hercules. Within the next five years, it is antici-
pated that the Nike-Zeus will be in the engineer- user test phase. The next 
chart shows the projected M-Day composition of the fighter- interceptor 
forces in the Air Defense Command and the Air National Guard. Nearly 
all the aircraft in the regular forces will be supersonic and most will have 
an atomic capability. The National Guard forces are equipped primar-
ily with subsonic aircraft, with 69% of the forces equipped with aircraft 
having no atomic or Falcon capability. This is explained by the fact that 
generally new aircraft are not purchased for the Air National Guard. 
Both the Air Reserve and Air National Guard units are equipped with 
aircraft which are transferred from the Regular Air Force as it receives 
more modern aircraft equipment. Some of these aircraft, even though 
subsonic, are nevertheless effective operational aircraft.

In other areas, our rate of modernization is not keeping pace with 
the obsolescence of existing equipment. Our deferral of ship replace-
ment has reached a point where the Navy foresees the loss of one half 
its force within the next ten years. To varying degrees, elements of 
the other Services are faced with like situations in either their force or 
equipment needs. In several instances our technology complicates the 
problem by out- distancing previously accepted modernization cycles.

Basic policy refers to two other aspects of our material readiness 
and I will address myself to these very briefly. One of these requires pro-
visions of reasonably protected prepositioned stocks outside the United 
States. The next chart shows the current status of such stocks. The bars 
show the percentage of the requirement for prepositioned stocks which 
is located with forces or in depots overseas. All Services have met more 
than two thirds of their requirement, with Marine Corps and Navy in 
the best position. Most of the Air Force prepositioned stocks are with 
or immediately accessible to the using units as shown on the green por-
tion of the bar, while most of the Army and Marine Corps stocks are 
in depots as shown in the yellow portion of the bars. Navy ammuni-
tion and petroleum products are likewise in storage sites. Additional 
pre- positioned stocks of all types of Navy supplies, are afloat with their 
mobile logistic support forces.

Limited protection of these prepositioned reserve stocks has been 
provided for ammunition and part of the petroleum products. This pro-
tection is of substantial value where coupled with dispersion, but is of 
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doubtful value against direct attack with nuclear weapons. Protection of 
other supplies depends almost wholly on dispersal. The Navy’s mobile 
logistic support forces represent one type of dispersal. The Army gains 
protection by dispersing its reserve stocks into numerous small gen-
eral depots, instead of concentrating them in a few large specialized 
depots. The growth of the Soviet tactical missile capability, which is 
forecast in current National Intelligence Estimates, makes it unlikely 
that substantial protection could be provided against direct attack. It 
now appears vital that greater emphasis be placed on the protection 
of critical supplies and facilities in the United States. I will discuss this 
problem further in connection with the problem of incorporating attack 
damage assumptions into our planning for general war.

Our industrial base to support the plan is generally adequate. 
This base consists of our current producers, which are a combination 
of private enterprise and the active portion of our DOD owned indus-
trial facilities. This chart shows the progress being made in readjust-
ing our packaged plants to the changes in strategic concepts. Packaged 
plants are, for the most part, groups of machine tools and production 
equipment held at a manufacturing facility or in storage to produce 
specific military end items for mobilization. As a result of our continu-
ing review, considerable progress has been made in making these tools 
available for general re- distribution and utilization or disposal. Since 
April of this year, we have cancelled 210 such packages or 35% of the 
total that had been established. 105 or 17% have been re- approved 
while the remainder amounting to 294 or 48% are under review.

CONCLUSION

The status against the NSC objectives may be summarized as fol-
lows—necessarily these represent overall situations and do not reflect 
the Service variations associated with each of the objectives.

Readiness against the first objective exists in terms of quantities but 
not in terms of modernized materiel.

Readiness against the second objective exists in part but deficien-
cies in quantities as well as quality preclude a status equal to the high 
standards contained in this objective.

Readiness against the third objective is extremely limited.
Readiness against the fourth objective exists in terms of industrial 

capacity to meet the rate of combat consumption, provided there is no 
damage to our production resources.

Pre M-Day positioning of selected supplies within the continen-
tal United States is reasonable for limited war but relocation may be 
required under attack damage assumptions.

Pre M-Day positioning of selected supplies, reasonably protected, 
outside the United States has been accomplished in part.
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Maintenance and support of industrial capability to replenish 
stocks for use in local war exists.

SELECTED PROBLEMS

I come now to the planning problem areas which I cited last Spring: 
namely, the M to M-/6 months build up, individual Service interpreta-
tions of Post D-Day planning and the question of reflecting attack dam-
age assumptions in our planning for general war.

In my May briefing, I listed as a major problem area in planning 
guidance, the assumption that “six months of full scale mobilization 
and deployment might precede the outbreak of general war” and stated 
that a reevaluation of this assumption would be undertaken. A revalu-
ation of these assumptions has been undertaken, but as yet we have not 
come to a satisfactory conclusion.

As noted earlier, we have not attempted to reflect the effects of attack 
damage in planning force levels for general war. The JCS have felt it infea-
sible to base planning on the results of any single war- game analysis, 
because of the many possible variations in the design of enemy attacks 
and in the effectiveness of our active defenses against attack. Further, it 
would not be necessary to reflect attack damage in force levels in order to 
insure balanced support, if we could reasonably assume that the effects of 
attack damage on forces would be proportional to the effects on support.

Studies have now made clear that we can not reasonably assume 
that attack damage to forces will be even roughly proportional to dam-
age to support, but may be either much higher or much lower, depend-
ing on the type of forces, and on the policies for the geographical 
distribution of logistic support. Thus it is clearly essential to consider 
in some detail the probable effect of attack on both forces and supporting 
resources, if we are to have any prospect of providing effective post- 
attack support for surviving forces.

A study of hazard probabilities consistent with forecast Soviet capabili-
ties in 1962 is now nearing completion. This new study, being made in col-
laboration with OCDM, considers: (a) A range of possible attack designs; 
(b) chance variations in aborts, attrition, and aiming error; (c) random 
variations in the direction and speed of the winds carrying fall- out. The 
results of this analysis will provide a basis for calculating the chance of loss 
of personnel or materiel at particular locations; for finding the places where 
the hazard is least; and for appraising the effectiveness of alternative kinds 
of protective measures in relation to their cost.

Preliminary results of this study show that about one- third of 
the depot warehouse space in the U.S., would likely survive a pre- 
meditated surprise attack in 1962. Despite the substantial amounts of 
materiel surviving attack, war- game studies have shown that under 
present distribution patterns very little continuing military capability 
would survive. This is because most of our depots are specialized in a 
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particular class of products, and the surviving stocks would be so badly 
unbalanced that no surviving weapon system would be supportable. 
It seems clear that study must be given to the desirability of relocating 
a limited portion of selected assets so as to provide greater assurance 
of balanced post- attack support for a few weapon systems. To do this, 
however, we must decide what our post- attack national and military 
objectives will be. If we plan to try to support everything, we will not 
likely be able to support anything.

SUMMARY AND EVALUATION

To summarize, Mr. President, we have reviewed the status of our 
material readiness on a quantitative and qualitative basis, related to 
Basic National Security Policy Objectives. We have also reported on the 
progress being made on the planning problems outlined last Spring. We 
believe the answers to some of the problems outlined may evolve from 
the studies we are undertaking in refining the mobilization base support 
concept and the application of attack damage to our logistics planning. 
Solutions are essential for the improved material posture required by 
Basic National Security Policy Objectives.

121. Memorandum of Conference with the President, and 
Department of State, Department of Defense, and NSC 
Officials1

Washington, December 19, 1958, 2:30 p.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Herter
Asst. Secretary Murphy
General Twining
Secretary Quarles
Mr. McCone
General Loper
Mr. Gordon Gray
Admiral Parker
Colonel Schinz
General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

The purpose of this meeting was to present for the President’s 
approval the joint Defense/AEC proposal for dispersal of atomic 

1 Source: Discussion of Presidential approval of Defense/AEC proposal for disper-
sal of atomic weapons. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. 
Drafted on December 31.
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weapons. (State had concurred.) Various items of discussion came out 
during the presentation. Essentially, these were:

a. Custody of atomic weapons, specifically that the military com-
manders be authorized to act as the agent of the AEC in maintaining 
custody of atomic weapons.

b. The precarious nature of our base agreements in such countries 
as [text not declassified] from a political standpoint.

c. Means of safeguarding dispersed atomic weapons in the event of 
limited or general war.

d. Relationship of the AEC with the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Atomic Energy in operational matters.

In further discussion, the President stressed certain points of partic-
ular interest. He queried how well protected our weapons are overseas, 
and Mr. Quarles said they have the same protective arrangements as 
here. The President added that he had the feeling there was increasing 
lack of control on these weapons, and emphasized that there must be 
no carelessness in their custody. General Twining pointed out the need 
to balance conflicting considerations: while dispersal undoubtedly les-
sons control, if the weapons are not locally available to commanders in 
an emergency they may not arrive in time. The President commented 
that, as to anti- aircraft and anti- submarine weapons, he did not have 
too much reservation; when it comes to increasing the number of large 
weapons that are dispersed, he wanted very careful review of protec-
tive arrangements.

The President then asked how many weapons could be carried 
[text not declassified] on the first sortie; no one was able to give him a 
definite answer. He said his thinking was that the United States may 
not be able to carry out more than one sortie from this area, because 
fields could well be immediately destroyed. He asked as to the Defense 
thinking on this matter, indicating that while enough weapons to arm 
the planes that are stationed there could logically be kept on hand one 
must ask why we could not send the other B–47s planned for straight 
from the United States with weapons aboard. The Defense members 
said they would study this matter further.

The President approved the dispersal plan as presented by Admiral 
Parker. However, he desired that he be briefed at a later date on the 
planning by which this dispersion scheme has been calculated in order 
to afford optimum economy and usefulness of our national stockpile. 
(Scheduled for January 5, 1959.)

**********
At this point Admiral Parker and Colonel Schinz departed and 

Mr. Lay joined the group.

**********
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The group then presented a letter for the President’s approval 
entitled “Instructions for the Expenditure for Nuclear Weapons in 
Accordance with the Presidential Authorization dated May 22, 1957.” 
Mr. Gray brought the President up to date on this subject by remind-
ing him that the matter had been discussed this last September in 
Newport, at which time Mr. Gray had presented a version of these 
instructions agreed between Department of State and Department 
of Defense. At that time the President had raised certain questions. 
Mr. Gray stated that the language had been agreed but had at that 
time been too broad in that it allowed [text not declassified] attack any 
element of Sino-Soviet forces, without restriction. He pointed out the 
revised language in this letter states with relation to retaliatory mis-
sions: [text not declassified].

In regard to this language, the President questioned the status of 
China pointing out that only the Soviet Union has been mentioned.

(At this time word was received that the ATLAS satellite was trans-
mitting the President’s voice over the radio.)

Mr. Quarles, in answer to the President’s question, stated that this 
limitation does not preclude an attack on China.

The President then asked whether these instructions were confined 
to a situation in which the enemy used nuclear weapons. Mr. Gray 
responded to this by pointing out that they apply to any attack, nuclear 
or non- nuclear, which threatens to destroy U.S. forces overseas. He 
pointed out, however, that it requires a clear situation [text not declassi-
fied]. Mr. Quarles affirmed this statement adding that pursuit into any 
territory as necessary is permitted except into the USSR, unless [text not 
declassified] there has been an attack on the U.S.— in which case pursuit 
into the USSR is authorized.

The President expressed his concern by citing the example in which 
an enemy submarine shoots two torpedoes into a carrier. In this case, 
does the commander suddenly decide that he must destroy targets on 
land in order to assure the safety of the rest of the force? In other words, 
he points out there is an infinite variety of conditions possible. To this 
Mr. Quarles answered that this letter sets forth principles only and that 
each commander will receive separate instructions, each set to be spe-
cifically approved by the President.

The President continued to stress the point of degree of retaliation. 
He cited the case of China. There he felt that we might hit bases which 
threaten U.S. forces and would not go so far as to hit Chungking with 
big weapons. Mr. Gray said that retaliation would be only sufficient to 
eliminate the local threat of Sino-Soviet Bloc forces.

The President continued to express doubt on the degree of 
response, citing the USS PANAY incident of 1937 as a case of attack on 
a portion of a U.S. force. This type of incident is exactly what he does 
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not want parlayed into a major attack on our fleet. (Mr. Murphy gave 
as an example the necessity to strike [text not declassified] in the event 
of action in Korea.) The President let this subject pass, however, with 
Mr. Quarles’ assurance that this letter sets forth principles only and 
that the implementing instructions will deal with these contingencies 
specifically.

The discussion then turned to [text not declassified] permission must 
be granted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with Presidential approval in 
each case. Such instructions will go to the unified commanders sealed.

[text not declassified]
Mr. Gray pointed out that if this letter is approved, it should be 

typed in three copies, one of which should be addressed to the Defense 
Department, one to the State Department, and one retained in the 
President’s files. To this the President did not respond, but stated that 
he would like to retain this letter for further examination.

Mr. Quarles pointed out that the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff would be seeing the President on Monday, December 22, 
and it could be discussed further at that time. This the President approved.

(It was later decided to hold off this discussion in order to give the 
President time to study the paper.)

John S.D. Eisenhower

122. Memorandum of Conference with the President, and 
Department of Defense, NSC, and White House Officials1

Washington, December 22, 1958, 10 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Secretary Quarles
General Taylor
Admiral Burke
General Pate
General White
General Lemay
Mr. Gordon Gray

1 Source: Department of Defense reorganization and organization of military intel-
ligence. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on 
December 23.
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Mr. Harlow
General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

Secretary Quarles, in speaking for the Department of Defense, 
summarized the questions for discussion as: (a) the revision of the Key 
West Directive in the light of the Defense Department reorganization, 
and (b) certain issues as to Service-DOD relationships in that directive.

Turning first to the revision of the Key West Directive as a whole 
(DOD Directive 5100), Mr. Quarles described it as a functional paper 
which sets forth the working relationship between unified and specified 
commands, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, channels of command requests, etc. 
As pertains to the military Services, and their relationship to each other 
(roles and missions), Mr. Quarles stated that this directive indicates 
nothing new. He assured the President, however, that the provisions of 
the new unified command plan have been brought into this directive 
without disagreement.

Mr. Quarles went on to say there were one or two points unre-
solved in this directive, however. In particular, he mentioned the man-
ner in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff are portrayed in the organization 
charts of the Department of Defense. In the two directives which are 
current, the Office of the Secretary of Defense proper is considered an 
extension of the person of the Secretary of Defense himself; whereas 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff are treated as a separate military staff, through 
whom the Secretary of Defense issues his instructions in exercising stra-
tegic direction of our armed services. Mr. Quarles said that this pro-
posed revision of the directive has also placed the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
outside the Office of the Secretary of Defense; however, he feels that 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff could better be included within the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense. In response to a question from the President, 
Mr. Quarles admitted that this problem is largely one of semantics, 
since the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense in either case 
would be components under the Secretary of Defense. Mr. McElroy 
pointed out that in the proposed directive the Assistant Secretaries are 
in one group and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the other.

General Twining then spoke for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He pointed 
out that the Chiefs wish to avoid being under Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense. He supported this view by citing that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
are responsible by law to be advisers to the President and to the National 
Security Council, as well as to the Secretary of Defense. He feels that 
incorporation of the Joint Chiefs establishment into the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense would be downgrading to them, and this would be 
bad for morale. He finished by stating that the “reorganization group” 
had not recommended this change.
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The President then stated a basic viewpoint with regard to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, which is that a staff should be organized as the 
boss wants it organized. Minute organizational details he described as 
“straining at a gnat.” Regardless of the wording of the law, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff are direct subordinates of the Secretary Defense— they 
are his military staff. He recognized that the Joint Chiefs are probably 
concerned most about being placed under the Assistant Secretaries. 
General Twining assured the President that any arrangement will work 
and that this disagreement as to organization is largely a matter of pres-
tige; the President then went on to summarize his conviction that in 
the defense of the United States the Joint Chiefs of Staff are far more 
important as a corporate body than as a collection of individual Service 
Chiefs; that if he were the Secretary of Defense he would not object to 
anything designed to maintain the dignity of the Joint Chiefs; and that 
the Joint Chiefs serve the Secretary of Defense primarily.

After Admiral Burke reinforced General Twining’s opinion as 
to the importance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff vis- a- vis the Assistant 
Secretaries, General Taylor showed the President a diagram indicat-
ing an organization with the Joint Chiefs carried separately from the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense. To this the President commented 
that military chiefs have always been technically considered advis-
ers to the President (ever since 1903); but he is anxious that the Joint 
Chiefs be recognized as primarily a military staff for the Secretary of 
Defense. Therefore, he criticized drawing the line on the chart from 
the Joint Chiefs to the President equally as dark as that drawn from 
the Joint Chiefs to the Secretary of Defense. (The line to the Secretary 
of Defense should be solid, indicating direct line of responsibility.) He 
admitted that the Joint Chiefs do have an additional responsibility 
and stated that he will always see the Chief of a Service on matters of 
importance to that Service.

In summation, the President stated that he would solve the organi-
zation diagram by drawing two boxes, one for the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the other for the Office of the Secretary of Defense. These two boxes 
should be joined with a dotted line, indicating close coordination, and 
he did not object to another dotted line running from the Joint Chiefs 
to the President. He recognized that the problem that would exist if the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were incorporated directly into the Department of 
Defense office in that Assistant Secretaries might be prone to oversu-
pervise. He stated further that Assistant Secretaries are created in order 
to make the job of the Joint Chiefs easier; and are not designed to be 
their superiors.

*******
The President then proceeded to a problem corollary to that just 

discussed. He said that he did not see why we continue to use the 
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term “joint.” Any strategic plan should be considered a “defense” plan 
(rather than a “joint” plan) which means that it is unified from its incep-
tion and is not the result of a welding of separate efforts. He stated that 
he would designate the senior military body the “Military Chiefs of 
Staff for Defense” rather than the “Joint Chiefs of Staff.” This he said 
he would do in spite of current legislation, in answer to Mr. Quarles’ 
statement that the name “Joint Chiefs of Staff” is statutory. (In this con-
nection, the President pointed out that his residence is designated by 
law as the Executive Mansion, but he has never heard it referred to as 
anything but the White House. He voiced the opinion that many of 
these terms came about as a result of the school systems.)

The President then summarized the matters he would like to insure 
in his last two years in office. These he listed as follows:

(a) A realization of the fact that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are respon-
sible to the Secretary of Defense.

(b) Recognition of the fact that the Joint Chiefs of Staff comprise 
a single group and not a collection of Service Chiefs. (The President 
recognizes that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have some responsibilities to 
the President.)

(c) Amalgamation of the present “Joint Staff” into a truly single 
staff.

Mr. Quarles then stated that the only problem is to be sure that 
the Department of Defense is implementing the President’s desires. 
He invited comments from Mr. Harlow and General Goodpaster. 
Mr. Harlow summarized his view of the President’s desires on the 
responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense, 
emphasizing the statement of the President that excessive debate over 
organizational detail constitutes “straining at a gnat.” He considered 
these matters clear. He then questioned the matter of budgeting in this 
new directive.

To this Mr. Quarles stated that the unified commanders make mil-
itary requirements known to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Provisioning as 
such is requested by the Services through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the 
Secretary of Defense. Mr. Harlow objected to this explanation, pointing 
out that a separate provisioning channel sets up two channels, in that 
the component commanders of the unified commands go directly to the 
Services for their “provisioning.”

When the President voiced objections, Admiral Burke attempted 
to explain the situation to some extent by assuring the President that 
the unified commander does know what is going on but does not con-
cern himself with costs and finances. This appeared to alleviate the 
President’s concern. General Taylor attempted to bring the matter into 
focus by pointing out that the channel from the component commander 
to the chief of a service is a budgetary channel; but that the channel from 
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a unified commander to the Joint Chiefs of Staff is a strategic channel. 
The President stated that he would approve this arrangement, provided 
that decisions on strategic matters such as the strength of reserves, the 
numbers of carriers, etc., are reserved to the unified commanders.

Mr. Harlow expressed doubt that the paragraph places it in quite 
that perspective. Therefore, Mr. Quarles and the President checked 
the wording and agreed it should be substantially as follows: “. . . 
upon the basis of the agreed defense military requirements of that 
command.”

The President then brought up the question of intelligence services. 
He asked why there is not a solid military intelligence plan, pointing 
out that under existing arrangement three separate intelligence jobs 
must be done, and the material brought together. He stated he felt that 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff could be better served by an autonomous intel-
ligence service at the Defense level.

Admiral Burke made a case for separate intelligence services based 
on his experience in CINCUNC, in which General Willoughby (G–2 of a 
unified command) had believed there were no Chinese in North Korea 
(November 1950). He expressed the opinion that in this circumstance 
Service disagreements were healthy. He further went on to mention a 
meeting on the subject of Laos conducted by the CIA. Here the CIA had 
been able to quote from many sources, including service intelligence. 
He felt the diversity had been helpful.

General Taylor reinforced the views of Admiral Burke to some 
extent by stating that the Joint Staff is providing autonomous intel-
ligence service for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and as such, will make a 
great contribution. He went further, however, to say that there are 
intelligence matters of unilateral Service concern that separate services 
should perform.

The President admitted that every military force needs its means 
of intelligence. He felt that the basic difficulty in this area was the intel-
ligence services located in the Pentagon. They should produce unified 
intelligence and the intelligence which is used by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff should come through unified channels. He went on to comment 
on the fact that the War Colleges may contribute to the present insist-
ence on separate intelligence services. He stated his opinion that War 
Colleges should lose their Service identification and should be des-
ignated as Defense Colleges No. 1, 2, 3 and 4. On all the matters of 
intelligence, the President stated that he is not specifically requesting a 
change, but that he is requesting that the Department of Defense pon-
der these matters seriously.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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123. NSC Report1

NSC 5807/2 Washington, December 24, 1958

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5724, 5724/1, 5807, 5807/1
B. NSC Actions Nos. 1814, 1841, 1842, [illegible in the original], 1878, 1882, 1945, 

1946, 1947, 1948, 2015 and 2020
C.  Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary:
(1) “Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science 

Advisory Committee”, dated January 22, 1958
(2) “Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter”, dated March 24 and 26, and 

November 5 and 13, 1958
(3) “Adequacy of Government Research Programs in Non-Military Defense,” dated 

July 1, 1958
(4) “The Number of Nuclear Weapons which Might be Tolerable to World Popula-

tions”, dated July 7, 1958
(5) “Survival of Population Following a Massive Nuclear Exchange”, dated June 27, 

1958
(6) “Status of Shelter Measures as of June 30, 1958”, dated July 1, 1958

At the 360th NSC Meeting on March 27, 1958, the National 
Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, Judge Lawrence E. 
Walsh for the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator, Captain John H. Morse, Jr. USN 
for the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Chairman, 
Council of Economic Advisors, noted and discussed a report on the 
subject (NSC 5807) and (NSC Action 1882, approved by the President 
on April 2, 1958):

(1) Agreed that certain measures should be undertaken to carry 
out the concept of fallout shelter for protection of the civil population 
against radiation hazard, in accordance with NSC Action No. 1842– d. 
A statement of these measures was circulated as NSC 5807/1.

(2) Deferred action on the measures recommended in paragraph 
1– b (except the limited program in NSC Action No. 1882– b–(2)), 2– b, 
2– c, 5– b and 6– a and – b of NSC 5807; pending consideration of certain 
studies and reports requested by the Council.

1 Source: “Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter.” Top Secret. 9 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5807 Series.
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Subsequently, such studies and reports were submitted to the 
Council, which:

(1) Noted and discussed a report on “Adequacy of Government 
Research Programs in Non-Military Defense” (Reference C(3)) and 
referred it to the Director, OCDM, for study of the conclusions therein 
(especially Conclusion Nos. 6 and 7 on page 2 of the Summary) and 
such recommendations to the Council as he might deem appropriate 
(NSC Action No. 1945).

(2) Noted and discussed (NSC Actions No. 1946 and 1947) reports 
on “The Number of Nuclear Weapons which Might be Tolerable to 
World Populations” (Reference C(4)) and “Survival of Population Fol-
lowing a Massive Nuclear Exchange” (Reference C(5)).

(3) Noted and discussed (NSC Action No. 1948) a report on “Sta-
tus of Shelter Measures as of June 30, 1958” (Reference C(6)); and 
noted that the Director, OCDM, would submit to the Council a sup-
plementary status report following Congressional action on FY 1959, 
appropriations, and appropriate recommendations on shelter meas-
ures (including those on which action was deferred by NSC Action 
No. 1882– d in the light of Congressional action an appropriations and 
of further study of the reports referred to in subparagraphs (1) and 
(2) above.

In this supplementary status report (Reference C(2), November 5 
and 18, 1958), the Director, OCDM, stated that, except for paragraph 
5– b of NSC 5807, he did not recommend further action at that time 
on the shelter measures on which action was deferred by NSC Action 
No. 1882– d.

With reference to paragraph 5– b of NSC 5807, the recommendations 
of the Director, OCDM, were discussed by the Council on December 
11 and 18, 1958. At the latter meeting, the Council (NSC Action No. 
2020– b) agreed that, as an additional measure to provide some Federal 
example in the area of fallout shelter, the present program of shelter 
research and prototype construction should be broadened to provide 
specific emphasis on such research and prototype construction in exist-
ing Federal buildings. This action was approved by the President on 
December 24, 1958.

Accordingly, NSC 5807/1, revised by incorporation therein of 
NSC Action No. 2020– b and by deletion therefrom of paragraphs 
which called for reports which have now been noted and discussed 
by the Council, is transmitted herewith as NSC 5807/2 for appropri-
ate implementation of paragraph 1 by the Director, OCDM, and of 
paragraph 2 by the Director, OCDM and the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget.

NSC 5807/2 supersedes NSC 5807/1.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary
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cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology
The Special Assistant to the President for Public Works Planning

Enclosure

MEASURES TO CARRY OUT THE CONCEPT OF SHELTER

1. By NSC Action No. 1882– b, the National Security Council agreed 
that the following measures should be undertaken to carry out the con-
cept of fallout shelter for protection of the civil population against radi-
ation hazard, in accordance with NSC Action No. 1842– d:

a. A research and development program along the lines of the rec-
ommendations in paragraph 1– a of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“(1) Research and Development, including prototype construction 
(exploiting multiple- use principle to the maximum)

 $Millions
“(a) Research $6.5 (annual rate)

“Although sufficient knowledge of weapons’ effects and of shel-
ter design now exists to permit proceeding with a complete and effec-
tive fallout shelter program if this were deemed desirable, expanded 
research is necessary to refine our knowledge, particularly of blast 
shelter, and develop more economical and efficient shelter models. In a 
program of this magnitude, well considered research should save many 
times its initial cost.

“The following program of research is already identified and can 
be undertaken as rapidly as funds are made available.

“(i) The field testing, with nuclear weapons, of shelters, other struc-
tures, and shelter equipment; provision for development and execution 
of radiological defense measures; exposure of animals to weapons’ 
effects; and the instrumentation necessary to evaluate results obtained.

----- $2.0 Millions
“(ii) The design of various prototype shelters, the development 

of shelter programs, and development and laboratory testing of struc-
tures, facilities, equipment and materials not requiring nuclear field 
tests.

----- $1.0 Million
“(iii) Studies dealing with psychological, emotional, educational 

and morale problems and determinations of tolerance limits under 
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emergency conditions; medical, food, and water requirements in shel-
ter habitation; and sanitary controls to permit tolerable occupation.

----- $1.5 Millions
“(iv) Development of architectural designs and specifications for 

new types of multiple- use shelters which will be attractive as well as 
practical. The Committee believes that attention should be given to the 
use of grants to schools of architecture and engineering which would 
stimulate curriculum development, training of new students, and new 
concept of shelter design.

“----- $2.0 Millions”

b. A limited program of prototype construction of relatively 
small- capacity fallout shelters, differing in design and type (includ-
ing multiple- use) and adapted to differing conditions such as climate; 
appropriate tests by actual occupancy for realistic periods of time to be 
conducted after completion (total cost not to exceed $6 million).

c. A nation- wide survey along the lines recommended in subpara-
graph 2– a of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“2. Surveys and Pilot Studies

“a. Development of estimated availability of existing shelter on a 
sampling basis

“As a basis for national planning, definitive information is needed 
regarding the capability of existing structures to provide fallout shelter, 
particularly in large cities. The Committee recommends that a survey 
of existing structures be conducted on a sampling basis to yield such 
information. This would be handled through direct Federal contract, 
and would be completed in one year.

“----- $2.0 Millions”

d. Initiation of a program of public education along the lines rec-
ommended in paragraph 3 of NSC 5807, as modified by FCDA in the 
light of NSC discussion and as outlined below (cost estimated at not 
over $12.5 million for FY 1959; subsequent annual appropriations to be 
determined on the basis of experience) :

Outline of Proposed Coverage of FCDA

Information And Education Program

(1) Objectives

(a) Public understanding of nuclear weapons effects, particularly 
radiation.

(b) Instruction on effective measures of protection.

(2) Low-Key Characteristics

The program would avoid harmful over- excitement of the people 
by careful treatment of the nature and imminence of the threat.
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(a) Prudence, not alarm, is the keynote. All of our best efforts will be 
directed toward avoiding nuclear war; but prudence and a concern for 
the Country’s future dictate the desirability of taking steps to improve 
chances of survival in order to rebuild and protect our national heritage 
if nuclear attack should occur. (We pay a lot of money for insurance of 
various sorts while doing our best to avoid the contingencies against 
which we are insuring ourselves.)

(b) The national fallout shelter policy is based firmly on the philos-
ophy of the obligation of each property- owner to provide protection on 
his own premises. The Federal Government will provide information 
on how to do it, backed up by example of providing fallout protection 
in its new buildings in the future.

(3) Programs

(a) Support of adult education programs to increase understand-
ing of (i) the effects of nuclear weapons, (ii) what can be and is being 
done to provide protection, and (iii) the place of individual prepared-
ness in the total national security program.

(b) Combination of training films, instruction materials, magazine 
articles (popular, trade, etc.), newspaper features, TV programs, etc., 
aimed in appropriate combination at the following broad subjects:

(i) Nuclear weapons effects on people, plants and animals.
(ii) How to provide fallout protection.
(iii) Family fallout protection (including simple “How- to- do- it” 

information).
(iv) Improvised home and basement shelters.
(v) Protection of food and water.
(vi) What governments (Federal, State, local) are doing about fall-

out protection.
(vii) Radiological decontamination.

(c) The use of national organizations to disseminate information.

e. The elements of a base for rapid acceleration along the lines rec-
ommended in paragraph 4 of NSC 5807, which reads as follows:

“4. Elements of a Base for Rapid $Millions 
 Acceleration $ 1.5 (annually)

“The measures proposed above are designed to promote shelter 
construction without extensive financial participation by the Federal 
Government. The Committee recognizes, however, the possibility that 
these measures may be ineffective and that the Government might later 
wish to initiate a shelter program on an accelerated basis. Many of the 
other recommended measures will assist in preparing a base for rapid 
expansion, but in addition it is believed that specific attention should 
be given to the preparation of a “shelf” of plans and information which 
might save months of delay in an emergency.
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“Specific items proposed are:

“(1) Identification of materials, equipment and manpower
----- $1 Million (annually)

“(2) Preparation and maintenance of standby orders and 
organization

“----- $0.5 Million (annually)”

f. The incorporation of fallout shelter in the construction of new 
Federal civilian buildings, of suitable size, designed after this date, 
along the lines recommended in paragraph 5– a of NSC 5807, which 
reads as follows (supplemental appropriations for such shelter in 
buildings for which funds have already been appropriated will not 
be sought):

“5. Incorporation of shelter in civilian Federal buildings

“The Committee agrees that Federal example is an indispensable 
element in any combination of measures designed to stimulate State, 
local government, and private spending for fallout shelters.

$Millions
“a. New Construction $6.5 (annually)

“Projections of new Federal construction activity (including the 
Post Office construction program, but excluding military construction) 
indicate a potential level of about 125,000 shelter spaces annually at an 
average cost of $52 per shelter space. This assumes utilization of new 
buildings for community shelter where practicable, thereby setting an 
example to local Government and business, and avoiding charges of 
favored treatment for Federal employees.”

2. By NSC Action No. 2020– b, the National Security Council 
agreed that, as an additional measure to provide some Federal 
example in the area of fallout shelter, the present program of shelter 
research and prototype construction should be broadened to provide 
specific emphasis on such research and prototype construction in 
existing Federal buildings.
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124. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
Gray1

Washington, December 24, 1958, 9:45 a.m.

1. I discussed the Record of Actions of the December 18 NSC meet-
ing with particular reference to the Status of the Military Mobilization 
Base Program. I reminded the President that he had indicated that he 
wished the Department of Defense to keep under study the question 
of whether its mobilization base planning should continue to assume 
a mobilization period of six months prior to D-Day. The President said 
that he felt that it should be studied but that his guess was that plan-
ning had to assume both such a period and no period whatsoever. I also 
pointed out to the President that he had indicated that the Department 
of Defense should continue its efforts to find a means of taking bomb 
damage into account in its mobilization base planning while not mak-
ing damage assumptions so extravagant that no planning is feasible. 
I indicated to the President that Assistant Secretary McGuire felt that 
it would be helpful to be asked to report back to the NSC on develop-
ments arising out of this study and I asked the President’s approval 
for inclusion of a directive to this effect in the Record of Action. The 
President approved such a directive.

2. I discussed the Record of Actions of the December 23 NSC meeting 
with particular reference to the intelligence briefing with respect to Cuba. 
I indicated to the President that I was a little concerned as to what should 
be reflected in the Record of Actions in view of the indeterminate discus-
sion. I suggested to him that the Record should reflect the statement that 
“responsible departments and agencies, particularly the Departments of 
State, Defense and Justice and the CIA are keeping the situation in Cuba 
under continuing scrutiny with a view to taking appropriate actions in 
U.S. security interests, and to making necessary contingency plans.” The 
President felt that this would be satisfactory with the addition of a clause 
reading, “on the initiative of the Secretary of State.”

With further reference to the intelligence item with respect to 
Cuba, I pointed out to the President that I had not been informed as 
to what was going on but that I had not pressed for any kind of direc-
tive in the meeting because it was not clear to me whether there were 

1 Source: Military mobilization base, situation in Cuba, intelligence procedures, 
Geneva conferences on test suspension and surprise attack. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Meetings with the President. Drafted 
on December 30.
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not some programs which he had approved. The President indicated 
that whereas General Goodpaster and Major Eisenhower kept him well 
informed as to intelligence reports, he had not known until the NSC 
meeting that the view of the U.S. Government was that of wishing to 
oppose Fidel Castro in any event. He then said that he felt the situation 
had been allowed to slip somewhat.

He then said, in the light of the Hull Board meeting with him on 
December 16, and in view of what I had told him with respect to the 
inadequacies of the 5412 Group and its procedures, he wished to dis-
cuss this matter with Allen Dulles and me as a matter of urgency and 
that he particularly had in mind an effort to regularize the 5412 proce-
dures. He instructed me to get Allen Dulles at the earliest opportunity 
(this meeting was set up for Friday morning, December 26 at 9:00 a.m.).

3. I then discussed in general terms with the President further 
preparations for the Geneva conferences on test suspension and on sur-
prise attack in the light of reports that he had received at the NSC from 
Ambassador Wadsworth and Mr. William C. Foster. I pointed out to 
him that some time ago he had instructed me to suggest to the Secretary 
of State that he have one committee which might deal with both confer-
ences but that no formal action had been taken. I pointed out that the 
Secretary of State for one reason or another had been out of his office 
for an extended period of time. I recommended to the President that 
the continued preparations be lodged in an interdepartmental commit-
tee under the Chairmanship of the Secretary of State and composed 
additionally of the Secretary of Defense, Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Director of Central Intelligence and Dr. Killian. The 
President approved this suggestion and indicated that he saw no rea-
son now to continue Secretary Anderson as a member of this committee 
working on this problem. He also said that he wished George Allen 
brought in to the deliberations whenever his advice would be helpful 
and his official responsibilities were involved. He instructed me to fol-
low the course of these matters and to continue to “needle” for action 
where necessary and to report to him when desirable.

Gordon Gray
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125. Questions and Answers Drafted in JCS1

Washington, January 7, 1959

Q. To what extent did the JCS as a corporate body participate in the 
formulation of the FY 60 budget?

A. (C) The JCS approved on 3 Jan 58 a Joint Strategic Objectives 
Plan (JSOP 61), which had been prepared in accordance with personnel 
guidelines furnished by the Secretary of Defense and budgetary guide-
lines adopted by the JCS. The Joint Program for Planning states, as one 
of the purposes of the JSOP:

“e. Provide one of the bases for:
“(1) The annual statement by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of military 

requirements to the Secretary of Defense for his consideration in devel-
oping his annual budgetary guidelines for a fiscal year2 beginning two 
years subsequent to the scheduled date of approval.

“(2) The preparation and justification of the annual departmental 
budget requests for the same fiscal year as in (1) above, in conjunction 
with the Secretary of Defense’s annual budgetary guidelines.”

(C) The Deputy Secretary of Defense subsequently approved this 
JSOP for use by the DOD as a common point of reference for strate-
gic and mobilization planning, subject to certain additional guidance 
which, included a statement that the JSOP would not be used as auto-
matic justification of personnel, procurement, installation, or budget 
programs.

(C) DOD later issued directives to the individual services contain-
ing guidance on materiel requirements programs, and FY 60 strength 
for the active services, the National Guard, and the Reserves. There 
resulted a series of meetings in which each service discussed its budget 
with the Secretary of Defense and after which service budget ceilings 
were established. The services then submitted their individual budgets 
based on these ceilings to the Secretary of Defense for consolidation 
into a single Defense budget.

(C) On 5 Dec 58 this Defense budget was presented to the JCS who 
advised3 the Secretary of Defense that the Defense budget level is ade-
quate to provide for the essential programs necessary for the defense 

1 Source: JCS role in Department of Defense budget formulation. Confidential. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up.

2 For JSOP 61 the pertinent fiscal year is FY 60. [Footnote is in the original.]
3 JCS Memo for Sec/Def “JCS Position on the FY 60 Budget” dated 6 Dec 58, quoted 

in answer to next question. [Footnote is in the original.]
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of the nation but the JCS all have reservations with respect to funding 
some segments of their respective service programs.

(C) As reflected above, the JCS participation in budget formulation 
was minimal. The JSOP and JCS deliberations on individual weapons, 
plans, procedures and strategic and organizational concept undoubt-
edly have an influence on the budget, but since budget submissions are 
made directly by the services to the DOD and not through the JCS, the 
JCS as a corporate body were not directly involved in the formulation 
of the FY 60 budget; they merely commented on the overall Defense 
budget after it was completed.

Q. What is the position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to the military 
sufficiency of this budget?

A. (C) On 5 Dec 58 the DOD budget for FY 60 was presented to the 
JCS who sent the following comment to the Secretary of Defense:

“The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the FY 1960 proposed expen-
diture figure of $41,165,000,000 is adequate to provide for the essential 
programs necessary for the defense of the nation for the period under 
consideration. They find no serious gaps in the key elements of the 
budget in its present form, but all have reservations with respect to the 
funding of some segments of their respective service programs.”

126. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, January 7, 1959

SUBJECT

Review of NSC 5410/1

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5410/1
B. NSC 5810/1
C. NSC Actions Nos. 1077 and 1102

The enclosed Discussion Paper, prepared by the NSC Planning 
Board, is transmitted herewith as a basis for discussion of the subject by 
the National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, January 22, 
1959.

1 Source: Transmits discussion paper on NSC 5410/1. Top Secret; Limited 
Distribution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the han-
dling of the enclosure, and that access to it be limited on a need- to- know basis.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Discussion Paper

Washington, undated

DISCUSSION PAPER
on

U.S. POLICY IN THE EVENT OF WAR INITIATED  
BY THE SINO-SOVIET BLOC

NSC Planning Board review of NSC 5410/1, “U.S. Objectives in the 
Event of General War with the Soviet Bloc” (approved April 29, 1954) 
has developed a number of fundamental issues which the Planning 
Board submits herewith for discussion by the National Security 
Council, with a view to receiving guidance as a basis for rescinding or 
revising NSC 5410/1.

1. Should a statement of U.S. policy in the event of war be limited 
to the subject of existing policy (NSC 5410/1), i.e., U.S. objectives in the 
event of general war with the Soviet Bloc; or should it cover additional 
contingencies such as (a) major war initiated by Communist China, and 
(b) other war initiated by a member of the Sino-Soviet Bloc?

2. In the light of the capability of the United States and the USSR 
in the foreseeable future to destroy one another, even after a surprise 
nuclear attack, should the United States in the event of general war 
initiated by the USSR:

Despite the loss of U.S. lives and resources which might be 
involved, endeavor by all necessary means to reduce the capabilities 
of the USSR to the point where it has lost its will or ability to wage war 
against the United States and its allies; and yet be prepared to consider 
an offer by the USSR to cut short the nuclear exchange at a point advan-
tageous to the United States, even though the USSR might retain some 
will and ability to continue the struggle?
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3. Should the United States accept an otherwise advantageous 
settlement:

a. If Communist control were maintained over the satellites?
b. If a Communist Government retained power in the USSR?
c. Only if all Communist controls were destroyed?

4. In the event of general war initiated by the USSR, should the 
United States seek to keep Communist China out of the war, or endeavor 
by all necessary means to reduce the capabilities of Communist China 
to the point where it would be unable to endanger the security of the 
United States?

5. In the event of major war initiated by Communist China, or war 
initiated by a state other than the USSR, in which the USSR did not par-
ticipate at the beginning, should the United States, in order to avoid a 
clear and immediate danger of general war with the USSR, be prepared 
to terminate hostilities before the aggressor state had lost its will or 
ability to continue to wage war?

6. Can and should the United States undertake now to formulate 
post- war policies and plans, e.g., terms of enemy surrender, border and 
territorial arrangements, administration of enemy territory, and inde-
pendence for national minorities?

127. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 12, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
Dr. Kistiakowsky
General Goodpastor

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that, as the Geneva meetings on Surprise 
Attack went along, he became more and more impressed with the 
hazards to the United States of a system of inspection against surprise 
attack. While we tabled papers asserting the value of such a system, 
privately he had growing concern about it. Such a system would reveal 
detailed information on our deployments, our readiness, and the pro-
tective strengths and arrangements for our striking forces. If the system 
failed to give us warning, it would have given great net advantage to 

1 Source: Concerns about inspection against surprise attack and nuclear testing. 
Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on January 14.
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the Soviets. This advantage becomes especially great with ballistic mis-
siles and supersonic aircraft.

The President recalled that he took initiative in 1955 (at Geneva) in 
proposing aerial inspection against the “means of delivery” of highly 
destructive weapons; at that time such means of delivery were aircraft. 
Except for that proposal, he said he had never been wedded to the con-
cept of inspection against surprise attack. In particular, he questioned the 
significance of the far north, which to him is simply an area of passage.

Dr. Kistiakowsky added that, as against missile launching subma-
rines, no way to monitor was seen. He added that both the scientists 
and the military men of the group came to feel that the only fruitful 
approach to this is to couple inspection with arms limitation. Through 
such a means, a reduction in the threat would be accomplished, with-
out it being dependent for us upon obtainer split- second warning. 
There would be ample time to observe whether forces had in fact been 
reduced to and held at agreed levels. Such a limitation, in the case of 
aircraft, might provide that only so many could be in the air at once. 
Total numbers of missiles might be limited. As to submarines, not more 
than a certain number might be allowed to be on station.

The President recognized the difficulties but pointed out that, if 
we do not follow this line, we must face the question what line do we 
follow. He did not see much hope for a world engaged in all- out effort 
on military build- up, military technology, and tremendous attempts at 
secrecy. One reason for seeking an inspection system in connection with 
the atomic testing is that if we get one such system we may then be able 
to go on to another. He recognized that this matter is very difficult, but 
added that, with aerial inspection, we can find out where great military 
concentrations are located, and what is their state of readiness. Even if 
the Soviets should be contemplating a massive surprise attack, if they 
wish to secure the results of such an attack they must prepare forces to 
move into the devastated areas, and these we could see. He concluded 
by saying that, in the long run, no country can advance intellectually 
and in terms of its culture and well- being if it has to devote everything 
to military build- up.

Dr. Killian said that in view of the gravity of this matter there is a 
need to have a more sustained study under way. He suggested setting 
up study groups, and a standing group of top governmental officials 
concerned who would follow the matter. They would go deeply into 
the problems involved in monitoring surprise attack. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
commented at this point that the Soviets have had a high- powered 
group at work since the end of World War II on disarmament. They 
were very well up on this subject, as evidenced by the fact that when 
our delegation made proposals at Geneva, the Soviets instantly showed 
knowledge of the weak points and the implications of such proposals. 
The President agreed with the suggestion. He thought that someone 
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should draw up a charter for the effort, showing just who would 
participate— i.e., from what agency, having what qualifications— 
whose time would be devoted to the effort, and who would comprise 
the top- standing body.

To indicate the need for a competent body in this area the President 
cited the importance of a periodic inspection of the inspection system 
and operations incident to supervision of suspension of atomic weap-
ons tests.

Dr. Kistiakowsky added the point that everything to this point has 
been done on paper. He thought there was need for a high-level com-
mand (actually a task force) under the Joint Chiefs of Staff whose job 
would be to conduct monitoring and inspection, carry out maneuvers 
and tests against various combinations of forces and develop the neces-
sary doctrine. The President thoroughly agreed. Dr. Killian recalled that 
our group at Geneva had proposed that we set up in the United States a 
small pilot system to see just how the proposals would work.

Dr. Killian next said that there is a group studying ways of improv-
ing the inspection system for the supervision of test suspension, thus 
offsetting the effects of the findings of the Hardtack II series of tests 
(which indicated that the test system devised last summer at Geneva is 
less effective than was then thought). The President said he saw possi-
ble merit in a scheme which allowed underground tests up to perhaps 
10 KT. A corollary would be, however, that we would have to tell if test 
shots greater than this size were fired.

Dr. Killian next referred to some of Dr. Kistiakowsky’s impressions 
and observations about the Soviet missile capability, since these impres-
sions ran counter to our best intelligence estimates. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said he was very much impressed with the importance that the Soviets 
attach to long- range ballistic missiles. These are in fact a focal point in 
their whole defense concept. They referred to it as a special area not sub-
ject to discussion at the Geneva meeting. He said it is his opinion that 
they now have an operational long- range missile force. The President 
said he could accept this possibility, but still holds a question as to the 
numbers and accuracy of such weapons. He then asked the question, 
if the Soviets should fire these weapons at us, where this action would 
leave them. They would still be exposed to destruction. In his mind 
there is the question whether this is a feasible means of making war; 
he granted that it is a feasible way of destroying much of the nation’s 
strength, but the resulting retaliation would be such that it does not 
make sense for war. He said he thought it would be at least a few years 
before the Soviets could conceivably have enough missiles so as not to 
have grounds to fear retaliation.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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128. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 14, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster

General Twining said he wished to give the President a further 
report on the proposal for dispersal of certain high- yield weapons 
to [text not declassified]. A certain number are to be there in storage, 
another number in aircraft that are always there on the ground, and 
an additional number would be authorized to be sent in, and kept in 
aircraft on the ground, if reason developed to send in such aircraft.

The President said that he saw the reason for this but that, if this 
is what is proposed, the authorization should be stated in these terms. 
Otherwise it would seem we are being insufficiently strict in our 
arrangements. He thought a provision should be introduced indicating 
that for brief transit, during authorized maneuvers or in an emergency, 
this third group of weapons is authorized to be there, in aircraft, but 
never to be unloaded. General Twining said he was confident this could 
be worked out.

General Twining next brought out, for the President’s information, 
that, following coordination with State and CIA, the Air Force is train-
ing a certain very limited number of Chinese Nationalist pilots in the 
U–2 aircraft. No commitment whatsoever has been made concerning 
their future use. The President stated that he thinks we must stay out 
of the northern area of mainland China; but the same considerations do 
not apply in the south.

General Twining next reported that meetings have been held on 
planning for the Berlin situation, with representation from State, JCS 
and CIA. He added that the French and the British are showing some 
tendency to talk about use of airlift as a possible line of action but that 
our State Department is strongly opposed to this type of solution. The 
President recalled a recent exchange he had had with Macmillan on 
this subject. He commented also that we are handicapped by the fact 
that our rights on the ground for access to Berlin are not fully clear and 
explicit.

Finally, General Twining asked that when the President visits 
Colorado Springs in mid- year he dedicate the golf course there, in the 

1 Source: Dispersal of nuclear weapons, training Chinese Nationalists in the U–2, 
Berlin. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on January 15.
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process making clear that it was not built at government expense. The 
President did not think he could dedicate the golf course since it is 
named for him, but would be glad to have some kind of ceremony there 
at which he would be able to make this point clear.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

129. Memorandum of Discussion at the 393d NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 15, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 393rd NSC Meeting Thursday, January 15, 1959

Present at the 393rd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, Presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary 
of State; the [Deputy?] Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; 
and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also pres-
ent and participating in the Council actions below were the Secretary 
of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission; and the Secretary of Commerce (Item 1). 
Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Director, International Cooperation Administration; the 
Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, for 
Science and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; 
the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant Secretary of Defense John 
N. Irwin, II; Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; the Assistant 
White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, and the Deputy 
Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1 and 2.]

1 Source: Agenda item 3: U.S. Military Bases Overseas. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.



National Security Policy 433

3. U.S. MILITARY BASES OVERSEAS
(SNIE 100–10–58; NSC Action No. 1876)

Mr. Gray pointed out that last autumn when trouble arose over the 
retention of our bases in Morocco, the Planning Board had asked CIA to 
prepare an Estimate on the prospects for the retention of U.S. bases in 
Morocco and eight other countries. The Planning Board discussed this 
Estimate and agreed that it would be desirable for the Council to hear 
a summary of the Estimate together with the views of the Secretary of 
State and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to the net advan-
tage to U.S. security of each of our overseas bases. In this connection 
he also reminded the Council that last March when the Nash Report 
on U.S. Military Bases Overseas had been discussed, the President had 
directed that our base system be reviewed each year and that “earnest 
and continuous scrutiny should be given . . . as to whether each U.S. 
overseas base throughout the world continues to represent a net advan-
tage to U.S. security.” Mr. Gray then called on Mr. Allen Dulles who 
proceeded to report on our bases in North Africa, the Near East, on the 
three Far Eastern areas, Spain, Greenland, Iceland, and Latin America 
which latter area had not been in the original CIA Estimate.

Upon conclusion of Mr. Dulles’s report, Mr. Gray called on 
Secretary Dulles. Secretary Dulles said he had one observation to 
make about U.S. bases overseas. It was his view that in some of these 
countries at least we can probably carry on with our bases on a de 
facto basis for quite a little while if we are willing to do so. This was 
true especially of our bases in Africa. If, on the other hand, we try 
to formalize or legalize our position with respect to our bases, great 
difficulties would be created for us vis- a- vis the indigenous govern-
ments. Thus we have a situation which can be kept going on a de facto 
basis but not on a basis on which we formalize our specific rights and 
privileges over a specific number of years. Secretary Dulles said he 
realized this was not wholly satisfactory from the point of view of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff but was probably a situation which would 
have to be lived with.

Secretary McElroy commented that if the Secretary had summed 
up the situation with respect to our bases in North Africa accurately, 
it would be important to avoid announcing any agreement with the 
indigenous governments there but that instead we should simply let 
matters drag on.

Mr. Gray then called on General Twining who asked permission to 
run through briefly each of the nine base areas covered in the original CIA 
Intelligence Estimate in order to point out the importance of each base to 
the U.S. The President expressed his approval and General Twining read 
a report dealing with our bases in Iceland, Greenland, Spain, Morocco, 
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Libya, Saudi Arabia, the Philippines, the Ryukyus, and Japan. (A copy of 
General Twining’s report is filed in the Minutes of this Meeting).

In the course of this report the President inquired as to what con-
stituted a reasonable quid pro quo for the maintenance of U.S. bases in 
Morocco while Secretary Dulles said that the situation with respect to 
our bases in Libya was very precarious. Secretary Dulles also pointed 
out that our negotiations with the Philippine Government on bases 
were not going at all well and that we have called Ambassador Bohlen 
home for consultation. He was expected to arrive in a few days.

As to Okinawa, Secretary Dulles recalled that about a year ago the 
President had suggested that a study be made as to the feasibility of 
consolidating all our military installations in Okinawa on one segment 
of the island. Secretary Dulles said he did not know whether this could 
actually be done but certainly at the moment our base installations in 
Okinawa sprawled all over the island. He then inquired as to the sta-
tus of the study that the President had suggested. Neither Secretary 
McElroy nor General Twining knew about the precise status but 
Assistant Secretary Irwin pointed out that the study was being carried 
on. Already it had indicated the great difficulties of trying to concen-
trate all our military installations in one area of Okinawa. For one thing, 
such concentration would take up a disproportionate amount of arable 
land which would be hard on the natives of Okinawa.

The President commented in a familiar vein about the terrible dif-
ficulties which were inherent in the maintenance of U.S. bases in for-
eign countries. Secretary McElroy said that we would have to continue 
to run the island of Okinawa for a considerable time to come despite 
these difficulties. The President agreed that this was indeed the case but 
that we should run Okinawa in a way to cause the minimum amount 
of resentment from the inhabitants of the island. The President con-
cluded the discussion of the subject by commenting on the spreading 
commitments of the U.S. both in the Atlantic and in the Pacific areas 
and suggesting that we might sometime have to make choices about 
our commitments.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of an oral summary 
of SNIE 100–10–58 as brought up to date and with the addition of Latin 
American bases, presented by the Director of Central Intelligence.

b. Reviewed, on the basis of statements by the Secretary of State 
and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, the net advantages to U.S. secu-
rity of U.S. bases in Japan, Okinawa, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Morocco, Libya, Spain, Iceland and Greenland; as required each year, 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 1876.

c. Noted a statement by the President:

(1) Requesting a review of the importance of continued main-
tenance by the United States of the Sangley Point Naval Base in the 
Philippines.
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(2) Agreeing as to the need for a timely report on the results of the 
study as to the feasibility of concentrating U.S. military installations in 
Okinawa in a single area.

NOTE: The action in c above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason

130. Agenda for Special Meeting1

Washington, January 15, 1959

(1) Third Report to the President by the President’s Board of 
Consultants on Intelligence Activities, 10/30/58.

(2) Annual Report on NSC 5412/2 Activities.
Memorandum written by the NSC Representative on Internal 

Security (filed in the office of the Executive Secretary, NSC, in “Third 
Hull Board Report”, under COMINT-ELINT).

1 Source: Report of President’s Board of Consultants on Intelligence Activities, 
annual report on NSC 5412/2 activities. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File.

131. Letter From John Foster Dulles to McElroy1

Washington, January 24, 1959

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I believe the time has come for our two Departments to under-
take the joint study of our strategic concept which you and I have 

1 Source: Proposes State-Defense study of U.S. strategic concept; encloses S/P 
paper and covering memorandum. Top Secret. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: 
Lot 63 D 351.
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discussed on several occasions in the past. This is, of course, related 
to the President’s directive that paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1, 
Basic National Security Policy, be kept under continuing study.

In order to provide a point of departure for study of the strate-
gic concept, the Policy Planning Staff of this Department has prepared 
the enclosed paper entitled “A Concept of US Military Strategy for the 
1960s”. This is a staff paper, put forward as a basis for discussion. I am 
myself reserving judgment on this paper pending such discussion.

As I have previously told you, I do not have in mind that we should 
make any abrupt change in our strategic concept, I am, however, con-
vinced that IF we are to make a change in the next few years, we must 
now determine the direction in which we wish to go and begin to pave 
the way for the change.

Assistant Secretary Gerard C. Smith stands ready to meet with 
your people to discuss the enclosed paper or any other related propos-
als that your Department may wish to advance. I hope that we shall 
be in a position to report progress to the President within the next few 
months.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles

Enclosure

Paper Prepared in S/P

Washington, January 5, 1959

A Concept of US Military Strategy for the 1960s

I. Objectives

1. The objective of US military strategy should be:
Primary, to deter Communist imperialism from resort to force; and
Secondary, to deal with Communist aggression if it occurs.

We also need to prevent and halt resort to force within the non-Commu-
nist world. We shall be militarily prepared to act to this end if we have 
an effective strategy and capability to deal with limited Communist 
aggression.

II. Deterring Communist Aggression

A. General War

2. We must deter Soviet nuclear attack on the US and other major 
Communist aggression which would threaten a permanent alteration of 
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the world balance of power against us. Although we must have active 
and passive defensive capabilities to reduce the disastrous effects of a 
Soviet nuclear attack and should undertake preparatory measures to 
facilitate national recovery after attack, the primary component of our 
general war deterrent is our strategic nuclear striking force.

3. If our deterrent is to be effective, the Communists must be con-
vinced that retaliation will be inevitable. This requires that our strategic 
striking force be relatively invulnerable. As the USSR will know the loca-
tion of most fixed installations (air bases, missile sites, etc.) in the non- 
Communist world, mobility and elusiveness are among the qualities we 
should emphasize in the further development of our striking force.

4. A relatively invulnerable US strategic striking force would make 
impracticable a pre-emptive Soviet nuclear attack to disarm us. It would 
also reduce the risk of war by misadventure as we would not have to 
react instantaneously to an ambiguous threat of major Communist 
aggression; we would have time to verify the threat; we might also 
have time for maneuver.

5. The Communists must also be convinced that our strategic strik-
ing force could inflict a scale of damage that would be fatal to the struc-
ture of their empire. It may not be necessary that we be able to destroy 
most Communist military targets, with the side effect of killing most of 
the Communist peoples. It may be sufficient to have a known capability 
to destroy the imperial control centers and power bases. A capability 
so designed would be more acceptable to our allies and the uncommit-
ted peoples than a counter- force capability with its attendant danger of 
severe fall- out effects extending around the world.

B. Overt Limited Aggression

6. We must deter a wide range of possible overt limited aggres-
sions by Communist imperialism. This kind of Communist aggression 
can best be deterred by further development of our present strategy of 
forward defense.

7. We should continue to encourage states on the periphery of the 
Communist empire to maintain armed forces commensurate in their 
economic capacity. Where the threat is great and the will to resist strong, 
but the indigenous economy weak, we should, as we have in the past, 
provide appropriate assistance upon request to enable the endangered 
state to maintain forces at least capable of harassing and delaying a 
Communist invasion.

8. We should also continue to encourage those few non-Commu-
nist states that have the requisite military experience, manpower and 
economic capacity to develop armed forces that could be made avail-
able outside their national territory for collective defense. We should 
where necessary provide military aid to this end.
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9. The US will have to provide the major supporting force at all 
points on the periphery of the Communist empire. For us, the essence 
of a strategy of forward defense is speed of reaction.

10. Our deterrent limited war force should, therefore, be highly 
mobile and so deployed as to be able to react quickly in any part of 
the world. It should comprise a balanced and flexible combination of 
ground, sea and air power. In view of the growing difficulty of main-
taining foreign bases, much of this force may have to be sea- borne in the 
1960s. Its training should enable it to perform effectively in conjunction 
with widely varied local forces and in all types of terrain and climate.

11. The force should have nuclear capabilities but should be able to 
fight effectively without using those capabilities.

12. Such a US limited war force would give the nations under the 
threat of overt Communist limited aggression greater confidence than 
they now have in their security and defensibility.

C. Indirect Aggression

13. We must deter Communist imperialism from indirect 
aggression— covert resort to force. We should continue to encourage 
and where necessary assist all states outside the Communist empire 
to maintain the effective internal security forces and procedures which 
constitute the first line of defense against Communist indirect aggres-
sion. While this function can normally be left to police forces, the mag-
nitude of the threat of indirect aggression to states on the periphery of 
the Communist empire requires that the training of their military forces 
include preparation for internal security duties.

14. Indigenous efforts to deter covert Communist resort to force 
should be reinforced by a readily available US limited war force as 
described in paragraphs 10 and 11. This is particularly important for the 
peripheral non-Communist states where the proximity of Communist 
military power, unless offset by the evident, prompt availability of US 
power, tends to sap the courage of non-Communists and to feed the 
aggressiveness of Communists.

III. Dealing with Communist Aggression

15. General War. Given a relatively invulnerable US strategic 
nuclear striking force with a known capability to inflict a scale of dam-
age that would be fatal to the structure of the Communist empire, it is 
very unlikely that the Communists would venture major aggression 
which would risk bringing that force into action. If they did, the relative 
invulnerability of our force would enable us to tailor our response to 
the character of the aggression. At the maximum, we should employ 
the full power of our force to destroy the structure of the Communist 
empire.
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16. Limited Aggression. Our military response to Communist limited 
aggression, overt or covert, should deny the objectives of the aggres-
sion in a manner least likely to lead to a large expansion of the scope 
and intensity of the hostilities.

Enclosure

Memorandum From Smith to John Foster Dulles

Washington, January 20, 1959

SUBJECT

Review of Strategic Concept

In your letter of July 23, 1958, to the President, you said you had 
told Secretary McElroy that you remained of the opinion that the mil-
itary doctrine set forth in paragraphs 13 and 14 of the Basic National 
Security Policy paper (Tab B) is rapidly outgrowing its usefulness and 
that we need to apply ourselves urgently to finding an alternative 
strategic concept. You stated also that we should seek the President’s 
approval of further study of an alternative doctrine by a small State-
Defense group. You will recall that the President later gave his approval 
for this study.

When I approached Defense on this subject in early August, they 
requested that the study be deferred until the FY 1960 budget was 
behind them. I accordingly let the matter lie dormant.

The budget process is now drawing to a close, and we should press 
ahead without further delay. My talks with General Picher, Director of 
the Joint Staff of the JCS, and others in the Pentagon have convinced me 
that we must take the initiative, as Defense and the Chiefs seem to be 
paralyzed by inter- service differences.

S/P has accordingly ventured to draft “A concept of US Military 
Strategy for the 1960s” (Tab C) to serve as a basis of discussion with the 
Pentagon. This concept, which I believe reflects views that you have 
expressed in several conversations with Secretary McElroy, differs from 
the current strategic concept in the following major respects:

1. We abandon the major premise of the current concept— i.e. the 
threat of massive nuclear retaliation is the primary deterrent to all kinds 
of Communist aggression. A corollary current premise is that general 
war forces are also limited war forces. Our premise is that the massive 
retaliation threat of our general war capability effectively deters only 
major Communist aggression. To prevent limited Communist aggres-
sion, a separate deterrent strategy and force, specifically designed for 
this purpose, is required.
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2. We also abandon a major thesis of the current concept— i.e. any 
substantial overt engagement of US and USSR armed forces or any 
substantial Soviet aggression against the NATO area would automati-
cally trigger massive nuclear retaliation against the USSR. As you have 
pointed out, this thesis is becoming less and less credible. Although not 
specifically stated in our paper, we assume the probability of lesser US 
response to Soviet aggression which does not clearly threaten a perma-
nent alteration of the world balance of power against us.

3. We question the current counter- force strategy which provides 
that the primary mission of our strategic nuclear striking force is to 
destroy military targets, especially nuclear strike capabilities, in the 
Communist empire. We believe that this strategy will become increas-
ingly infeasible in the dawning era of quick- reacting and elusive missile 
weapons systems. Moreover, the destruction of many military targets 
would require ground bursts of very large yield weapons with resul-
tant heavy fall- out, the effects of which, in addition to causing millions 
of unnecessary casualties in the Communist empire, would extend 
around the world. Finally, the cost of matching the Communists missile 
for missile, an inherent necessity of the counter- force strategy, would 
in a very few years require defense budgets substantially larger than 
the much debated FY 1960 budget. You will recall that the President 
has on a number of occasions expressed concern that we seem to be 
“over- insuring” by accumulating too many strategic weapons systems. 
Our paper, therefore, inclines toward an alternative strategy, which has 
many adherents in the Pentagon, of striking a finite number of control 
centers and power bases of the Communist empire. Although the prime 
targets of this strategy are population centers, the fall- out effects and 
the number of casualties would be far less than under a counter- force 
strategy as we believe that air bursts of many fewer weapons of much 
lower yield would suffice to accomplish the mission.

4. Because we incline to a smaller strategic striking force, we place 
much greater emphasis than the present concept on the invulnerability 
of the force.

5. We question a major assumption of the current concept— i.e. 
nuclear weapons will be used in most limited war situations. The fact is 
that whenever the issue has arisen in the past decade, we have consis-
tently drawn back from using nuclear weapons in limited war situations. 
We believe that we would rarely find it politically practicable or militarily 
desirable to use nuclear weapons and accordingly propose that our lim-
ited war force be able to fight effectively without these weapons.

Since the question of cost is now very much to the fore, it is perti-
nent to mention my belief that it is reasonable to assume that the sav-
ings resulting from a shift to a smaller strategic nuclear striking force 
would offset the increased costs of an effective limited war force.
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As you indicated to the President that the review of the strategic 
concept would be held very closely, I have sought clearance of this 
memorandum from G and C only.

Recommendation

It is recommended that you sign the attached letter (Tab A) to 
Secretary McElroy transmitting the S/P paper as a basis for State-
Defense discussion.

/S/ John Foster Dulles

Attachments:
NSC 5810/1 (Tab B)
Letter to Secretary McElroy (Tab A)
S/P Draft Paper (Tab C)

Approved ________________
Disapproved ________________

132. Memorandum From John Eisenhower to Goodpaster1

Washington, January 27, 1959

SUBJECT

Comparison of NIE 11–4–58 with NIE 11–4–57

NIE 11–4–58 (hereafter referred to as NIE 58) and NIE 11–4–57 
(hereafter referred to as NIE 57), which it supersedes, are generally con-
sistent except for the estimates on Soviet long- range bombers.

ICBM

NIE 57 estimates ten prototype missiles of 5500 nautical miles, CEP 
5 nautical miles, to be available for operational use in 1959. This assumes 
that the first operational unit will be equipped with prototype rather 
than series produced missiles. NIE 59, while it states that progress in 
ICBMs has not been so fast as had been estimated, continues to give 
the Soviets 10 operational ICBMs during the year 1959. It adds the fac-
tor of 50% operability and further estimates that as of 1962–66 the CEP 
could be reduced to about 3 nautical miles, with a payload of 2000–5000 
pounds. Furthermore, NIE 58 estimates that the Soviets could have 

1 Source: Comparison of NIE 11–4–58 with NIE 11–4–57. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office File, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, CIA.
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in their inventory 500 ICBMs in 1962, a date which could possibly be 
pushed forward to 1961.

IRBM

NIE 57 estimates that the first operational capability of 1000 nauti-
cal mile missile occurred in 1958. NIE 58 deals with the IRBM very little 
but estimates this capability to be in existence.

Surface- to-Air-Missiles

Both NIE 57 and NIE 58 picture an extensive system of surface- 
to- air missiles in the complex around Moscow. These missiles are esti-
mated to be effective at altitudes up to 60,000 feet. NIE 57 mentions 
vulnerability to low- altitude attack. This is confirmed in NIE 58 with 
the additional estimate that the horizontal range would be only 15–30 
nautical miles. Furthermore, NIE 58 believes the Soviets will have a 
limited A–ICBM capability between 1963 and 1966.

Long-Range Aircraft

In the area of long- range aircraft, the two estimates represent a 
continuing downward trend. NIE 57 states that production of both 
BISONs and BEARs has fallen short of NIE 56 estimate. NIE 58 goes 
much further stating the belief that despite the efforts devoted to 
developing the BISON and BEAR the Soviets have probably decided 
within the last year or so to forego a rapid buildup with present heavy 
bomber models. The following estimates apply to heavy bombers and 
tankers.

NIE 11–4–572 NIE 11–4–58

1957 — 90–150 —
1958 — 150–250 1958 — 100–125
1959 — 250–450 1959 — 100–150
1960 — 400–600 1960 — 100–200
1961 — 400–600 1961 — 150–250
1962 — 400–600 1962 — 200–300
1963 — 1963 — 200–300

2 Here we have a three- way split. The Air Force claims that these figures will rep-
resent only bombers. The Army and Joint Staff think the figures are too high. The Navy 
thinks that the low- limit figures should be correct (400 aircraft in 60–62). [Footnote is in 
the original.]

JSDE
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133. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–4–57 Washington, November 12, 1957

TABLE OF CONTENTS

THE PROBLEM
SUMMARY ESTIMATE

I. INTERNAL POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS
The Victory of Khrushchev and the Party
Future Leadership Problems
Changes in Internal Policy
Impact on Popular Attitudes
Probable Developments in Domestic Policy

II. TRENDS IN THE SOVIET ECONOMY
Shifts in Economic Policy
Prospects for Economic Growth
Trends in Defense Expenditures
Industrial Prospects
The Consumption Program
Foreign Trade

Civil Air

III. TRENDS IN SOVIET SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Scientific Manpower, Training, and Facilities
Scientific Capabilities in Major Scientific Fields

Atomic Energy
Physical Sciences
Medical Sciences
Biological and Agricultural Sciences
Industrial Technology
Military Technology

IV. TRENDS IN THE SOVIET MILITARY POSTURE
Soviet Military Thinking and Policy

Likelihood of Force Reductions
Soviet Military Policy Toward the Satellites

1 Source: “Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1957–1962. Top Secret. 
74 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files. Supersedes NIE 11–4–56.
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Trends in Specialized Scientific and Technical Capabilities
Nuclear Weapons
Guided Missiles

Surface- to-Air Missiles
Surface- to-Surface Missiles
Other Missile Categories
Earth Satellite
Chemical and Biological Warfare
Electromagnetic Warfare

Trends in Soviet Military Strengths
Soviet Ground Forces

Airborne Forces
Soviet Air Forces

Long Range Aviation
Soviet Naval Forces

Submarine Construction
Trends in Soviet Strategy and Capabilities

Soviet Strategy for the Initial Phase of General War
Strategic Attack Capabilities

Air Defense Capabilities
Offensive Capabilities in Western Europe
Offensive Capabilities in the Far East
Capabilities for Naval Warfare

V. TRENDS IN SOVIET RELATIONS WITH OTHER COMMUNIST 
STATES

Soviet Policy Toward the Satellites
Soviet Policy Toward Yugoslavia
Sino-Soviet Relations

VI. TRENDS IN SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY
The Soviet View of the World Situation
General Aspects of the Co- existence Policy

Techniques of “Peaceful Co-existence”
Policy Toward the Underdeveloped Areas
Relations with Free World Communist Parties
Soviet Policy on Disarmament
Soviet Policy in the UN
Soviet Policy in Particular Areas
The Middle East
South Asia and the Far East
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Africa
Western Europe
Latin America

ANNEX

MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES  
AND POLICIES, 1957–1962

THE PROBLEM

To review significant developments affecting the USSR’s internal 
political situation, relations with Bloc states, economic situation, mil-
itary programs, and foreign policy, and to estimate probable Soviet 
courses of action through 1962.

SUMMARY ESTIMATE

1. Both the Soviet internal scene and Soviet external policy continue 
to be strongly marked by change and innovation. The ascendance of 
Khrushchev has further accentuated the flexibility and pragmatism of 
the post-Stalin leaders’ approach to their major problems. But none 
of the changes in Soviet policy suggests any alteration in basic aims or 
in the concept of an irreconcilable conflict between the Communist and 
non-Communist worlds. Indeed the Soviet leaders display a great deal 
of confidence, buttressed by their recent political and technological suc-
cesses, in the prospects for ultimate victory of their side.

Trends in Soviet Foreign Policy

2. The respect of the Soviet leaders for US nuclear power will con-
tinue and they are unlikely to initiate general war or to pursue courses 
of action which, in their judgment, gravely risk general war, over the 
next five years. At the same time, however, they are probably confi-
dent that their own growing nuclear capabilities, added to their great 
conventional strength, are increasingly deterring the US and its allies 
from courses of action gravely risking general war. As a result the USSR 
probably regards itself as progressively achieving greater freedom of 
maneuver in local situations.2 The USSR’s posture during the Suez and 

2 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not agree with the estimate 
that the Soviets are likely to feel that they are achieving greater freedom of maneuver nor 
that they will regard the US as increasingly inhibited by growing Soviet strengths.

The US has always been cautious of risking general war. This is certainly evident 
to the Soviets. But also evident to them are examples such as Berlin, Korea, Taiwan, and 
Syria which underline US firmness when a clear challenge is presented.

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, has found no specific evidence or 
indicators from which the Soviets could derive the opinion that US caution will increase as 
Soviet nuclear capabilities grow. In fact, a convincing case could be made for increasing 
Soviet caution, based on fear that the West would feel compelled to exercise its superior 
military capabilities before the Soviets might reverse the relative military advantage.
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Syrian crises convinces us that the use of threats will remain a basic 
element in Soviet policy. At times the Soviet leaders will probably bring 
the threat of Communist military strength into the open by menacing 
words or harsh diplomatic exchanges. Moreover, the USSR might go 
considerably further in certain situations— e.g., by supporting indige-
nous Communist or other forces in local military action, or even send-
ing Soviet “volunteers,” judging that grave risk of general war would 
not result. Thus the risks of general war arising through miscalculation 
may increase.

3. But in general the Soviet leaders will probably continue to pre-
fer non- military means of achieving their objectives. They probably 
regard the present world situation as ripe to develop further in their 
favor through continuation of such tactics. While determined to build 
up their armed strength against any eventuality, the present leaders 
have probably decided that a continuation of “peaceful co- existence” 
will best assure against the risks of nuclear conflict and at the same 
time offer far- reaching opportunities to weaken and divide the Western 
powers and to promote Soviet influence in the key underdeveloped 
areas of the world.

4. Almost certainly the Soviet leaders expect further crises as the 
interests of the two great power groupings clash in the Middle East and 
elsewhere. They will take a strong line in such crises. Yet we believe 
that in general they will continue to emphasize such tactics as high- 
level goodwill visits, broadened contacts, promotion of cultural and 
other exchanges, expanded foreign trade, long- term credits and techni-
cal assistance, and arms aid. Their aim will be to cause further blurring 
of the lines between the Communist and non-Communist worlds and 
to undermine and cause a retraction of Western, especially US, strength 
from around the periphery of the Bloc.

It appears to the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, that increasing Soviet 
boldness during the next five years will be unlikely unless the Soviets attain clear mili-
tary superiority, or unless the Soviets have reason to expect a wavering or irresoluteness 
in US policy. The first condition is not believed attainable; the second is not believed 
demonstrable. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes therefore that 
paragraph 2 should read as follows: “The respect of the Soviet leaders for US nuclear 
power will continue and they are unlikey to initiate general war or to pursue courses of 
action which in their judgment, gravely risk general war over the next five years. At the 
same time, however, they probably regard their own growing nuclear capabilities, added 
to their great conventional strength, as enforcing caution on the Western powers. The 
USSR’s posture during the Suez and Syrian crises convinces us that the use of threats 
will remain a basic element in Soviet policy. At times the Soviet leaders will probably 
bring the threat of Communist military strength into the open by menacing words, harsh 
diplomatic exchanges, by supporting indigenous Communist forces, or even sending 
“volunteers,” judging that grave risk of general war would not result. The Soviets must 
recognize, however, that the possibilities of miscalculation in crisis situations are such 
that general war might nevertheless occur, and that preparedness for it is therefore essen-
tial. We remain convinced that the USSR will not desire to let any crisis develop to the 
point of seriously risking general war.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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5. The Soviets will almost certainly intensify their efforts to woo 
the underdeveloped countries, particularly in Asia and Africa, in 
order to estrange them from the West and to lay the groundwork for 
growing Soviet influence. The USSR has the economic resources for 
considerably expanding its “trade and aid” campaign, while its exten-
sive stocks of obsolescent arms will permit it to capitalize further on 
the desires of many underdeveloped countries to strengthen them-
selves vis- a- vis their neighbors.

6. The USSR clearly regards the chief immediate opportunities for 
expanding its influence to lie in the Middle East. It is shrewdly support-
ing Arab nationalism against the West and thereby attempting to avoid 
the appearance of seeking undue political influence of its own. It is also 
conscious of the extent to which vital Western interests are involved 
in the area, and of the risks which would arise from a direct test of 
strength between the great powers themselves. Nevertheless, its longer 
run aims are to eliminate Western military power and political influ-
ence from the area; to attain a position from which to control Middle 
East oil, and ultimately to dominate the area.

7. During the next few years the chief Soviet objective in Western 
Europe will be to weaken and divide the NATO powers and above all to 
induce a withdrawal of US military strength. To this end the USSR will 
continue to promote some form of European security treaty to replace 
both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. But the USSR will almost certainly 
remain adamant on German reunification on any terms except its own, 
however much this may limit its maneuverability in Western Europe.

8. As a means of forwarding their peaceful co- existence policy 
and of advancing their efforts to neutralize US nuclear striking power, 
the Soviets will seek on the whole to give the appearance of a flexible 
and constructive attitude on disarmament. They probably desire some 
form of simple, “first- stage” agreement with minimum inspection and 
control but we remain convinced that they will reject comprehensive 
inspection and controls.

Trends in Soviet Relations with Other Communist States

9. The USSR’s reluctant acceptance of a degree of Polish auton-
omy and of Yugoslavia’s special position, as well as its recognition of 
Communist China’s stature and role within the Bloc, indicates a con-
tinuing belief that some greater flexibility in Soviet relations with other 
Communist states is both necessary and desirable in order to preserve 
and strengthen the Bloc. However, mindful of last year’s developments 
in Poland and Hungary, the USSR now seems determined to go slow in 
any further evolution of its relationships with the European Satellites, 
and above all to avoid any repetition of the Hungarian or even Polish 
experiences. It would almost certainly revert to repressive policies in 
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event of serious threats to its position in Eastern Europe. Barring such 
developments, we think the USSR will pursue a cautious policy of eco-
nomic aid, adjustment to national peculiarities, and toleration here and 
there of a somewhat greater degree of Satellite autonomy.

10. The strong identity of interest among the various Bloc regimes, 
their dependence upon Soviet aid and support, and the USSR’s over-
whelming military power will tend to maintain the essential solidarity 
of the Bloc over at least the next five years. But the underlying forces 
released by developments since Stalin’s death will persist, creating fur-
ther instability within the Satellites. Additional changes in intra-Bloc 
relations are likely.

Internal Developments

11. Two of the major problems posed by Stalin’s death have per-
sisted: who is to rule, and how is the ruling to be done. While Stalin’s 
successors agreed on fundamental objectives— maintenance of Party 
dictatorship, continued military buildup, and rapid economic growth— 
they differed as to the policies best suited to pursue these aims in the 
conditions of the USSR today. These differences in turn complicated the 
problem of who was to rule, rendering the leadership unstable.

12. Now, after four years of uneasy collective leadership, Khrushchev 
has emerged as dominant. Although he still lacks the degree of power 
achieved by Stalin through the use of police terror, he has disposed of his 
major rivals and asserted Party mastery over the economic bureaucracy 
and the military. These developments have probably enhanced the sta-
bility of the Soviet leadership, though this leadership will be subject to 
continuing strain over the next several years as difficult policy problems 
arise. We think that only the most severe problems could threaten the 
present leadership arrangements, but, considering the magnitude of the 
problems which the regime faces, and the risks of failure in the bold pro-
grams which Khrushchev has undertaken, issues of such gravity could 
arise. In such an event Khrushchev would probably move toward abso-
lute rule, if necessary attempting to reinstitute terror for this purpose. But 
important elements among the elite groups would be alert to and would 
probably oppose such a development, particularly if a recourse to terror 
were involved.

13. As to the question of how to rule, the present leadership has 
shown awareness of the need to overcome the alienation of the Soviet 
population which has been caused by fear and deprivation and 
expressed in apathy. Instead of a widespread use of terror, which in the 
end might not spare the leaders themselves, another approach was felt 
to be necessary in order to keep the society cohesive and responsive to 
central direction. In addition, a shift in emphasis to the use of incentives 
and the encouragement of initiative seemed to give promise of increas-
ing Soviet strength, particularly in the economic field.
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14. This approach has been extensively applied to the Soviet econ-
omy. A series of administrative reforms has sought to make better use 
of specialist knowledge, local talent, and individual initiative. The lat-
est and largest of these is a radical reorganization of industry which 
seeks to transfer to officials on the spot more powers in the detailed 
execution of national policy. The incentive program particularly in agri-
culture, aims not only at stimulating higher labor productivity but also 
at increasing popular support for the Khrushchev regime. The highly 
ambitious housing and agricultural programs will probably be success-
ful enough to provide a gain of perhaps as much as one- fifth in per 
capita consumption over the next five years.

15. The achievement of such a gain would probably produce some 
increase in popular support, but a consumption program of this size 
will compete more sharply than heretofore with requirements for 
industrial investment and defense. This competition has already been 
partly responsible for the abandonment of the Sixth Five-Year Plan 
(1956–60) in favor of a seven- year plan for 1959–65. The issue of com-
peting priorities, however, has not been finally settled by this action 
and is certain to arise again.

16. Most of the changes which have occurred bear the stamp of 
Khrushchev; given his self- confidence and flexibility, the outlook is 
for further experimentation so long as he remains in power. By and 
large, we believe that his policies will be successful in generating more 
positive support among the population and in stimulating a further 
substantial growth in over- all Soviet power over the next five years. 
But his changes have created tensions and forces in Soviet society, 
the ultimate impact of which is difficult to foresee. The policy of a 
cautious relaxation applied in the intellectual field, for example, has 
had disagreeable consequences for the regime. Wider contacts with 
foreign countries have opened the USSR to disturbing influences. 
Youthful nonconformity is an increasing problem, and a number of 
critical writers are spreading among a small but increasing circle of 
readers a climate of dissatisfaction and of impatience with the pace of 
official reforms. The regime has made little progress in its counterat-
tack upon these forces.

17. Moreover, Khrushchev’s expansion of the Party’s role as the 
chief instrument for managing the reform process places a heavy load 
upon it. With the downgrading of the secret police, the Party appa-
ratus has assumed new responsibilities for insuring political conform-
ity; with the abolition of most economic ministries it now has a much 
larger role in carrying out centrally determined economic policies. If 
the Party proves inadequate to these tasks, the prospects for success of 
the regime’s ambitious economic and political programs will be greatly 
diminished.
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18. The role of the party becomes even more critical when viewed 
in a perspective extending beyond the period of this estimate. For the 
next five years at least, the regime’s totalitarian controls over the Soviet 
people almost certainly will not be seriously compromised. But over the 
longer run it is far from certain that the Soviet citizen can be educated 
to a higher level, urged to exercise his own initiative, given increasing 
opportunity for comparisons with other countries, and encouraged to 
expect a significant improvement in his living standard, and at the same 
time submit without question to a leadership which incessantly pro-
claims, and frequently exercises, the right to make all important deci-
sions for him, regardless of his personal desires. Eventually it may turn 
out that the benevolent totalitarianism which Stalin’s successors seek 
to achieve is an impossible contradiction and that the forces released 
in the search for it will require the leadership to revert to earlier pat-
terns of control or to permit an evolution in some new direction. Even 
the latter changes would not necessarily alter the basic threat which a 
dynamic USSR poses to the Free World.

Trends in the Growth of Soviet Power

19. Notwithstanding the many problems confronting the Soviet 
leaders, we foresee a further rapid growth in the chief physical elements 
of Soviet power over the next five years. Particularly notable will be the 
continued rapid expansion of the Soviet economy, further scientific and 
technical advances in a wide variety of fields, and a continued buildup 
and modernization of the USSR’s already massive military strength.

20. Economic Growth. Soviet economic growth over the next five 
years will continue to be faster than that of the US, though somewhat 
slower than during the Fifth Five-Year Plan (1951–55), chiefly because 
of some redirection of investment and a declining rate of growth in the 
labor force. We estimate the average growth in Soviet GNP as around 
six percent annually during the next five years. In dollar terms Soviet 
GNP would rise from about 40 percent of US GNP in 1956 to about 
45 percent in 1962. However, estimated Soviet defense expenditures, in 
dollar terms, are already about equal to those of the US.

21. Scientific and Technical Progress. The rapid expansion of the 
USSR’s technical and scientific capabilities, critical to the growth of 
Soviet industrial and military power, will also continue. Although total 
Soviet scientific capabilities may not equal those of the US, the USSR 
has been able to make comparable achievements and to forge ahead in 
certain areas of critical military and industrial significance by concen-
trating its efforts in these fields. The number of university level gradu-
ates employed in scientific and technical fields already exceeds that in 
the US, and probably will be about 40 percent greater than that in the 
US by 1962.
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22. Military Strength. Of outstanding significance has been the 
USSR’s progress in the development of advanced weapons and deliv-
ery systems:

a. The USSR is developing a variety of improved nuclear weap-
ons, particularly those employing thermonuclear principles; its present 
stockpile could include weapons with yields ranging from about 4 KT 
up into the megaton range. By 1958–59 the most powerful Soviet bombs 
could probably yield up to 20 MT, but missile warheads would still 
have yields considerably less than this. We also estimate a substantial 
Soviet program for expanding fissionable materials production, but the 
availability of such materials will continue through 1962 to be a limit-
ing factor on the size of many military as well as nonmilitary programs.

b. The USSR has probably tested an ICBM vehicle and we now 
tentatively estimate that it could have a few (say 10) prototype ICBMs 
available for operational use in 1959 or possibly even earlier, depend-
ing upon Soviet requirements for accuracy and reliability.3 The USSR 
could now have available ballistic missiles with maximum ranges of 75, 
175–200, 350, and 700 n.m.; by 1958 it could probably also begin to have 
available a 1000 n.m. IRBM.

23. Meanwhile, the USSR will probably continue to maintain a 
balanced and flexible structure of strong naval, air, and ground forces, 
supplementing these with new weapons. Nevertheless, the manpower 
strength of the Soviet forces appears to have been reduced considerably 
from Korean War peaks, and some further reductions and streamlining 
are likely, though not to a substantial degree.

a. We estimate that the Soviet long- range bomber force has grown 
to some 1,500 bombers at present, though it includes a larger number of 
jet medium bombers and fewer heavy bombers than we had previously 
estimated. While we think that this force will not change significantly 
in size during the period of this estimate, we believe that it will be fur-
ther strengthened by the replacement of obsolete BULL piston medium 
bombers with jets, by the introduction of additional heavy bombers, and 
by further development of inflight refueling. However, any estimate of 
future strength must be highly tentative, especially for heavy bombers, 
since Soviet policy in these respects is still shrouded in doubt. Subject 
to such qualifications, we estimate that the Soviets may by mid-1960 
have about 400–600 heavy bombers and tankers of jet and turboprop 
types, in a long- range air force totalling something between 1400 and 
1700 bombers. We also estimate that the number of heavy bombers and 

3 The estimate made in this paragraph must be considered tentative pending com-
pletion of SNIE 11–10–57: The Soviet ICBM Program. [Footnote is in the original.]
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tankers will probably remain fairly steady after 1960, while the total 
long- range bomber strength will probably decline slightly.4

b. Further strengthening of Soviet air defenses will occur as a result 
of improved fighter performance, a higher proportion of improved all- 
weather fighters, better radar and communications equipment, and wide-
spread employment of improved surface- to- air and air- to- air missiles.

c. The Soviet ground forces have been extensively reorganized and 
modernized; further improvements in firepower and mobility are likely 
during 1958–62. Training and doctrine are being adapted for modern 
warfare, nuclear as well as non- nuclear. We still estimate about 175 line 
divisions, but their actual strengths probably vary from somewhat in 
excess of 70 percent of war strength to as low as 30 percent. Increasing 
attention is being paid to airborne and air- transportable forces, whose 
capabilities will increase considerably by 1962.

d. The Soviets are engaged in an extensive naval program, espe-
cially in the submarine category. There are recent indications that a 
shift to new designs of submarines may be in progress. Their subma-
rine force is estimated at about 475 at mid-1957, including nearly 300 
submarines of modern design. We estimate that the submarine force 
will approximate 560 submarines by mid-1962. The first submarine 
propulsion reactor could now be available, and by mid-1962 the USSR 
could probably produce about 20 nuclear- powered submarines. A few 
converted missile- launching submarines could now be in operation; 
and by mid-1962 the USSR may have a total of 50 in all categories of 
submarines equipped with guided missile armament.

I. INTERNAL POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS

The Victory of Khrushchev and the Party

24. During the past year Khrushchev has succeeded in re- 
establishing the Communist Party’s dominance over other elite groups 
in Soviet society and, within the leadership itself, has established his 

4 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that the USSR would 
regard it as essential to have a more substantial intercontinental attack capability, provid-
ing for greater strategic flexibility and a much larger capability for re- attack—in short, a 
force which would provide the Soviets a greater chance of success in general war— while 
they are working to acquire an additional nuclear delivery capability with new weapon 
systems, including long- range missiles. He therefore believes that the 400–600 heavy air-
craft estimated above would all be bombers and that by mid-1961 there will be 300–500 
additional aircraft as tankers in operational units.

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Army, and the Deputy 
Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believe, on the other hand, that the number of 
heavy bomber/tanker aircraft and the total number of long- range aircraft are both more 
likely to approximate the lower than the higher figures given above. See their footnote on 
page 33. [Footnote is in the original. For reference footnote, see the footnotes following 
paragraph 139.]
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own pre- eminence. By means of the June and October 1957 purges and 
the industrial reorganization, the Party demonstrated its supremacy 
over the economic bureaucracy and the military, while Khrushchev, 
through skillful political maneuvering, eliminated his chief rivals from 
the Party Presidium.

25. The June purge of Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich ended 
four years of joint rule by a small circle of Stalin’s most prominent 
heirs. Both policy differences and personal rivalries were involved. The 
losing group not only distrusted many policy innovations sponsored 
by Khrushchev, but probably was alarmed by the way in which his 
energy and political acumen were enabling him gradually to assume a 
dominant role. From the key position of First Secretary, he had built a 
political machine within the Party apparatus, managing Party appoint-
ments so thoroughly that, although he seems to have faced defeat in 
the Presidium in June, he won an apparently hard- fought and decisive 
victory once he managed to transfer the dispute to the larger Central 
Committee.

26. Then in October, the Party moved against Marshal Zhukov, 
who had been elevated to full membership in the Presidium at the time 
of the June purge. It is likely that the Party feared an attempt by Zhukov 
to use his new political strength to resist certain aspects of Party control 
in the armed forces. He is known to have been impatient with such con-
trols in the past. However, nothing in the Zhukov affair suggests that he 
had been preparing a coup by the armed forces against the Party or that 
he even had political ambition of this kind. But Khrushchev and other 
Party leaders were probably extraordinarily sensitive to the potential 
dangers of a military force not thoroughly under Party domination. 
Furthermore, Khrushchev himself may have regarded Zhukov as a 
potentially dangerous rival.

27. Although there remains a gap between Khrushchev’s pres-
ent powers and those accumulated by Stalin, he does not appear, for 
the present, to have any close rivals. Probably no major policy can 
be adopted without his approval. A majority of the new Presidium 
are his proteges, and the others lack resources sufficient to oppose 
him if they were inclined to do so. But while Khrushchev has gained 
a clear field for his policies, he has not used police terror against his 
colleagues in the manner of Stalin and has indicated in various ways 
that he does not propose to try. Moreover, though the Presidium is 
still the major repository of political power and is likely to remain 
so, Khrushchev by his recourse to the Central Committee in both 
June and October has re- emphasized the formal subordination of the 
Presidium to that body.



454 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Future Leadership Problems

28. The same factors which led to the events of 1957 are likely to 
generate recurrent problems in Soviet politics over the next five years. 
Certain of these problems will arise from the Party leadership’s con-
tinuing efforts, while utilizing the professional skills of specialized 
groups, to suppress the accompanying tendency for these groups to 
expand their political influence. Others will be created if Khrushchev, 
as seems likely, attempts to place beyond challenge his own position as 
undisputed head of the Party, and thereby of the USSR.

29. We believe that, despite the decisive victories scored by 
Khrushchev and the Party during 1957, these closely- related problems 
will provide continuing elements of instability in the Soviet leadership. 
As for Khrushchev’s own position, even some of his present supporters 
in the Presidium and Central Committee may in time come to doubt 
the wisdom of his bold foreign and domestic policies. Others may 
become alarmed as they see in his maneuvers a tendency to one- man 
rule and perhaps a threat to themselves. The problem of succession to 
Khrushchev might add a further unsettling element; the usual intrigues 
within the Party are likely to be intensified by the maneuverings of his 
colleagues and subordinates to get into position for the struggle which 
they will anticipate following his death or incapacitation.

30. Furthermore, we do not regard the defeat of the economic 
bureaucrats and the military as necessarily final. So long as the Party 
refrains from a resort to widespread terror and continues to place a high 
premium upon professional competence, these groups will try again 
to influence policy in directions which accord with their professional 
interests and assessments. The economic bureaucrats are indispensable 
to the industrialized Soviet state, and this will tend to restore at least 
some of their political influence. The military impatience with Party 
controls which Zhukov represented is too widespread to be eradicated 
by his ouster and will probably find other spokesmen. A weakening of 
unity within the Party apparatus would improve the opportunities for 
such a development, since these groups probably will remain import-
ant enough to be regarded as desirable allies in intra-Party intrigues.

31. These elements of instability will subject the leadership to 
strain during the next several years as difficult policy problems arise. 
We think it probable, however, that only the most severe problems 
could threaten the present leadership arrangements. Khrushchev will 
almost certainly attempt further to consolidate his position, perhaps 
following up the Presidium purge with the elimination of opponents 
in the Central Committee as well. In view of his present strength and 
demonstrated political skill, only an issue grave enough to produce a 
general coalition against him appears likely to upset him or to force 
him into more than temporary compromises.
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32. But considering the magnitude of the problems which the regime 
faces, and the risks of failure in the bold programs which Khrushchev 
has undertaken, we believe that issues of such gravity could arise. For 
example, the dislocations created by his industrial reorganization pro-
gram, coming on top of an overambitious combination of programs— 
defense, heavy industry, agriculture, and housing— might so aggravate 
existing problems as to produce a severe crisis. So might foreign policy 
moves which appeared to raise the risk of general war to a level con-
sidered foolhardy by spirits less bold and confident than Khrushchev. 
In such grave instances his colleagues and perhaps even his defeated 
opponents might muster a formidable challenge.

33. We do not regard Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin’s use of 
terror against political opponents as a guarantee that, under such cir-
cumstances, or perhaps even in anticipation of them, he would not seek 
to reinstitute police terror to achieve absolute rule. Instead, we think it 
probable that, if other means were exhausted, he would make such an 
attempt. But important elements among the elite groups would be alert 
to, and would probably oppose, such a development, particularly if a 
recourse to terror were involved.

34. Whatever developments occur within the Soviet leadership 
over the next five years, they are not likely to result in widespread 
civil violence or to involve broad sections of the population in active 
politics. Instead, we believe that any changes which take place will be 
confined within a relatively small group which will continue to monop-
olize political power, although it may exercise that power with a some-
what greater regard for public morale.

Changes in Internal Policy

35. At present, despite the many problems created by the changes 
in internal policy, the regime’s position vis- a- vis the population 
remains basically stable. A number of elements of stability have long 
been evident: the regime’s monopoly of physical force and the means of 
communication, the vested interests which tie important groups to the 
existing system, the unifying effect exerted by the Party, a wide- spread 
apathy towards politics and a general disbelief in the possibility of rad-
ical change. In addition, Western contacts with the Soviet population 
have revealed a wide- spread sense of national pride over the USSR’s 
material accomplishments and its role as leader of a world bloc.

36. Nevertheless, Stalin’s successors recognized that his policies 
toward the Soviet population had produced so much apathy, antago-
nism, and fear that they were depriving the regime of popular support 
and inhibiting economic growth. Although differing among themselves 
on many issues, they generally agreed on the need, while maintaining 
as much control as possible, to find ways to narrow the rift between the 
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regime and the population. In contrast to Stalin’s harshness and mis-
trust, they apparently started from the premise that the Soviet citizen is 
a basically loyal supporter whose energy and initiative, if encouraged 
and rewarded rather than repressed, can serve the regime’s purposes. 
Most of the post-Stalin internal changes stem from this premise, of which 
Khrushchev is the prime exponent. He is, however, no less an exponent 
of the equally important principle that the Party retains unlimited rights 
to determine the pace and scope of relaxation, to reverse it at will, and to 
intervene at all levels of society.

37. In consequence, changes have been extensive but cautious. 
In the political sphere, they include the leashing of police terror, the 
destruction of the Stalin cult (but also the endorsement of much of 
Stalin’s work), and an effort to humanize the style of leadership, both 
central and local, so as to narrow the rift dividing those in authority 
from the masses. Within the Party itself, a number of special channels 
by- passing the formal organization have been eliminated, the sem-
blance of democratic procedures has been revived, and “loyal” criticism 
from rank- and- file members is encouraged in an effort to restore the 
Party’s vigor and make it an effective political instrument. In economic 
matters, incentives are more widely used and a series of administrative 
reforms, culminating in a radical reorganization of industrial admin-
istration, has sought to make better use of specialist knowledge, local 
talent, and individual initiative. In the intellectual sphere, the regime 
has relaxed censorship to allow greater artistic freedom and has per-
mitted, even encouraged in some cases, wider contacts with the West 
on a variety of levels.

Impact on Popular Attitudes

38. These innovations have produced mixed results. The lessening 
of terror has won the regime a favorable reaction from all sections of the 
population. Economic responses are less clear. Probably a part of the 
gain in agricultural output is attributable to improved morale among 
the peasants, but the campaigns for increases in worker productivity 
and for the rapid introduction of new technology, both dependent upon 
broad initiative, have to date fallen short of the regime’s expectations.

39. Results in the intellectual field have also been largely dis-
agreeable to the Soviet leaders. Wider contacts with foreign countries 
have opened the USSR to disturbing influences, not only from the Free 
World but also from Eastern Europe and Communist China. Youthful 
nonconformity is an increasing problem, especially on the occasions 
when it extends beyond rebelliousness to disagreement with the offi-
cial line on matters of principle. A group of writers has arisen who, 
with bold criticism of the harsh and unpleasant aspects of Soviet life, 
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are spreading among a small but increasing circle of readers a climate 
of dis satisfaction and of impatience with the pace of official reforms.

40. This consequence of de-Stalinization, stemming from many 
of the same causes which produced direct challenges to Soviet rule in 
Poland and Hungary, has led the regime to define more sharply the 
limits of its liberalization program. Just as the Polish and Hungarian 
events led to renewed stress on Soviet leadership of the Bloc, so the 
unorthodox views of writers and students have been countered with 
a reassertion of Party infallibility. As part of the effort to stifle negative 
criticism, the propaganda line on Stalin has shifted: none of the crimes 
charged to him by Khrushchev has been whitewashed, but emphasis 
is now laid upon his “positive achievements” and on those of his ideo-
logical formulations still regarded as valid. The publication in August 
1957 of Khrushchev’s vigorous attack on dissident authors, like his 
recent endorsements of hard- line leaders in Czechoslovakia and East 
Germany, served notice that the June purge, with its condemnation of 
dogmatism, was not to be taken as a license for continued liberties.

Probable Developments in Domestic Policy

41. We do not believe that the foregoing measures indicate a change 
in the regime’s basic intentions. Rather they appear to be an attempt 
to correct extreme interpretations of approved policies. Over the next 
several years, the regime is likely to continue its cautious experiments, 
especially in the economic field, constantly readjusting its policies in 
search of a better balance between freedom and coercion. We do not 
believe that the trend towards reform is as yet irreversible, and under 
circumstances of political crisis reversal may occur. Khrushchev’s 
increasing ascendancy, by freeing him from the need to defend his past 
policies against the criticism of his colleagues, might facilitate such a 
reversal in response to difficulties or changed conditions. But the longer 
the period of relaxation is maintained, the higher the price the regime 
must pay, in terms of forfeited popular support and new disruption of 
the machinery of control, if it chooses to return to wholesale harshness 
in its dealing with the population.

42. Barring such a return, we estimate that, over the next several 
years, the fear and apathy which Stalinism produced will slowly dimin-
ish. Among the majority, this process will probably lead to a somewhat 
closer identification with the regime, which is being given credit for 
ending fears of the police and improving living standards. But the 
regime’s own liberalizing policies, as well as Khrushchev’s extravagant 
promises, raise the possibility that popular expectations will outrun 
actual gains and generate more disappointment than gratitude. A small 
minority, made up chiefly of students and intellectuals in cultural fields, 
appears already to have become so independent in its thinking that it 



458 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

cannot be brought, either by persuasion or pressure to a whole- hearted 
acceptance of the regime. This group probably will maintain attitudes 
of dissatisfaction and even some oppositional feelings unless changes 
proceed far faster than is likely. Since these people are in a position to 
influence the public opinion now emerging in the USSR, they may be 
subjected to sterner measures in the future.

43. The regime’s chief instrument for managing the reform pro-
cess is the Party. With the downgrading of the secret police, the Party 
organization assumed new responsibilities for insuring political con-
formity; with the abolition of most economic ministries, it now has a 
much larger role in carrying out centrally- determined economic poli-
cies. Its capabilities for these assignments are uncertain; thus far it has 
demonstrated no marked success in eliminating dissent and has even 
shown a few signs of being itself infected with the same dissatisfactions 
which are agitating students and intellectuals. If the Party proves inad-
equate to these tasks, possibilities for success of the regime’s ambitious 
economic and political programs will be greatly diminished.

44. The role of the Party becomes even more critical when viewed 
in a perspective extending beyond the period of this estimate. It is far 
from certain that the Soviet citizen can be educated to a higher level, 
urged to exercise his own initiative, given increasing opportunity for 
comparisons with other countries, and encouraged to expect a signifi-
cant improvement in his living standard, and at the same time submit 
without question to a leadership which incessantly proclaims, and fre-
quently exercises, the right to make all important decisions for him, 
regardless of his personal desires. The regime’s best hope of manag-
ing the resulting tension lies in the activity of a disciplined minority, 
able, persuasive, highly resourceful, but completely responsive to the 
wishes of its leaders. Despite its highly favored position, this minority 
itself is subject to many of the same tensions as the population at large. 
Eventually it may turn out that the benevolent totalitarianism which 
Stalin’s successors seek to achieve is an impossible contradiction and 
that the forces released in the search for it will require the leadership to 
revert to earlier patterns of control or to permit an evolution in some 
new direction.

II. TRENDS IN THE SOVIET ECONOMY

Shifts in Economic Policy

45. The Soviet leaders continue to view their economy primarily 
as an instrument for the creation of national power. Thus heavy indus-
try, and particularly military production, retain first- priority status. But 
the gap in the priority structure which separates heavy industry from 
other sectors is being narrowed by a new attitude toward consump-
tion. Along with the traditional emphasis upon heavy industry, higher 
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living standards are being sought in an effort to stimulate higher labor 
productivity, to generate some active support among the Soviet popu-
lation, and to remove the stigma of poverty from Communism in order 
to increase its attractiveness at home and abroad.

46. Accompanying this modification of Stalin’s rigid priorities is a 
recognition that many of his economic methods— reliance more upon 
coercion than on incentives, extreme centralization of administration, 
resistance to innovation— are ill- suited to the current requirements of 
the Soviet economy. Thus his successors have exhibited more concern 
with material incentives and more readiness to experiment, exempli-
fied in such ventures as the New Lands and corn programs in agricul-
ture and the administrative reorganization in industry. These sweeping 
moves have been accompanied by a large number of lesser innovations, 
all designed to modernize an economy which, despite its rapid growth, 
was still being managed by methods developed during prewar years. 
Khrushchev has been the chief sponsor of these changes, and his pres-
ent ascendancy suggests that, apart from such basic matters as state 
ownership and central planning, all of the institutional features and 
managerial practices of the Soviet economy are subject to critical review.

47. Both these tendencies— to modify the system of priorities and 
to revise the economic structure itself— are exemplified in the policy 
decisions of the last 12 months. First, when production results during 
1956 indicated that the very high growth rates of the five- year plan 
were threatened by a failure to build enough new industrial capacity, 
the Soviet leaders refrained from the traditional response of cutting into 
the consumer sector for extra resources to meet the targets in heavy 
industry. Instead, they accepted the necessity of at least a temporary 
slowdown in industrial growth, meanwhile increasing allocations to 
agriculture and housing. Second, Khrushchev seized upon the defects 
of the ministerial structure as responsible for the difficulties expe-
rienced in 1956 and embarked upon a radical reorganization as the 
means of regaining the tempo of industrial advance.

48. During the next five years, it is almost certain that various 
ambitious programs for defense, industrial growth, and popular wel-
fare will turn out to be incompatible. In these circumstances, we believe 
that the overall defense program would not be significantly curtailed. 
But the investment resources needed in industry to make acceptable 
progress towards overtaking American industry might conflict with 
the requirements of defense officials for expanded military expendi-
tures. Furthermore, Khrushchev’s sweeping pledges to improve con-
sumer welfare, made in a bid for popular support in the aftermath of 
the Satellite crisis and during the Presidium struggle, commit him to 
achieving a palpable increase in consumption. Well before they reach 
their targets, however, his agricultural and housing programs will 
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probably compete with defense and industrial investment for both 
materials and labor.

49. The difficulty of pursuing all these goals simultaneously proba-
bly lay behind the decision to abandon the Sixth Five-Year Plan (1956–60) 
in favor of a seven- year plan for 1959–65. Apparently the regime wished 
to erase from public record 1960 targets which it doubted its ability fully 
to meet. Probably it judged that, in the light of industrial lags in 1956–57 
(see paras. 58–59), the original targets for this sector, particularly those 
for some key industrial materials, could not be reached without cutting 
too deeply into other programs. If this interpretation is correct, aban-
donment of the original plan appears to reaffirm and to extend into the 
future the decision, embodied in the 1957 plan, not to put all- out stress 
on heavy industry irrespective of the cost to other economic goals. The 
issue of competing priorities, however, has not been finally settled by 
this action and is certain to arise again.

Prospects for Economic Growth

50. Soviet economic growth during the coming five years will con-
tinue to be faster than that of the US, though somewhat slower than the 
pace achieved during the Fifth Five-Year Plan (1951–55). The princi-
pal factors behind the past rapid rate of growth have been a high level 
of investment concentrated in sectors providing most rapid growth, 
increases in the industrial labor force, and gains in economic efficiency. 
We believe that a high level of investment will be maintained, amount-
ing to more than one- quarter of GNP (in the US, investment’s share is 
about one- fifth). However, in the future a greater share of total invest-
ment will have to be directed to programs in which the returns, in terms 
of additional production, are relatively low. These programs include 
expansion of the fuel and raw material base, where a chronic lag in 
new construction finally produced severe supply stringencies in 1956; 
development of the eastern regions, where initial investment require-
ments are high; and the large effort in housing. Total output will grow 
less rapidly under such a distribution of investment than it did when 
a greater share of funds were directed into such sectors as machine- 
building and chemicals.

51. Another major limitation upon rapid growth is the fact that 
the labor force will not grow as rapidly as before, especially toward 
the end of the 1957–62 period, as war- reduced age groups move into 
employment. Whereas during the period 1950–57 the labor force grew 
by an average of 1.6 million new workers each year (apparently with 
the aid of some reduction of military personnel after the Korean War— 
see para. 98), population growth will provide an average of only about 
1.1 million during 1957–62. The planned reduction from 48 to 41 hours 
in the industrial work week, which will probably be carried out, will 
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reduce the net gain in labor time even further. On the other hand, if 
further reductions in military manpower occur, they will have some 
offsetting influence.

52. For these reasons, and because labor cannot be freely drawn 
from agriculture, the USSR must rely heavily on productivity gains to 
maintain the extremely high growth rates it desires. There is much room 
in the Soviet economy for gains in labor productivity resulting from the 
use of more modern machinery, from a wider and more precise appli-
cation of incentives, and from improved efficiency in a multitude of 
planning and managerial activities. As a result of the vigorous attention 
being given to such problems and Khrushchev’s relatively undogmatic 
approach to them, we expect continued gains in labor productivity over 
the next five years. The impetus to growth obtained from this source, 
however, seems unlikely to be so great as to offset the limitations cited 
above.

53. Thus we estimate that the average yearly growth of Soviet GNP 
will drop from perhaps as much as seven percent in recent years to 
around six percent during the next five years. Even so, the USSR will 
slowly gain further ground upon the US economy, which is expected to 
grow at an annual rate of about 3.5 percent. In dollar terms, Soviet GNP 
will rise from about 40 percent of US GNP in 1956 to about 45 percent in 
1962. The USSR and the US, however, will allocate resources in sharply 
different ways. With a GNP only two- fifths that of the US, the dollar 
value of Soviet defense expenditures is estimated to be about equal 
to those of the US, and investment is about 55–60 percent as large as 
American investment; Soviet consumption outlays, on the other hand, 
have a dollar value only about one- quarter that of US consumption.

Trends in Defense Expenditures5

54. We estimate that in 1957 Soviet defense expenditures are about 
15 percent of GNP in terms of rubles (the comparable US figure in dol-
lars is about 9 percent). If our estimates of military trends are correct, 
defense expenditures will increase gradually, reaching in 1962 a level 
one- quarter to one- third higher than at present. Since GNP will proba-
bly increase at the same rate or faster, the relative burden on the econ-
omy will become no heavier in the aggregate, although defense needs 
will have to compete with other programs for manpower and for spe-
cific industrial products, such as electronics.

5 Estimates of Soviet defense expenditures are subject to a wider margin of error 
than other statistical estimates in this section and should therefore be used with greater 
caution. [Footnote is in the original.]
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55. Most of the increase in defense expenditures will be caused by 
increasing allocations to aircraft, guided missiles, military research and 
development, and nuclear weapons. These programs together proba-
bly account for more than 35 percent of total expenditures at present. 
By 1962 they are expected to require about 50 percent more resources 
and to account for nearly 45 percent of total defense programs.

56. Soviet defense expenditures in recent years, when converted 
into dollar values, appear to be of roughly the same magnitude as US 
defense expenditures. Thus the Soviet defense effort, which consumes 
about one- seventh of the USSR’s much smaller GNP, produces military 
goods and services with a dollar value roughly the same as the US. This 
is owing primarily to the facts that in the USSR military end- items are 
less expensive, relative to consumption items, than they are in the US, 
and that the average level of real pay and subsistence provided Soviet 
military personnel is much lower than in the US.

Industrial Prospects

57. The Soviet leadership remains committed to rapid industrial 
growth, with the eventual aim of overtaking US industry in per capita 
production. The now defunct Sixth Five-Year Plan, however, already 
contemplated a lower increase—65 percent— than the 85 percent 
claimed during the Fifth. Even this target now is apparently judged too 
high. As for overtaking the US, total Soviet output is increasing faster 
than US production but is still less than half that of American industry 
(see Figure 1).

58. Cumulative failures in completing new installations for several 
basic industries reached a point in 1956 which produced serious imbal-
ances in the Soviet economy and necessitated a reduction of goals in the 
1957 plan. Figure 2 indicates that these difficulties were not overcome 
during 1957. During 1957, moreover, the building of new capacity for 
coal, iron ore, rolled steel, and electric power almost certainly contin-
ued to lag behind plan. Accelerated production gains would have been 
necessary during the next three years if the original 1960 targets for 
these commodities, vital to the growth of other industrial sectors, were 
to be met.

59. The Soviet leaders hope that the slower growth of the indus-
trial labor force will be offset to some degree by increased production 
per worker. One of the most important programs for raising produc-
tivity is the modernization and re- equipment of industrial plants. This 
program, of which automation is the ultimate expression, has lagged 
behind schedule, however, and seems unlikely to catch up. Industry as 
a whole probably will have to bear the brunt of increased investment 
in the consumption sectors and also the reduction in total investment 
at which Soviet sources have hinted in discussion of plan revisions. 
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US AND USSR

OUTPUT OF SELECTED PRODUCTS
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(Billion kilowatt hours)

CRUDE OIL
(Milion Metric Tons)

COAL
(Trillion BTU’s)

CRUDE STEEL
(Milion Metric Tons)

REFINED COPPER
(Thousand Metric Tons)

ALUMINUM
(Thousand Metric Tons)

CEMENT
(Million Metric Tons)

MACHINE TOOLS
(Billion Dollars)

FREIGHT CARS
(Thousand Units)

TRUCKS
(Thousand Units)

SULFURIC ACID
(Thousand Metric Tons, 100% basis)

COTTON FABRICS
(Million Meters)

WASHING MACHINES
(Thousand Units)

MEAT
(Thousand Metric Tons, slaughter weight)

724

192

320-380

353

84

145-175

13,800

9,800

12,500-
15,500

105

49

70-90

1,550

380

650-800

1,520

470

900-1,100

0.9

1.1

1.8-2.2

57

25

60-75

1,100

360

410-500

67

40

50-62

9,370

5,500

6,300-7,700

14,400

4,320

7,200-8,800

16,300

4,500

6,300-7,700

US 1956

USSR 1956

USSR 1962
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4,450
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Figure 1
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USSR

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES
IN OUTPUT OF SELECTED COMMODITIES

Figure 2
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Within industry, furthermore, increased demands for investment in 
raw materials may require machine- building, upon which the modern-
ization program depends, to get along with less. Apart from invest-
ment problems, inherent difficulties in getting new machinery first 
into large- scale production and then into use continue to plague Soviet 
industry. The productivity gains from modernization, therefore, while 
contributing substantially to industrial growth, are likely to fall short of 
the USSR’s high expectations.

60. The Khrushchev regime has laid great stress on another means 
of raising productivity, by improvement of general economic adminis-
tration and plant management. The major innovation in this field is the 
replacement of most industrial ministries with 105 regional economic 
councils. Basically, the new structure attempts to distinguish between 
those decisions which define national policy and those which concern its 
detailed execution and, while maintaining Moscow’s monopoly in the 
first sphere, to leave the second to officials on the spot. We do not believe, 
however, that the reorganization itself will make much contribution to 
industrial growth. The inevitable period of initial confusion will perhaps 
last longer than anticipated. Even over the long run, while many sources 
of inefficiency will be eliminated, the regional system promises to breed 
its own bureaucratic excesses and perhaps, because of its greater sus-
ceptibility to local interests and consumer pressures, to deform central 
policy itself. A net gain will probably result, but this is likely to be rather 
small unless the reorganization is followed by other reforms which are 
at present only in the discussion stage, such as expansion of managerial 
rights, a more realistic pricing system, and improved criteria for eco-
nomic performance.

61. During the coming five years, large- scale transfers of labor from 
agriculture in order to compensate for productivity shortfalls in indus-
try will be much more difficult to carry out than in the past. Agricultural 
employment, which declined steadily during Stalin’s later years, has 
risen with the higher priority which his successors have attached to 
this sector. While one of the ultimate aims of the agricultural program 
is to resume the flow of labor into industry, the immediate goal is to 
increase output. During the next five years, prospective agricultural 
programs seem as likely to increase labor requirements as to reduce 
them. Khrushchev will be loath to reduce the agricultural labor force 
until production successes are achieved.

62. Therefore, it appears that the lag in production of basic mate-
rials and the relative stringencies in labor and especially in investment 
funds available to industry will result in a somewhat slower growth 
of industrial production than in the past. Against a very large increase 
estimated at 65–75 percent during the Fifth Five-Year Plan, we believe 
that the gain from 1957 to 1962 will probably be about 50–60 percent.
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The Consumption Program

63. A third major economic task is fulfillment of Khrushchev’s 
consumption goals, which are more ambitious and more specific than 
those embodied in Malenkov’s economic policy of 1953–54. In place 
of Malenkov’s emphasis upon light industry; priority is now focused 
upon agriculture and housing. The goals are unlikely to be attained 
on schedule, but even the effort required to make substantial progress 
toward them may involve sharp competition with other priorities. In 
the distribution of state investment, for example, agriculture and hous-
ing together, which received less than one- fourth of the total in 1953, 
got almost one- third in the 1957 plan. Again, in its attempt to increase 
peasant incentives, the state markedly increased the prices it pays for 
deliveries of agricultural products. Great priority is being attached to 
the state farms, which are currently being rapidly expanded, partly at 
the expense of the collective farm sector.

64. The major agricultural target is to reach American levels of per 
capita production of milk and meat, the former by 1958, the latter by 
1960–61. Fodder supplies are the primary obstacle, but a large increase 
in the grain harvest is hoped for. This increase is to be obtained from 
reduced losses as more machinery makes possible faster harvesting, 
from higher yields resulting from better cultural practices, and from 
some further expansion of cultivated area. A plan has been launched 
to increase the New Lands acreage by about one third in the next two 
years, partly to provide for proper crop rotation, and Khrushchev may 
be considering even further expansions of cultivation into marginal 
areas. The New Lands and any future additions will produce lower 
crop yields than those obtainable in the traditional areas of cultivation 
and will be subject to frequent failures, but we estimate that they will 
increase the total harvest at a cost acceptable to the Soviet authorities.

65. While many of the major commodity goals cannot be met, 
agricultural production as a whole will increase faster than population 
growth and may by 1962 be nearly one- fifth over the peak year 1956. 
Achievement of US levels of per capita meat and milk output on the 
stipulated schedule is out of the question, but the progress recently 
made and the great emphasis now being placed on these branches sug-
gest that the Soviet consumer will note a substantial increase in sup-
plies of animal products.

66. The housing decree of mid-1957 raised the Sixth Five-Year Plan 
target from 289 million to 329 million square meters. While the state left 
its own house- building target virtually unchanged, it did increase by 
about one- fifth the allocation devoted to meeting that target, and it also 
committed itself to provide additional materials to private builders. If 
the housing goal is to be met, either a substantial above- plan increase 
in production of building materials or diversion of them from other 
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uses will probably be necessary. Fulfillment would raise urban housing 
space per capita above the level attained before forced industrialization 
was launched three decades ago, but would still leave the Soviet popu-
lation very poorly housed by Western standards.

67. If these and other programs to raise Soviet living standards 
retain their present priority, they will probably produce a gain of per-
haps as much as one- fifth in per capita consumption between 1957 and 
1962. As has been true for the last two or three years, this increase will 
probably be spread over the bulk of the population rather than directed 
toward small favored groups. As a result, the regime will probably enjoy 
some increase in popular support. On the other hand, Soviet failure to 
make at least the above estimated progress towards higher living stand-
ards would considerably undermine Khrushchev’s attempt to create an 
image of a regime dedicated primarily to popular welfare and deter-
mined to fulfill its promises to the people. Such a failure would tend 
to weaken popular support and might even, by its effect upon worker 
incentives, damage the prospects for economic growth. To some extent, 
therefore, the regime’s freedom of action relative to the population has 
been diminished, and the cost of regaining it has been increased.

Foreign Trade

68. Foreign trade continues to be of minor importance to the Soviet 
economy, accounting for only about two percent of GNP. While earlier 
attitudes of rigid autarky have weakened somewhat, the USSR is still 
far from willing to abandon considerations of self- sufficiency and to 
enter world markets whenever opportunities arise for economic gain. 
Trade is instead conducted for quite specific purposes, frequently 
political, and Bloc members or potential allies are preferred as trading 
partners.

69. Soviet imports and exports together rose by about one- tenth 
in 1956 to a total of about $6.9 billion. Other Bloc states continued 
to account for about three- quarters of this trade; exchanges with 
the European Satellites grew by about five percent, and those with 
Communist China fell as Soviet aid shipments declined. The USSR and 
other Bloc members continued to boost their trade with underdevel-
oped countries, and in 1956 five such nations—Afghanistan, Iceland, 
Egypt, Yugoslavia, and Burma— conducted more than 20 percent of 
their total trade with Bloc partners.

70. The USSR’s harsh economic exploitation of the Satellites, 
which had gradually softened in the years following Stalin’s death, 
virtually ended late in 1956. As a consequence of policy decisions in 
the wake of the Polish and Hungarian crises, the USSR has assisted the 
East European regimes with new credits and the cancellation of old 
obligations, which together will cost about $2.5 billion over the next 
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decade. Soviet exports to this area have increased significantly, but the 
return flow of goods has grown slightly if at all. The current pattern 
of exchange requires the USSR to increase its shipments of grain and 
scarce industrial materials such as steel, coal, iron ore, and nonferrous 
metals, while simultaneously importing less Polish coal and Rumanian 
oil. While these shifts are less of a difficulty to the USSR than are its 
domestic economic problems, they do serve to aggravate the solution 
of these larger difficulties.

71. Trade outside the Bloc remains concentrated in the developed 
nations of Western Europe, which continue to account for about four- 
fifths of Soviet trade with the Free World. But Soviet trade with the 
underdeveloped countries, though small, is rising; in 1956 it grew by 
35 percent to a total of nearly $400 million. This trade is still roughly 
in balance, and drawings on nonmilitary credits extended by the USSR 
have amounted to slightly over $100 million since the inception of this 
program. Thus the credit program, of which the USSR has provided 
about $900 million out of the Bloc total of $1.5 billion, is as yet a negli-
gible drain on the Soviet economy. Even when the utilization of these 
credits increases, the net drain to the domestic economy will be small. 
The slowdown during 1957 in extension of new Soviet credits is due to 
the exhaustion of the most ready opportunities during the preceding 
two years rather than to limitations upon Soviet economic capabilities. 
The USSR will continue to press its foreign credits wherever it sees 
potential political gains, and considerations of economic impact on the 
USSR will remain relatively unimportant unless the magnitude of the 
program increases drastically.

71a. Civil Air. The USSR is in the first stages of a determined and 
vigorous program to enter international air routes and is embarking on 
an ambitious program to produce a modern civil air fleet. In entering 
international air routes the USSR is probably motivated more by polit-
ical than by commercial considerations. The USSR apparently has now 
realized the significance of civil aviation capabilities as an element of 
national power and prestige and is developing a growing capability in 
this field.

III. TRENDS IN SOVIET SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY6

72. The closely- controlled Soviet scientific effort has focussed pre-
ponderantly on the building of a strong industrial base and the devel-
opment of modern weapons. The USSR has placed great emphasis on 
science and technology and has concentrated manpower and facilities 
in an effort to achieve the high priority goals which it has established 

6 For details on Soviet scientific strengths, developments, and policy, see NIE 11–6–56, 
“Capabilities and Trends of Soviet Science and Technology,” 9 October 1956. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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for military production and for the industrial base. As a consequence, 
the USSR’s achievements in areas of critical military and industrial 
significance are comparable to, and in some cases exceed, those of the 
United States. Research in areas to which the Soviets assign low priori-
ties tends to progress at a much slower rate.

73. Highest priority will continue to be accorded to military- 
industrial research and development, but the rapid expansion of Soviet 
scientific resources will now permit greater flexibility. Greater indi-
vidual initiative will probably be encouraged within assigned tasks of 
research, basic research in new fields undertaken, and somewhat more 
scientific and technical effort allocated to the consumer sector of the 
economy. Better direction of agricultural research is likely. As part of 
the current reorganization of the Soviet economy, efforts are apparently 
being made to improve coordination of the Soviet scientific and tech-
nical effort, and industrial research and development will probably be 
brought into better balance with production requirements at the local 
as well as national levels. At the same time, ideological obstacles to sci-
entific research and development (never of much consequence in major 
industrial or war- supporting fields) will probably continue to diminish 
in the fields previously affected. These factors, together with continued 
emphasis on increasing scientific resources, will contribute to further 
substantial gains in Soviet science and technology over the next five 
years.

Scientific Manpower, Training, and Facilities

74. The reservoir of scientifically and technically trained man-
power available to the Soviet Union has increased tremendously in 
the postwar period. Of the estimated mid-1957 total of 1,810,000 liv-
ing graduates of university- level scientific and technical curricula, over 
1,060,000 have graduated since the end of World War II. The total num-
ber of graduates actually employed in all scientific and technical fields 
in the USSR now exceeds those so employed in the US (see Chart on 
following page). We estimate that the high graduation rates of recent 
years will continue during the period of this estimate. By 1962 the USSR 
will probably have about 40 percent more graduates engaged in scien-
tific and technical work than the US. In the particular fields of physical 
sciences and engineering, the number of Soviet scientists engaged in 
research and teaching is substantially smaller than in the US. However, 
Soviet emphasis on research in military and basic industrial fields prob-
ably results in a near numerical equality between the two countries in 
scientific manpower devoted to these critical activities.

75. In the postwar period the quality of Soviet scientific training 
has approached, and in some cases surpassed, US levels. Engineering 
training in the USSR, while not as broad as that given an engineer in 
the West, is good within the particular field of specialization. Some 
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COMPARISON OF MAJOR SCIENTIFIC GROUPS

US AND USSR
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[illegible in the original]
* Numerical estimates of Soviet scientific personnel are believed to be correct to 

within plus or minus 10 percent. [Footnote is in the original.]
** Requirements of the Soviet Kandidat degree roughly equal those for the US Ph.D. 

In the physical sciences and engineering and in certain of the agricultural and health 
sciences. However, and health sciences, the Kandidat degree is more closely equals a US 
Master’s degree. [Footnote is in the original.]
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deficiencies continue in the practical and experimental aspects of train-
ing, particularly in some fields of biology and engineering, although 
efforts are being made to overcome them. The USSR is also not as well 
supplied with nonprofessional technicians, mechanics, and mainte-
nance men as are the Western industrial countries, where broader sec-
tions of the population have acquired mechanical skills over a longer 
period. Considerable progress is being made in increasing the supply 
of such personnel, but shortages of skilled technicians will persist in the 
USSR as in other countries.

76. Soviet scientific facilities, in terms of financial support, orga-
nizational direction, and number and quality of laboratories, are gen-
erally adequate for the effective utilization of scientific talent. In a few 
fields Soviet facilities are superior to corresponding installations in the 
West. Notable in this regard are certain high energy particle accelera-
tors and electronics research establishments. Although some shortages 
of complex research instruments are believed to exist, they probably 
do not significantly hamper research programs of major importance. 
For instance, though the US has a considerably larger number of high 
speed electronic computers than the USSR, the number of computer 
hours actually utilized for high priority research is probably nearly the 
same, since Soviet computers are not called upon to serve routine busi-
ness and government functions.

77. During the next five years the Soviet Union will continue 
efforts to improve its capabilities in scientific instrumentation. More 
highly qualified engineers will probably be made available for the 
development and production of scientific equipment, especially in pri-
ority research areas, and an increasing amount of equipment will reflect 
original design concepts.

78. The Satellites continue to make significant contributions to 
Soviet technological development in certain fields, principally in optics, 
electrical measuring instruments, electronics, communication equip-
ment, synthetic fibers, and pharmaceuticals. However, the importance 
of Satellite contributions is diminishing as Soviet capabilities in these 
fields improve.

79. The USSR is also progressively less dependent on Western 
research and development. Nevertheless, the Soviet leaders have 
adopted a policy of acknowledging foreign achievement and encourag-
ing maximum use of foreign experience. The USSR is clearly anxious to 
take advantage of the possibilities in international scientific exchange, 
and to make Soviet scientists fully conversant with developments in the 
West. The All-Union Institute of Scientific and Technical Information of 
the Academy of Sciences publishes and circulates extensive abstracts 
of foreign journals, and at least in high priority fields Soviet scientists 
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have access to the full range of scientific research published throughout 
the world.

Scientific Capabilities in Major Scientific Fields

80. Soviet scientists have made striking progress over the past few 
years in many areas of fundamental research. In mathematics, many 
fields of physics, and a few fields of chemistry, fundamental research 
appears to be comparable in quality to that performed in the US. In at 
least some fields, the best Soviet scientists are as gifted and competent 
as the best in the West, and have a similar potential for wholly new 
discoveries.

81. Atomic Energy.7 There is substantial evidence that the USSR is 
continuing to expand steadily not only its military atomic energy activ-
ities but its program for non- military uses. We estimate that the Soviet 
atomic energy program will continue to enjoy the very high priority 
that has been accorded to it in the past. The USSR is conducting exten-
sive research in all major fields related to atomic energy, including con-
trolled thermonuclear reactions.

82. The USSR is engaged in a comprehensive reactor development 
program which will permit it to keep generally abreast of world prog-
ress in this field. Although the USSR appears to have revised its ambi-
tious mid-1960 nuclear power goal from 2,000–2,500 megawatts down 
to 1,400 megawatts of electric power, this reduced plan is still quite 
substantial, and is within Soviet capabilities if a high priority effort is 
devoted to it. The USSR will probably make further offers of technical 
aid, as well as of assistance in the construction of nuclear power sta-
tions, within the Bloc and to non-Bloc countries.

83. Physical Sciences. The present capabilities of Soviet scientists in 
the various fields of physics and mathematics are comparable to those 
of scientists in the leading nations of the West. Greatest capabilities are 
exhibited in nuclear physics, solid state physics, theoretical physics 
and high- speed digital computers. In the geophysical sciences, Soviet 
capabilities are also generally comparable to those of leading Western 
nations; during the next five years significant advances will probably be 
made in geomagnetism, permafrost research, geochemical prospecting, 
and polar geophysics. Recent progress has also been achieved in chem-
istry and metallurgy, notably in high- temperature alloys and ceramic 
cutting tools. Soviet capabilities in electronic component development 

7 For further details on Soviet atomic energy research and nonmilitary programs, see 
NIE 11–2–57, “The Soviet Atomic Energy Program,” 7 May 1957 (Limited Distribution). 
Soviet atomic energy activities of direct military significance are discussed below in 
Chapter IV. [Footnote is in the original.]
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will keep pace with those of the West and may lead the US in some 
respects.

84. Medical Sciences. Soviet medical practice lags behind that of 
most major Western countries, but appears to meet standards adequate 
for current civil and military requirements. Clinical practice is of a 
fair standard in large urban areas but is still backward in rural areas. 
Medical research, on the other hand, is pursued with vigor and may 
reach a level which approximates or even surpasses that of the US in 
certain fields relative to military and civilian defense, notably neuro-
physiology, radiobiology, aeromedicine, and hematology.

85. Biological and Agricultural Sciences. Soviet biological and agri-
cultural research has hitherto been generally backward, but a trend 
toward improvement in the quality of research is becoming evident as 
ideological restrictions on research diminish. Heavy emphasis will be 
placed on increasing per- acre crop yield and livestock productivity.

86. Industrial Technology. For the immediate future, we estimate that 
the over- all level of Soviet industrial technology will remain below that 
of the US. However, the most modern Soviet plants are already on a par 
with those in the US, and we expect the general level of heavy indus-
trial technology to be improved. Striking progress has been made over 
the past few years in the theory and practice of automation. Additional 
semiautomatic and possibly fully automatic production lines will be 
established during the period of this estimate. There will probably be 
increased emphasis on engineering process research and on shorten-
ing the lead times necessary to bring developed items into production. 
However, research and technology in consumer goods fields will con-
tinue to lag far behind that in the US.

87. Military Technology.8 The USSR has the capability to develop 
weapons and military equipment generally equal to those of any other 
nation. Despite the increasing complexities of military equipment, the 
USSR will be capable of continuing the successful design and develop-
ment of modern, integrated weapon systems.

IV: TRENDS IN THE SOVIET MILITARY POSTURE

SOVIET MILITARY THINKING AND POLICY

88. In the years since World War II, Soviet military thinking and 
the Soviet military establishment have been in a process of transition, 
dictated by rapid advances in military technology and by the fact that 
the USSR’s chief potential enemy, the US, lies beyond the reach of tra-
ditional Soviet military power. This rethinking has been reflected in 

8 Specific Soviet capabilities in military fields are discussed below in Chapter IV. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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greater emphasis on air defense, submarines, nuclear weapons, long- 
range bombers, and guided missiles. Further evolution in Soviet mil-
itary policy and force structure can be expected during the coming 
period under the impact of further rapid advances in technology, the 
growth in mutual capabilities for nuclear devastation, and other factors 
affecting the balance of military power.

89. The chief factor affecting Soviet military thinking and leading 
to changes in the Soviet military establishment has been a growing 
appreciation of the devastation inherent in all- out nuclear conflict, and 
of the threat to Soviet security and Soviet objectives posed by Western 
nuclear capabilities. This realization has led to strenuous Soviet efforts 
to develop both adequate air defenses and offensive nuclear capabil-
ities. These efforts, as well as various declarations of Soviet political 
and military leaders, clearly indicate that the chief military contin-
gency against which the USSR feels it must guard is that of general war 
involving all- out use of nuclear weapons. The USSR almost certainly 
believes that the West’s current military posture and strategic doctrine 
are such as to compel the West, if general war occurred, to fight it pri-
marily by nuclear means.

90. Despite their strenuous efforts to develop nuclear capabili-
ties, the Soviets probably consider that present US capabilities to wage 
nuclear war remain greater than their own. They show acute awareness 
of the advantage accruing to the US from its deployment of nuclear 
striking forces on the periphery of the Bloc as well as within the con-
tinental US. We believe that, under these circumstances, the Soviet 
planners have concluded that at present the USSR, even if it launched 
a surprise attack, would receive unacceptable damage in a nuclear 
exchange with the US. Notwithstanding probable further improve-
ments in the Soviet nuclear and delivery capabilities over the coming 
period, the USSR almost certainly will still not be confident that it can 
attack the US without receiving unacceptable damage in return. These 
estimates of Soviet military judgments underlie our basic estimate (see 
paras. 190 and 191, chapter VI) that the USSR will not deliberately initi-
ate general war or undertake courses of action gravely risking general 
war during the period under review.

91. On the other hand, the Soviet civilian and military leaders 
probably regard their own growing nuclear capabilities, added to 
their already great conventional strength, as enforcing caution on the 
Western powers. They are probably confident that their own nuclear 
capabilities have already reached the point where the US and its allies 
will also be deterred, except under extreme provocation, from deliber-
ately initiating general war or from reacting militarily to any local crisis 
in a manner which would gravely risk broadening such a conflict into 
general war.
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92. We believe that the highest priority objective of Soviet military 
policy during the period of this estimate will be to maintain, and to 
develop further, such formidable nuclear capabilities as to continue to 
deter the US from resorting to all- out nuclear conflict on any provo-
cation save the most extreme threat to national survival and to sup-
port continuation of an aggressive foreign policy. But the Soviets must 
recognize that the possibilities of miscalculation in crisis situations are 
such that general war might nevertheless occur, and that prepared-
ness for it is therefore essential. For this and other obvious reasons 
they aim eventually to achieve a clear military superiority over the US. 
Accordingly, the Soviet planners probably desire to achieve a nuclear 
attack capability sufficient, together with the USSR’s air defenses, not 
only to deliver a devastating attack on the US, but also to neutralize a 
US nuclear attack on the USSR (i.e. to prevent unacceptable damage to 
the USSR).

93. Given foreseeable technological developments and maintenance 
of US armed strength, however, the Soviets may regard the capability 
to neutralize US nuclear attack capabilities as unattainable during the 
period of this estimate. On the other hand, they probably consider that 
although they cannot prevent, even with surprise attack, a crippling retal-
iatory blow, they can maintain such capabilities to damage the US as will 
deter the US from resorting to general war. To this end they must keep a 
strong long- range bomber striking capability, while they are working to 
acquire an additional nuclear delivery capability with advanced weapon 
systems, including long- range missiles. But the Soviet planners may nev-
ertheless think the prospects for development of advanced weapons sys-
tems so promising that they can accept a temporary risk of maintaining 
their manned bomber force at something less than they would otherwise 
consider desirable.9

94. In our view a major corollary aim of Soviet military policy, to 
which the maintenance of a strong deterrent posture is an essential con-
comitant, is to provide the Soviets with military superiority in situa-
tions which they may estimate can be dealt with short of all- out nuclear 
war. To the extent that such superior capabilities can be developed and 

9 As estimated elsewhere in this NIE, the USSR must recognize that the possibili-
ties of miscalculation in crisis situations are such that general war might occur, and that 
preparedness for it is therefore essential. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
therefore believes that the Soviet leaders will not be likely to accept needlessly the risk of 
maintaining their long- range bomber capability at less than they otherwise would con-
sider desirable, and he believes a conclusion should be added to the paragraph as fol-
lows: “However, we think it unlikely the Soviet leaders will take such a risk.” [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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maintained, they enhance Soviet ability to use the latent threat of mili-
tary action as an instrument of political warfare.10

95. An additional objective of Soviet military policy, which has 
assumed increased importance since the Hungarian revolt and Polish 
crisis, is to ensure essential Soviet control over the European satellites. 
Whatever plans the USSR might have had to withdraw forces from the 
Satellites prior to these developments, we believe that they must now 
contemplate an indefinite retention of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe.

96. In assessing the size and types of forces essential to meet the 
above requirements the Soviets have apparently concluded that they 
must keep a large and diversified force structure designed to meet a 
wide variety of contingencies. While they will place further stress on 
maintaining strong strategic nuclear attack capabilities and air defenses, 
the evidence indicates that they also are continuing to modernize and 
strengthen their forces in other fields. In view of their growing appre-
ciation of the devastation inherent in all-out nuclear conflict, they must 
regard the growth of nuclear capabilities on both sides as making each 
side increasingly reluctant to use such weapons, and logically would 
not wish to deprive themselves of other military capabilities. In our 
view their continued maintenance of strong ground, naval, and tactical 
air forces, indicates their belief that such forces, equipped with con-
ventional and nuclear weapons, would be of great importance in both 
general war and limited conflicts.

97. Since an important technological break- through by either side 
could greatly affect the present balance of military power, the USSR 
will continue to devote the highest priority to weapons research and 
development. It will produce advanced weapon systems in opera-
tional quantities using such weapons to enlarge its existing military 

10 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
paragraphs 92–94, unless balanced by other considerations, represent an overemphasis 
on one segment of Soviet strategic thinking which is not necessarily the most significant 
in the Soviet view.

In the Soviet view the objectives of any military action would have to include defi-
nite gains for the Soviet state. In view of the devastation which could result to both sides 
in an all- out nuclear exchange it is almost certain that they see no advantage to any one 
in initiating such an exchange. Rather, they probably judge that as the nuclear delivery 
capabilities of both sides increase, the range of issues over which either the Bloc or the 
West would launch all- out nuclear war decreases.

Consequently, since both sides are developing effective forces to deter all- out 
nuclear war, the Soviet leaders probably believe that their strong ground, naval, and tac-
tical air forces would permit resort to local military action, with substantial prospects of 
success, in any area where the US and its allies could not rapidly react on a comparable 
scale or where the issues or circumstances were such that the US and its allies chose not 
to broaden the conflict. The real threat of Soviet military action therefore lies in the type of 
situation in which the Soviets estimate the West while opposing the Bloc would not risk 
the devastation of all- out nuclear war. [Footnote is in the original.]
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capabilities. We think it will not make early major alterations in its 
present force structure, although such factors as the increasing cost and 
complexity of new weapons and equipment, the competing demands 
of highly important nonmilitary programs, and the rapid obsolescence 
of various types of military equipment will probably dictate some alter-
ations in the present balance of Soviet forces over the next five years.

98. Likelihood of Force Reductions. The USSR has publicized two 
reductions in military personnel strength: the first, a 640,000 cut, was 
announced in August 1955 and completion was claimed by the end of 
that year; the second, a 1.2 million cut, was announced in May 1956, 
with completion promised by May 1957. In our last estimate in this 
series, we concluded that total Soviet military manpower had proba-
bly increased during the Korean War period and that the first of the 
two Soviet claims may have related to a post-Korean reduction in force 
levels. Further evidence and analysis supports the belief that substan-
tial changes in numerical strength have in fact occurred. The pattern of 
conscript call- ups and terms of service over the past decade suggests 
that military manpower may have increased to a peak of around six 
million in the early 1950’s, and has been reduced substantially during 
the past several years. Moreover, recent analysis of Soviet statistics 
reveals increases in civilian employment which point to the possibility 
of a sizable flow from the armed forces since 1953. Thus the USSR, in 
announcing force reductions, may have been taking propaganda credit 
for force reductions from peak Korean War levels which had been made 
in large part prior to the announcements.

99. Some reductions probably continued to take place after the May 
1956 Soviet announcement, but evidence is lacking as to the extent of 
these cuts. The promised token withdrawals from East Germany were 
actually carried out with much publicity in the summer of 1956, and 
there were fragmentary indications of a selective weeding out of offi-
cers and men elsewhere in the Soviet forces. But in the fall of 1956 there 
were reports that demobilization had been halted; since then we have 
had no evidence of further cuts, and Soviet propaganda has failed to 
make the claims that we would have expected had the announced cuts 
been completed. Therefore, we do not believe that cuts of the size the 
USSR announced in May 1956 for completion by May 1957 were car-
ried out during that period. The disturbances in East Europe in autumn 
1956, and further uncertainties created by the Middle East situation, 
may have led to Soviet suspension of such demobilization plans.

100. In any event, with respect to current Soviet military person-
nel strength, there is substantial agreement between our estimates 
made on the basis of unit order of battle and those made by analyzing 
conscription trends and population and labor statistics. On the basis 
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of estimated order of battle, total Soviet active military personnel as 
of mid-1957 would be about 4,275,000, including about 2,650,000 in 
the ground forces, 825,000 in the air forces (including 110,000 Naval 
Aviation personnel), 725,000 in the navy, and about 75,000 personnel 
whose subordination is unknown.11

101. Because of the shortage of manpower in the Soviet economy 
and for various other reasons noted elsewhere in this estimate (Section 
VI, paras. 213, 215), the Soviet leaders probably believe that some fur-
ther reductions in the numerical strength of their armed forces would 
be desirable. The relatively great size of Soviet forces- in- being may per-
suade the Soviet leaders that some reductions can be made without 
undue prejudice to the security or other interests of the USSR. Whether 
Soviet forces are in fact reduced, however, will depend to a great extent 
on the degree of danger and tension that the Soviet leaders feel in the 
international situation. It is possible that they will conduct their policy 
in such a way as significantly to increase international tensions, and 
thus to require armed forces as large, or even larger, than they have at 
the present day. We think it more likely that there will be some further 
reduction in Soviet force strengths during the period of this estimate, 
but we do not believe that the reduction will be substantial.

102. Soviet Military Policy Toward the Satellites. The Soviet leaders 
regard the Satellite area in general as vital to the military posture of 
the USSR, both as an extension of the defense perimeter of the home-
land and as a base for Bloc offensive power. Even prior to the Polish 
and Hungarian uprisings the USSR probably had some reservations 
concerning the reliability of Satellite military forces, but we believe the 
events of last fall have reinforced Soviet determination to maintain sub-
stantial Soviet forces in and near the Satellites for an indefinite period. 
However, additional token withdrawals from East Germany may occur, 
and there may be some reduction in present Soviet strength in Hungary 
as the local situation stabilizes.

103. The events of last autumn probably reemphasized to Soviet 
leaders the desirability of using the Warsaw Pact, an ostensibly voluntary 
mutual defense arrangement, as the basis for Soviet-Satellite military 
relations. Under this pact the USSR will continue its efforts to develop 
and maintain reliable and effective Satellite forces, but it will probably 
not permit any significant expansion of these forces.

11 In addition, there are an estimated 400,000 personnel in Soviet security forces. 
For detailed personnel strength estimates of Soviet and other Bloc military forces in mid-
1957, see Annex, Table 1. [Footnote is in the original.]
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TRENDS IN SPECIALIZED SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL 
CAPABILITIES

Nuclear Weapons12

104. The USSR is making a concerted effort to perfect a variety of 
improved nuclear weapons, particularly those employing thermonu-
clear principles. Of the 42 Soviet nuclear tests detected between August 
1949 and 10 October 1957, a total of 23 have been detected since January 
1956, [text not declassified]. We estimate that the Soviet weapons stock-
pile in 1957 could include a variety of nuclear weapons, with yields 
ranging from about 4 kilotons (KT) up into the megaton range.

105. In general, we anticipate that the USSR will be capable of 
producing improved nuclear weapons of the yields and characteris-
tics needed to support its military requirements. By 1958–59, the most 
powerful Soviet bombs could probably yield up to 20 MT, but the max-
imum yields of missile warheads will continue to be considerably less 
than this. In addition to the monuclear [mononuclear] weapons, a wide 
variety of fission weapons, including very small, low- yield weapons, 
will become available. We believe that development of advanced weap-
ons will require additional testing. The absence of such tests, however, 
would not preclude Soviet stockpiling of very high yield (above 8 MT) 
weapons on an emergency or provisional basis.

106. Although we estimate a substantial Soviet program for the 
expansion of fissionable material production, the availability of such 
materials will continue throughout the period of this estimate to be a 
limiting factor in determining the size of many military and nonmilitary 
programs. Our estimate of the cumulative quantities of nuclear mate-
rials available for weapon uses is given below. The amounts have been 
calculated by deducting from estimated production those quantities of 
nuclear materials estimated to meet pre-1957 nuclear test expenditures, 
and to meet the inventory and fuel requirements of research and power 
reactors. No deductions have been made for production reactor expen-
ditures, future nuclear tests, propulsion applications, or materials tied 
up in weapons manufacturing pipelines. If a major nuclear propulsion 
program were undertaken, this would require substantial allocations of 
nuclear material.13

12 For detailed estimates of Soviet capabilities in nuclear weapons design and dates 
of availability, see NIE 11–2–57, The Soviet Atomic Energy Program, 7 May 1957 (Limited 
Distribution). [Footnote is in the original.]

13 The Director of Naval Intelligence does not concur in the quantities of fissionable 
materials listed herein as available for weapons uses, nor in the estimated production of 
fissionable materials upon which these figures are based. He believes that the quantities 
of material which will be available for weapons use will not exceed the lower limit of 
uncertainty indicated for the estimate. [Footnote is in the original.]
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   mid-1957   mid-1960   mid-1962
Uranium–235 17,500 Kg. 56,000 Kg. 101,000 Kg.

Plutonium Equivalent14   5,500 Kg. 12,400 Kg.   18,300 Kg.

The uncertainty in our estimate of cumulative U–235 availability through 
mid-1957 is large but probably does not exceed one- half to twice the 
value shown. The uncertainty in our estimate of cumulative availabil-
ity of Plutonium equivalent through mid-1957 probably does not exceed 
plus or minus 50 percent of the value shown. These uncertainties increase 
rapidly as the estimate is extended into the future, and no meaningful 
numerical range of uncertainty can be given beyond mid-1957.

107. While there is considerable evidence to indicate the types of 
weapons the USSR is probably stockpiling and the delivery systems 
it contemplates, there is no direct evidence to support a quantitative 
estimate of the Soviet weapons stockpile by type.

Guided Missiles15

108. The USSR is capable of developing and producing during the 
period of this estimate advanced types of guided missile systems in all 
categories, and its research and development program in the guided 
missile field will continue to enjoy a very high priority. The USSR is 
also capable of developing various sizes of nuclear, high explosive 
(HE), and chemical (CW) warheads for its guided missiles, although 
the availability of fissionable materials will limit the extent of nuclear 
warhead production during the period of this estimate.

109. Surface- to-Air Missiles: An extensive system of surface- to- air 
guided missile installations is now operational in the Moscow area, and 
similar installations appear to be under construction at Leningrad. The 
Moscow system, which could include a limited number of nuclear war-
heads, can probably direct a very high rate of fire against multiple targets 
at altitudes up to about 60,000 feet, although it is probably vulnerable 
to very low altitude attack. During 1958–61, surface- to- air systems with 
increased range and altitude capabilities for static defense of target com-
plexes, and with low and high altitude capabilities for defense of static 
targets, field forces, and naval vessels, could probably become opera-
tional. The maximum altitude capabilities of Soviet surface- to- air mis-
sile systems will probably keep pace with those of operational Western 

14 The term “Plutonium equivalent” is used because our method of estimation does 
not permit us to distinguish between Plutonium, Uranium–233, tritium, or any other 
reactor- produced isotopes. [Footnote is in the original.]

15 For a more extended discussion of Soviet guided missiles, see NIE 11–5–57, Soviet 
Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile Field, 12 March 1957; see also 
appropriate sections of NIE 11–57, Sino-Soviet Bloc Air Defense Capabilities through 
mid-1962, 16 July 1957. [Footnote is in the original.]
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bombers and cruise- type missiles. On the other hand, we believe the 
USSR will not be able to place in operation a weapon system capable of 
successfully intercepting ballistic missiles by mid-1962.

110. Surface- to-Surface Missiles: The probable Soviet firing of two 
ICBM test vehicles in the summer of 1957 and the successful Soviet 
launching of earth satellites attest both to the high capabilities of the 
USSR in long- range ballistic missile development and to the extremely 
high priority this program enjoys. In the light of this and other new 
evidence, we have re- examined our previous estimate of Soviet ICBM 
development, and have tentatively advanced from 1960–61 to 1959 the 
probable date when a few (say, ten) prototype missiles of 5,500 nauti-
cal miles (n.m.) range could first be available for operational use. This 
estimate is predicated upon: (a) a top priority flight test program over 
a period of about two years from the first firing of a test missile this 
summer; (b) a maximum range of 5,500 n.m. and a CEP of about 5 n.m.; 
and (c) the equipping of the first operational unit with prototype rather 
than series- produced ICBMs. Early success of any phase of the test pro-
gram, or relaxed accuracy and reliability requirements, could advance 
the date of availability.16

111. We have likewise re- evaluated the Soviet program for devel-
opment of an IRBM. Recent evidence indicates that the USSR has prob-
ably elected to develop a 1,000 n.m. ballistic missile which is essentially 
a modified 700 n.m. missile with a lighter warhead. With such a pro-
gram, the USSR could take advantage of existing development, pro-
duction, and operational capabilities and could probably achieve a first 
operational capability with a 1,000 n.m. missile in 1958. Most of the 
present targets on the Eurasian periphery which we believe the USSR 
would wish to attack would be within range of this missile fired from 
within the Bloc. While firm evidence indicated an early Soviet interest 
in IRBMs with ranges up to 1,600 n.m., there are no current indications 
of development of ballistic missiles of ranges beyond about 1,000 n.m., 
save for the ICBM.

112. As previously estimated on the basis of considerable evidence, 
the USSR has developed and could now have available for operational 
employment at least four shorter- range ballistic missiles, with maxi-
mum ranges of about 75 n.m., 175–200 n.m., 350 n.m., and 700 n.m. We 
believe the Soviet surface- to- surface program also includes submarine- 
launched missiles. We estimate that for this purpose the USSR could 
now have supersonic cruise- type missiles capable of maximum ranges 
of about 500 n.m., and that in 1962 a supersonic cruise- type missile of 
up to 1,000 n.m. range could probably become available. To an extent 

16 The estimate made in this paragraph must be considered tentative, pending com-
pletion of SNIE 11–10–57: The Soviet ICBM Program, now in process. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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varying with the missile guidance system employed, their accuracy 
would depend on the ability of the launching or guidance submarine 
to fix its own position.

113. Other Missile Categories: For improving the effectiveness of its 
interceptors, the USSR could now have available short- range air- to- air 
missiles equipped with HE warheads, probably including one suit-
able for all- weather engagement at ranges up to 5 n.m. Soviet air- to- 
air capabilities will probably improve, and some large- caliber air- to- air 
rockets or guided missiles could be equipped with nuclear warheads 
during 1958–62. In the air- to- surface category, subsonic missiles capa-
ble of carrying nuclear warheads up to about 55 n.m. could probably 
now be available, primarily for use as anti- ship weapons, but also suit-
able for use against isolated and well- defined radar targets on land. 
In 1961, a 100 n.m. supersonic air- to- surface missile could probably be 
available for employment by heavy bombers. It will probably also be 
within Soviet capabilities to develop specialized decoys and anti-radar 
missiles to aid in penetrating enemy defenses.

114. Earth Satellite. In addition to their obvious psychological pur-
pose, the artificial earth satellites launched by the USSR are intended 
to acquire data of scientific and military value. While it is too soon to 
say how much data is being acquired, the satellites launched to date 
are known to be providing new information on ionospheric effects and 
refractions at certain radio frequencies, and probably also on the effects 
of weightless flight and outer space radiation on equipment and living 
organisms. They are also providing data on pressure, temperature, and 
meteoric densities at extreme altitudes. Future Soviet earth satellites, 
which may be launched at any time, will provide additional scientific 
data contributing to both military and non- military Soviet projects. 
A reconnaissance satellite, previously estimated for 1963–65, may be 
available considerably earlier. Space vehicles and space platforms are 
almost certainly included in Soviet planning.

115. Chemical and Biological Warfare. Current Soviet military doctrine 
recognizes the potentialities of CW and BW as adjuncts to nuclear and 
other weapons, and Soviet forces are thoroughly trained in the offen-
sive use of CW. A stockpile of CW agents is believed to have been main-
tained at least at World War II levels, and may have been increased. It 
probably consists primarily of such nerve gases as GA (Tabun) and GB 
(Sarin), as well as some standard agents such as mustard. One of the 
“V” series of nerve agents, far more persistent and toxic than the “G” 
series, may have been in production in the USSR since 1956; effective 
use would depend on Soviet solution of the problem of generating a 
proper aerosol for its dispersal.
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116. Accumulated evidence also indicates an active Soviet BW 
research and development program encompassing anti- personnel, 
anti- livestock, and possibly anti- crop agents. Although relatively lit-
tle is known about the scope of the program, particularly its offensive 
aspects, the USSR has probably had a capability for small- scale, clan-
destine BW operations for at least several years. We have no evidence 
of large- scale production of BW agents and munitions, but the USSR 
has the facilities, personnel, and materials needed for such production.

117. In the field of defense against BW and CW, Soviet capabilities 
are at least comparable to those of the major Western nations, and in 
the case of CW may be superior. Soviet troops are well- equipped with 
CW defense items, and the current issue gas mask appears to afford 
adequate protection against inhalation of known agents. Extensive pro-
grams are under way to indoctrinate both military personnel and civil-
ians in defensive techniques.

118. Electromagnetic Warfare. Soviet offensive and defensive pro-
grams in this field are likely to be pressed forward during 1958–62. We 
believe that at present the USSR is capable of jamming and seriously 
disrupting Western long- range radio communications, and that it also 
has an appreciable capability for jamming Western bombing and navi-
gational radars. Its jamming capabilities now extend up to frequencies 
of at least 10,000 mc/s; by 1960 some Soviet jamming equipment could 
operate at frequencies of 30,000 mc/s or higher. The USSR could also 
develop devices to enable missiles to home on electronic emissions. 
Soviet forces are now training in the use of CHAFF, research is under-
way on anti-radar coating materials, and we believe the USSR is devel-
oping active airborne jamming equipment. Conversely, known types of 
Soviet radio and radar equipment are vulnerable to electronic counter-
measures, particularly Soviet blind- bombing and air defense radars, all 
of which operate in a few narrow frequency bands. The USSR is capable 
of increasing its spread of frequencies and of developing anti- jamming 
devices, but through 1962 Soviet defensive electronic systems will prob-
ably still be subject to disruption by properly employed techniques.

TRENDS IN SOVIET MILITARY STRENGTHS

Soviet Ground Forces

119. There has been an extensive program over the past several 
years to reorganize and modernize the Soviet ground forces to meet 
the requirements of modern warfare, both nuclear and non- nuclear. 
More advanced designs of practically all types of equipment in Soviet 
line divisions have appeared. The fire power of individual units has 
been increased markedly, additional vehicles (including amphibious 
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vehicles) have been provided, and communications equipment has 
been augmented. Our evidence on these developments relates primar-
ily to the Group of Soviet Forces, Germany, but we believe they are 
proceeding throughout the Soviet field forces.

120. All these changes are in line with revised Soviet tactical doc-
trine, which emphasizes the need to supplement standard ground 
force tactics and training with those designed to meet the conditions of 
nuclear warfare. This doctrine stresses firepower, mobility and maneu-
verability, greater initiative, deeper objectives, intensified reconnais-
sance, and the protection of individuals and units against the effects 
of atomic and chemical weapons. It also envisages the use of tactical 
nuclear weapons and guided missiles in support of Soviet field force 
operations. Thus far, however, both the revised tactical doctrine and the 
reorganization of ground force elements reflect evolutionary changes 
without basic alteration in the field force structure.

121. The order of battle of Soviet Army ground forces is still esti-
mated at about 175 line divisions plus supporting units.17 Present 
evidence suggests that the actual strengths of comparable units vary 
widely according to their locations. First category units, with the best 
equipment and highest manning levels, are believed to be those near 
the borders of the USSR, with second category units in occupied areas 
abroad and lowest category units in the interior of the USSR. The 
average is probably about 70 percent of authorized wartime strength; 
in border areas actual strength probably exceeds 70 percent, in East 
Germany and other occupied areas it is 70 percent or slightly less, and 
in remote interior districts it may be as low as 30 percent. All units 
probably have a high proportion of authorized officer strength, how-
ever, and full equipment is believed to be kept locally available. These 
peacetime manning practices, together with standard conscription and 
stockpiling programs, would probably enable all Soviet line divisions 
to be brought to full strength by M+10 and permit the activation of 
about 125 additional line divisions by M+30.

122. During 1958–62 further improvements in the firepower and 
mobility of Soviet ground forces are likely, and there may be further 
gradual alterations in organization to permit greater dispersion and 
flexibility of control. Nuclear weapons and guided missiles— with both 
nuclear and non- nuclear warheads— will probably become available 
in significant quantities during the period. The USSR will probably 
employ those weapons for relatively long- range support of tactical 
operations, however, and conventional field artillery and unguided 
rockets will continue to provide the major direct fire support for units 
in close combat. Anti- aircraft artillery, on the other hand, will tend to 

17 For detailed estimates of the strength of Soviet and other Bloc ground forces in 
line divisions as of mid-1957, see Annex, Table 2. [Footnote is in the original.]
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be replaced by guided missiles, first in static defenses within the USSR 
and later in mobile field force units.

123. Airborne Forces. Increasing attention is now being paid to the 
development of Soviet airborne and air transportable forces, as indicated 
by: the rapid augmentation of transport capabilities, especially in assault- 
type helicopters and converted BULL medium bombers; the appearance 
in 1956 of the CAMP, a twin- turboprop assault transport; the develop-
ment of a new light- weight self- propelled anti- tank gun for airborne use; 
and further improvements in personnel and cargo parachutes. The USSR 
has sizable airborne forces in being, estimated at 10 divisions and a total 
strength of about 100,000 men. Soviet Aviation of Airborne Troops now 
comprises approximately 500 twin- engine transports, 180 BULL trans-
ports, 140 large helicopters, and 220 large gliders. This strength could be 
augmented substantially by other military and civil transports.

124. Soviet airlift capabilities will increase considerably during 
1958–62, primarily as additional helicopters and transports are intro-
duced. The largest operational Soviet helicopter can now carry 8,800 lbs. 
(40 men with combat equipment), and by 1961 the USSR could probably 
have in operation helicopters with payloads up to 30,000 lbs. The BULL 
will probably be employed as an interim medium transport until late in 
the period, when it will probably have been completely replaced by the 
CAMP and possibly other advanced types. Better auxiliary transport will 
also become available as improved aircraft are introduced into the civil 
air fleet. New turboprop medium and heavy transports will probably 
become operational in 1958, and a new four- turbojet transport in 1959.18

Soviet Air Forces

125. We estimate the over- all actual strength of Soviet military air 
units in mid-1957 at about 18,000 aircraft.19 Further modernization of 
all components of the Soviet air forces will occur during 1958–62, and 
will include increases in the proportion of jet all- weather fighters, in the 
numbers of jet medium and heavy bombers, and the emergence of a sub-
stantial inflight refueling capability. The present combat effectiveness of 
Soviet military aviation is, on the whole, below that of the US. However, 
the introduction of new aircraft types and the relatively low turnover of 
personnel will almost certainly raise combat proficiency to a high level 
by 1962. In the long run, guided missiles will replace manned aircraft 
within many of the missions performed by the latter, but we doubt that 
this process will go so far during the period of this estimate as to lead to 
a major reduction in the numbers of Soviet military aircraft.

18 For estimated performance characteristics of Soviet transport aircraft, see Annex, 
Table 8. [Footnote is in the original.]

19 For detailed estimates of the strength of Soviet and other Bloc air forces during the 
period of this estimate, see Annex, Tables 3–5. [Footnote is in the original.]
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126. Soviet air capabilities will be augmented by improvements in a 
wide variety of ground and airborne supporting equipment, especially 
in the electronics field. There will almost certainly be advances in the 
performance characteristics of early warning, ground-controlled inter-
cept and airborne intercept radars. The accuracy of navigational and 
bombing radars will probably be improved. There will probably be sig-
nificant increases in the quantity and quality of ECM equipment and 
of ground and airborne communications equipment, including modern 
high- speed data- handling equipment for air defense. Continued expan-
sion of the network of modern, well- equipped air facilities is also likely.20

127. We estimate the mid-1957 actual strength of Soviet fighter units 
at approximately 10,000 jet fighters, of which over 3,700 are in Soviet 
Fighter Aviation of Air Defense with air defense as their sole mission, 
while the remainder are in tactical and naval units with air defense as 
one of their missions. At present about 1,300 of these aircraft have at least 
limited all- weather capabilities; by 1962 all- weather fighters may com-
prise about 60 percent of total Soviet fighter strength. Future numerical 
strength will probably not be increased and, primarily because of the 
influence of guided missile systems, a cutback in the number of Soviet 
manned interceptors will probably begin late in the period. Other fac-
tors which might contribute to a Soviet decision to decrease its numer-
ical strength in manned interceptors include probable increases in the 
destructive power of individual interceptors, and increased demands on 
industrial capacity resulting from the advent of more complex fighters.

128. Although the subsonic FRESCO day fighter is now the prin-
cipal equipment of Soviet fighter forces, the supersonic FARMER day 
fighter and the all- weather FLASHLIGHT are rapidly being phased into 
operational units. We estimate that during 1958–62, the USSR will prob-
ably introduce new day and all- weather fighter types with consider-
ably improved altitude and speed characteristics though at the expense 
of combat radius; the 1962 Soviet all- weather fighter will probably be 
capable of operating at altitudes up to 67,000 feet, and of climbing to 
40,000 feet in less than two minutes.21

129. Tactical Aviation includes approximately 4,600 jet fighter air-
craft and 2,400 jet light bombers. The latter are primarily the obsoles-
cent BEAGLE, with combat radius of approximately 750 n.m. In 1958, 

20 For further information, see appropriate sections of SNIE 11–6–57, Soviet Gross 
Capabilities for Attack on the Continental US in mid-1960, 15 January 1957 (Limited 
Distribution), and NIE 11–57, Sino-Soviet Bloc Air Defense Capabilities through mid-
1962, 16 July 1957. [Footnote is in the original.]

21 For estimated performance characteristics and dates of operational availability 
of Soviet fighters, see NIE 11–57, Sino-Soviet Bloc Air Defense Capabilities through mid-
1962, 16 July 1957, Annex B, Tables 1 and 2. However, we now believe it unlikely that the 
FLASHLIGHT “C,” which is included in these tables, will be placed in operational service. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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improved jet light bombers will probably be introduced into service, 
including the USSR’s first bombers with supersonic “dash” capabili-
ties.22 Ground attack regiments, formerly equipped with piston aircraft, 
have been re- equipped with jet fighters, and there is continuing evi-
dence of the employment of jet fighter regiments of Tactical Aviation for 
both ground support and air defense missions.

130. Long Range Aviation. The capabilities of Soviet Long Range 
Aviation have continued to increase during the past year. Its esti-
mated strength in bomber aircraft has grown from about 1,300 to some 
1,500. The number of bomber regiments has also increased, although 
at a somewhat slower rate than during the preceding year. The trend 
in training activities during the year is believed to have been toward 
larger- scale operations and longer- range flights out of home base areas, 
including flights to potential forward staging bases. Inflight refueling 
has been under development for both the BISON jet heavy bomber 
and the BADGER jet medium bomber, apparently using convertible 
tanker- bomber versions of these aircraft, and is at least in limited use by 
BISONs assigned to operational units. Finally, there is evidence that the 
USSR has established nuclear weapons storage facilities in the vicinity 
of Long Range Aviation bases.

131. Recent evidence indicates that Soviet production of BADGERs, 
and the number in operational units, are considerably in excess of our 
previous expectations. We now estimate that there were about 850 
BADGERs in Long Range Aviation units as of mid-1957, and on the 
basis of current evidence we believe BADGER strength will continue 
to increase during the next year or two. At the same time, the USSR 
apparently continues to employ the BULL piston medium bomber 
for training, reconnaissance, bombing, and other purposes, and it is 
being phased out of Long Range Aviation at a slower rate than for-
merly estimated. We do not now expect BULLs to be entirely phased 
out until about 1960. Thereafter, there will probably be some decline 
in jet medium bomber strength in Long Range Aviation as a result of 
the increased availability of heavy bombers, the assignment of more 
medium bombers to naval and probably to tactical aviation, and the 
advent of significantly advanced delivery systems, including lon-
ger range air- to- surface and surface- to- surface guided missiles. The 
BADGER will remain the primary medium bomber through 1962, 
although by mid-1961 a new medium bomber with supersonic “dash” 
capabilities may be introduced.23

22 For estimated performance and dates of operational availability of Soviet light 
bombers, see Annex, Table 7. [Footnote is in the original.]

23 For estimated performance characteristics of Soviet long- range bombers, together 
with estimated dates of operational availability, see Annex, Table 6. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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132. In mid-1956, the USSR apparently settled on an improved pro-
duction model of the BISON jet heavy bomber, with a new bombing- 
navigation system as well as provision for inflight refueling. Considering 
the somewhat better performance characteristics of the BISON, its 
greater development potential, and the development of an inflight refu-
eling capability, the USSR may have decided to place greater emphasis 
on the BISON than on the BEAR. We therefore believe that the BISON 
will probably comprise the greater proportion of Soviet strength in 
heavy bombers in the later years of this period. A BISON with additional 
improvement in performance could probably be operational in 1959.

133. No positive evidence of Soviet research specifically directed 
toward nuclear propelled aircraft has been obtained. However, we esti-
mate that:

a. The Soviet aircraft nuclear propulsion program is probably now 
engaged in development and testing of reactor components and sub 
systems.

b. A reactor system suitable for nuclear propulsion of subsonic air-
craft could probably be available to the Soviets in 1962. It is possible 
that the USSR could for propaganda purposes fly an experimental air-
craft powered in part by nuclear power at an earlier date.

134. To employ its long- range bomber force most advantageously, 
especially for intercontinental operations, the USSR would require a 
substantial inflight refueling capability. Refueling is particularly desir-
able for jet heavy bombers; for example, one refueling by a compati-
ble tanker could approximately double the area of the continental US 
that could be reached by the BISON on a two- way mission from bases 
in the Chukotski area. BADGER coverage of US targets on one- way 
missions could also be increased by refueling. Refueling for the BEAR, 
while less essential than for the jet bombers, could increase its coverage 
of US targets from interior bases in the USSR. The USSR could employ 
turbo- prop heavy bombers in the tanker role. Aircraft configured spe-
cifically as tankers might also appear as the period advances. But on 
the basis of present evidence, we believe most of the tankers in Soviet 
Long Range Aviation during the period are likely to be convertible jet 
tanker- bombers, and that the bulk of these will probably be in the heavy 
category. The use of convertible tanker- bombers would permit greater 
flexibility in the employment of Long Range Aviation.

135. While evidence is inadequate to establish precisely the total 
size of the Soviet heavy bomber force, we have unusually good evi-
dence on the one plant known to be producing BISON jet heavy 
bombers, which indicates a cumulative BISON production of 65 by 
mid-1957. Evidence on BEAR turboprop heavy bomber production is 
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less extensive but indicates about 50 produced. On this basis, about 50 
BISONs and 40 BEARs would have been available for operational units 
as of 1 July. If this is in fact the case, both BISON and BEAR production 
have fallen short of our estimate of last year.

136. Beyond this point of good evidence, however, there is an area 
of considerable uncertainty, particularly with regard to the BISON pro-
gram. There is some evidence suggesting that as many as 90 BISONs 
may have been in operational units as of mid-1957. This would mean 
that the rate of BISON production has increased considerably since late 
1956, and that an additional unknown aircraft plant has entered the 
BISON program, although we have almost no evidence to support this. 
It is similarly possible that BEAR production could have increased to 
an extent sufficient to provide about 60 in operational units, though 
we also lack good evidence. Indeed, there is evidence that additional 
plants estimated to be capable of producing heavy bombers are either 
continuing in the BADGER program or are preparing to produce trans-
port or tanker aircraft.

137. If recent heavy bomber production has in fact been as low as 
the preponderance of evidence indicates, a partial explanation may 
lie in the field of technical problems. For example, it is possible that 
larger- scale production has been delayed pending the availability of 
higher- thrust engines or other developments expected to improve 
performance characteristics. But we would believe it more likely that 
Soviet planners have deliberately decided on a relatively modest heavy 
bomber program. In our view, such a Soviet decision would probably 
have been based on such judgments as the unlikelihood of general war 
during the next few years, the great expense of a large- scale heavy 
bomber program, the existence of a reliable jet medium bomber force 
with one- way intercontinental capabilities for interim use in emergency, 
and the expectation that new and improved intercontinental delivery 
systems will become available in a few years. On the other hand, if 
heavy bomber production has reached the higher levels mentioned in 
paragraph 136, it would indicate greater Soviet emphasis on the heavy 
bomber weapon system for intercontinental attack.

138. We have noted statements of Khrushchev stressing his view of 
the declining importance of manned fighter and bomber aircraft as con-
trasted with guided missiles. If these views had been contained solely 
in statements beamed to the outside world they could be dismissed as 
mere propaganda. It is hard, however, to interpret their inclusion in the 
Soviet press, with the resulting advertisement to the Russian people, 
unless they were intended to prepare the Russian people for some de- 
emphasis on the heavy bomber, or to cover up delays in production 
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which might have been occasioned by difficulties experienced with the 
heavy bomber production. We cannot disregard, however, the possi-
ble conclusion that such statements are a deliberate effort to discredit 
and degrade the effectiveness of US retaliatory forces in the eyes of the 
Soviet people as well as the Western powers, and to exploit to the full-
est extent the psychological advantage gained by recent Soviet missile/
satellite advances.

139. In any event, we believe that the USSR will retain a strong 
long- range bomber force, including both medium and heavy bombers, 
at least until it has acquired a substantial nuclear delivery capability 
with more advanced weapon systems. However, it is difficult to predict 
with assurance how large the USSR will desire this force to be, par-
ticularly in heavy bombers. The estimate of heavy bomber and tanker 
production, particularly for the period 1959–62, presents unusual diffi-
culties. Future Soviet policy in these respects is still shrouded in doubt. 
In view of this uncertainty we have expressed below our estimates of 
Soviet long- range bomber/tanker strength in terms of ranges.

SOVIET LONG RANGE AVIATION
(Estimated Strength in Operational Units)1 2 3

See qualifications in paragraphs 135–139

Mid-1957 Mid-1958 Mid-1959 Mid-1960 Mid-1961 Mid-1962

HEAVY 
BOMB-
ERS AND 
TANKERS 90–150 150–250 250–450 400–600 400–600 400–600

MEDIUM 
BOMB-
ERS AND 
TANKERS

Jet 850 1000–1050 1000–1100 1000–1100 950–1100 900–1000

Piston 550 350 150 — — —

TOTALS 1500–1550 1500–1650 1400–1700 1400–1700 1350–1700 1300–1600

1 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that the USSR would regard it 
as essential to have a more substantial intercontinental attack capability, providing for 
greater strategic flexibility and a much larger capability for re- attack— in short, a force 
which would provide the Soviets a greater chance of success in general war— while they 
are working to acquire an additional nuclear delivery capability with new weapon sys-
tems, including long- range missiles. He therefore believes that the strengths estimated 
above would all be bomber aircraft and that additional aircraft will be in operational 
units as tankers as follows:
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TANKERS

Mid-1957 Mid-1958 Mid-1959 Mid-1960 Mid-1961 Mid-1962

0 50–100 150–200 300–350 300–500 300–500

2 The Deputy Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, 
Intelligence, Department of the Army, believe that the above projected future strength of 
the heavy bombers is contrary to the available evidence and foreseeable trends. Past esti-
mates predicted an extensive production program of heavy bombers. This program has 
failed to develop as had been anticipated. Despite this the present estimate still implies an 
extensive program even though reduced below previous estimates. Even the lower figures 
of the table would require an increase of heavy bomber production which is not yet evident 
nor indicated by trends. In regard to total numerical strength, the upper range of figures 
implies a continued build- up of total strength which is in seeming contradiction to the 
indicated trends and to the judgment expressed in paragraph 135. The Deputy Director for 
Intelligence, The Joint Staff, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the 
Army, believe that the composition of the Soviet Long-Range Aviation will change with the 
introduction of higher performance bombers and possibly tanker aircraft. However, they 
believe that the total numerical strength will show no further increase but on the contrary 
will probably decrease, as indicated by the lower range of figures.
3The Director of Naval Intelligence believes that while the Soviets will certainly maintain 
a substantial heavy bomber force during the period of build- up of new intercontinen-
tal delivery systems, the heavy bombers/tankers available in operational units through 
mid-1958 will almost certainly approximate the lower range estimated in the above table. 
[All footnote in the table are in the original.]

Soviet Naval Forces

140. During the postwar years Soviet naval forces have been greatly 
strengthened by an intensive building program, concentrated on light 
cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. The Soviet submarine force is by 
far the largest in the world; over half its present strength consists of 
long- range craft, of which a significant and increasing proportion are 
of postwar design and construction. We estimate main Soviet naval 
strength in mid-1957 at 28 cruisers, 158 destroyers, 82 escort vessels, 
and about 475 submarines. These totals include vessels of postwar 
design numbering 15 light cruisers, 92 fleet destroyers, 82 escort ves-
sels, about 250 long- range submarines (“Z” and “W” classes) and about 
40 medium- range submarines (“Q” class).24

141. Several important developments are likely in Soviet naval forces 
during 1958–62 as a result of changing weapon systems and new con-
cepts of naval warfare. These will probably include the application of 
nuclear propulsion to naval vessels and use of both surface- to- surface 
and surface- to- air missiles. Although we have no firm evidence that the 

24 Detailed estimates of Soviet naval strength by major type and fleet area are given 
in Annex, Table 9. [Footnote is in the original.]
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USSR has a nuclear- powered submarine, we believe that a program for 
its development has reached an advanced stage and we estimate that a 
reactor could be available for installation in 1957. Development of nuclear 
power plants for cruisers may follow the operational testing of a nuclear- 
powered icebreaker, which will probably occur in late 1958 or early 1959. 
We believe the USSR is presently capable of adapting nuclear warheads 
to torpedoes and depth charges.

142. Although the evidence pointing to the existence of Soviet 
guided missile submarines is not conclusive, we believe that the USSR 
will construct or convert submarines for surface- to- surface guided mis-
sile launching. Converted boats with topside missile stowage could 
already be in operation. Twenty submarines with topside missile stow-
age could be converted by the end of 1958, and by mid-1962 the USSR 
may have a total of about 30 guided missile submarines built on basi-
cally new designs, including boats with nuclear or other improved pro-
pulsion systems. Air defense missile systems for surface vessels, also 
capable of modification for shore bombardment purposes, could prob-
ably begin to be available in 1958; the unfinished hulls of six cruisers, 
which have been in Soviet shipyards since the cessation of the cruiser 
construction program several years ago, may be completed with guided 
missile armament.

143. The operating efficiency of Soviet naval forces, while still 
below that of the US Navy in some fields, is quite high and will con-
tinue to improve. The submarine force is undergoing intensified train-
ing, particularly in long- range operations. The principal weaknesses 
of the USSR as a naval power will continue to derive from the wide 
separation of its sea frontiers and its inability to control the sea routes 
between these areas, although improvements in inland waterways will 
increase its ability to interchange smaller vessels including submarines. 
The lack of adequate supply lines to its Northern and Far Eastern fleet 
areas and the land- locked position of its fleets in the Baltic and Black 
Seas are additional handicaps.

144. Submarine Construction. The Soviets will probably continue 
to place primary emphasis on submarines in their naval construc-
tion program. Since 1950 the Soviets have built about 300 submarines 
of postwar design. It is estimated that about 50 boats, “W” and “Q” 
class, will be built during 1957. We estimate that the total number of 
Soviet submarines of all types at the end of 1957 will be about 500. 
Throughout the period of the estimate we believe that the production 
of medium- range submarines will continue at about the present rate 
of 20 per year. The most recent evidence indicates that the program for 
production of “W” class conventional propulsion long- range subma-
rines has been curtailed and may possibly be terminated this year. The 
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Soviets will retain their capability for submarine production however, 
and we believe that after an interim period for changeover and devel-
opment of prototypes, series construction of new long- range types will 
be resumed. This procedure would be parallel to that followed in the 
period 1949–51 in the changeover to the “W,” “Z,” and “Q” classes.

144a. We estimate that the USSR could now have a prototype 
nuclear- powered submarine, and that they may develop other improve-
ments in propulsion design during the period. The Soviets also could 
produce a new type of submarine specifically designed for guided mis-
sile firing. Although they have adequate fissionable material and the 
over- all technological potential to produce larger numbers of the new 
types, we believe that their program will be of the magnitude indicated 
unless they adopt less sophisticated designs for reasons of urgency. 
Subject to successful development of prototypes, we believe the Soviets 
could build, within the period, about 70 submarines with advanced 
weapon systems and improved propulsion, about 20 of which probably 
would be nuclear powered. Considering such factors as the decommis-
sioning of obsolete boats and the development of new propulsion and 
weapon systems, we estimate that the total force will approximate 560 
submarines by mid-1962.

145. Naval Aviation. Soviet Naval Aviation, comprising nearly 20 
percent of total Soviet air strength, is now the second largest naval air 
force in the world. It is engaged in a concentrated training program 
which stresses coordinated action between its land- based aircraft and 
naval vessels (both surface and submarines), offensive action against 
enemy naval forces, and air defense. During this period, its strength will 
probably be increased and its modernization will continue. There is no 
evidence of intention to build aircraft carriers. Improved light bomb-
ers and all- weather fighters will probably be introduced. Long- range 
maritime reconnaissance and attack capabilities should be improved 
materially by increases in the number of jet and piston medium bomb-
ers allocated to Naval Aviation, and by the probable availability of air- 
to- surface guided missiles for attack against ships.

TRENDS IN SOVIET STRATEGY AND CAPABILITIES

146. For reasons which have been set forth elsewhere in this esti-
mate we believe that the Soviet leaders wish to avoid an all- out nuclear 
exchange with the US. We have also pointed out that they almost cer-
tainly consider that any general war with the US would involve such 
an exchange. Consequently, we think that a key element of Soviet strat-
egy in any war, whether with the US or with another nation, would be 
to attempt to keep the conflict limited in geographic scope. The Soviets 
would probably also prefer that nuclear weapons not be used, at least 
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in a war commencing during the next year or two, since they probably 
think that their relative capabilities would be greater if the local war were 
fought with conventional weapons only. However, they probably con-
sider that such a limitation would be impossible in many circumstances.

147. The number and variety of conceivable local wars is so great 
as to preclude any attempt to consider in this estimate the manner 
in which the Soviets might conduct them. We therefore confine our-
selves to one aspect only of Soviet military strategy— that for the ini-
tial phase of general war. Even though the Soviets almost certainly 
desire to avoid such a war, and probably believe that their increasing 
nuclear capabilities powerfully deter the US from initiating it, they 
cannot ignore the possibility that general war may occur, and their 
planners must prepare for it.

Soviet Strategy for the Initial Phase of General War

148. General war might grow out of local war, or directly out of a 
situation of intense international crisis, or it might (though we think 
this highly unlikely) be initiated in a period of comparative inter-
national calm. We believe that the Soviets recognize the advantages 
that would accrue to the side that struck the first blow in any all- out 
nuclear exchange. Therefore we believe that, whenever the Soviet lead-
ers decided that the likelihood of general war had reached a certain 
point, they would themselves initiate it by strategic nuclear attacks.25 
The primary objective of such attacks would be to destroy or neutralize 
Western nuclear retaliatory capabilities, both in the continental US and 
overseas. Consistent with this assignment of first priority, the USSR 

25 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
the USSR would avoid initiation of nuclear attacks and would seek to achieve its objec-
tives by limited or local war if military action became necessary. The Soviet leaders would 
attempt to secure a limitation on the use of nuclear weapons prior to hostilities or to 
conduct hostilities under conditions which would limit or preclude the use of nuclear 
weapons.

It has been estimated in paras. 90 and 91 that the Soviets would not be confident 
that they would not receive unacceptable damage in an all- out nuclear exchange and that 
they would not deliberately initiate general war or undertake courses of action gravely 
risking general war. Moreover they are probably confident that the US would be similarly 
deterred except under extreme provocation.

Consistent with these judgments, the Soviet leaders, before making a decision to 
initiate nuclear attacks, would have to judge that their own deterrent capabilities were no 
longer effective and that their gains from an all- out nuclear attack would outweight their 
losses. Paramount in such calculations would be survival of the state without which any 
gain would be meaningless.

It follows that the Soviet leaders would launch a nuclear attack against the US only 
if it offered the only hope of survival. Such a situation would occur only if the Soviet 
leaders came to believe that the US was irrevocably committed to launching an all- out 
nuclear attack against the USSR. [Footnote is in the original.]
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would probably also seek to destroy other key US war- making capabil-
ities. At the same time, the USSR would make a maximum air defense 
effort against those Western nuclear striking forces which had escaped 
the initial Soviet attacks.

149. During any local war or intense international crisis it is virtu-
ally certain that the USSR (as well as the US) would prepare against the 
possibility of a greatly broadened conflict. These preparations would 
almost certainly include some redeployment of forces, mobilization of 
additional strength, civil defense precautions, and the like. However, 
the USSR would not want to push preparations so far as to convince 
the US that general war was imminent, lest this lead the US to strike the 
first all- out nuclear blow. This factor would constitute a limitation on 
the degree of Soviet preparation.

150. Another major limitation on Soviet preparations for general 
war would lie in the importance of achieving surprise. The necessity of 
attempting to neutralize Western nuclear retaliatory capabilities would 
make surprise in the initial nuclear attack a key element of Soviet strat-
egy. While the USSR could not count upon achieving surprise against 
all Western nuclear capabilities, both within the US and elsewhere, it 
would almost certainly attempt to do so to the fullest extent possible. 
Thus, if the Soviets decided to begin the general war themselves, they 
would try to avoid compromising the element of surprise in their initial 
nuclear attack by observable preparations.

151. The foregoing considerations lead us to believe that the 
outbreak of general war would find the Soviets at a stage of military 
readiness beyond that of ordinary peace- time, but short of what their 
planners might believe best for the most rapid exertion of the total mil-
itary effort. The actual state of readiness would depend on the devel-
opment of the particular situation and on the Soviet calculation of the 
risks involved, and is impossible to predict in advance.

152. The Soviet leaders would probably launch an attack by 
ground and tactical air forces against Western Europe in order to pre-
vent NATO mobilization, deployment, and counter- attack. We believe 
that the USSR would plan to commit its ready forces to an offensive, 
especially in Western Germany, as soon as possible consistent with 
maintaining surprise for the initial assault against the US, US and 
allied nuclear bases overseas, and carrier task forces. Under favorable 
circumstances from the Soviet point of view, advances against NATO 
could be initiated concurrently, i.e., at the moment the West obtained 
warning of the Soviet strategic attack. The Soviets would probably also 
regard an attack to seize the Turkish Straits as of early high priority, 
but we believe that they would probably delay initiation of other major 
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campaigns in the Middle and Far East until they could assess the results 
of the initial nuclear exchange.26

153. In the naval field, Soviet objectives would be: to prevent NATO 
carrier strikes and submarine- launched missile attacks on Bloc targets 
as part of the highest priority effort to neutralize US nuclear capabili-
ties; subsequently, to interdict US reinforcement of overseas areas and 
to isolate the European theater.

Strategic Attack Capabilities

154. Soviet capabilities for strategic air attack will improve during 
the period of the estimate, as the Soviet stockpile of nuclear bombs and 
the number of high- performance long- range bombers grow. Present 
Soviet capabilities for attack on the continental US are restricted by the 
relatively small numbers of operational heavy bombers, the status of 
support facilities at Arctic bases, and the lack as yet of a substantial 
inflight refueling capability. We estimate, however, that during the 
period of this estimate, the capacity of Soviet forward base areas could 
be increased sufficiently to permit the staging of the entire estimated 
long- range bomber and tanker force. Moreover, the USSR will be capa-
ble of launching increasing numbers of heavy bombers from interior 
bases on two- way missions against the US.

155. Soviet planners would attempt to distribute their initial attacks 
in such a way as to achieve the optimum combination of surprise and 
weight of attack against all areas where US and Allied nuclear retal-
iatory capabilities were deployed. Nearly all available Soviet heavy 
bombers and many medium bombers would almost certainly be used 
against the continental US in an attempt to destroy or neutralize US 
retaliatory capabilities and other key elements of US war- making capa-
bilities. Light bombers could be employed in initial attacks against 
overseas targets within their range.

26 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
any Soviet delay in initiating operations in the Middle and Far East would be minimal, 
and, if it occurred, would be occasioned primarily by a desire to place maximum logistic, 
combat, and manpower support behind operations in the NATO area. The Soviets pos-
sess adequate ground, naval, and tactial air forces to support simultaneous offensives on 
several fronts. The difficulty in shifting forces over long lines of communication (which 
presumably would be disrupted) to or from the Middle and Far East obviates the value 
of waiting to assess the results of a nuclear exchange. Under the assumed conditions of 
an all- out nuclear war, the Soviets would have to commit forces to an attack on Western 
retaliatory bases in the Middle and Far East. Hence, surprise would already have been 
minimized by preparations for and execution of such attacks. Immediate launching of 
combined arms operations into Western territory in these two areas would best exploit 
any surprise attained in initial long- range attacks. Moreover, such operations would 
make it difficult for the West to attack Bloc forces without also damaging Western civil 
populations and military forces. Conversely, any delay would provide the West with 
opportunities to build- up and re- attack the Bloc from these areas and would expose Bloc 
forces to Western retaliation in their homeland. [Footnote is in the original.]
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156. The scale and timing of attack with bomber aircraft would also 
depend upon the availability and effectiveness of other delivery sys-
tems which will probably become available as the period progresses. At 
present the USSR is probably capable of employing small numbers of 
both bomber- launched air- to- surface missiles and submarine- launched 
surface- to- surface missiles against targets in the continental US. These 
weapons, together with ground- launched surface- to- surface missiles 
with ranges up to about 700 n.m., could also be employed in initial 
attacks on Western nuclear striking forces deployed on the periphery 
of the Bloc. As the period advances, the numbers and types of offensive 
missiles available to Soviet forces will increase, and by mid-1962, Soviet 
guided missile capabilities for strategic attack could probably include 
more effective air- to- surface and submarine- launched missiles as well 
as IRBMs and ICBMs. Soviet planners would probably recognize that 
long- range ballistic missiles could impose maximum surprise and diffi-
culty of interception, but also that during this period the accuracy and 
payload capacity of such missiles will be inferior to those of manned 
aircraft of comparable ranges. The large- scale use of missile- launching 
submarines in an initial attack would probably be precluded by the risk 
of premature disclosure of Soviet intent.

157. Air Defense Capabilities.27 Although the effectiveness of Soviet 
defenses against nuclear attack would depend in large measure upon 
the success of an initial assault on Western nuclear delivery capabili-
ties, the USSR’s large air defense forces would be used to reduce the 
effectiveness of counterattack by Western forces. All Bloc forces with 
capabilities for air defense are integrated into an over- all active air 
defense system, which places primary emphasis on providing defense 
in depth for key administrative, industrial, and military centers within 
the USSR. Large passive defense organizations contribute to the Bloc’s 
readiness for air defense, but we believe the general population is inad-
equately prepared against large- scale nuclear attack.

158. Principal current weaknesses of Bloc air defenses include the 
limited all- weather fighter capability, the low traffic- handling capabil-
ities of communications and control components, the probable inade-
quacy of radar height- finding capabilities at high altitudes in certain 
areas, inadequate low altitude radar coverage, and the limited early 
warning time available in Bloc border areas. Bloc air defenses are most 
highly concentrated in the European USSR (east to a line roughly 
from the Kola Peninsula to the Caspian Sea), East Germany, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, and the Maritime and Sakhalin areas of the Soviet 
Far East, with some concentrations at specific locations elsewhere. The 

27 For a detailed estimate on this subject, see NIE 11–57, Sino-Soviet Bloc Air Defense 
Capabilities through Mid-1962, 16 July 1957. [Footnote is in the original.]
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approaches to Moscow are by far the most heavily- defended area in 
the Bloc. Moscow’s defenses are estimated to have a high capability to 
engage large- scale attack at altitudes up to 60,000 feet under all weather 
conditions, but they probably remain vulnerable to low altitude attack.

159. In general Bloc air defense capabilities would be as follows:
a. Against penetrations conducted during daylight and in clear 

weather, at altitudes between about 5,000 and 35,000 feet, the capabil-
ities of the system would be greatest. Above 35,000 feet they would 
begin to diminish and above 45,000 feet would fall off markedly. At 
altitudes below 5,000 feet they would also be progressively reduced.

b. Against penetrations conducted at night and under poor visi-
bility conditions, the capabilities of the system would be considerably 
reduced.

c. Against varied penetration tactics utilizing altitude stacking, 
diversionary maneuver, decoys and electronic countermeasures, the 
capabilities of the system would be diminished through disruption and 
saturation.

160. Over the next five years there will be significant improve-
ments in the performance characteristics of most Soviet air defense 
equipment, including fighters, radars, and communications and con-
trol equipments. Air defense guided missile and unguided rocket capa-
bilities will increase. These developments will considerably improve 
Bloc capabilities for all- weather defense against manned aircraft and 
cruise- type missiles. Nevertheless, at the end of the period, warning 
times available to Bloc targets in border areas will probably be deficient 
for fighter interceptors and marginal for surface- to- air missile defenses 
against the highest performance Western aircraft and cruise- type mis-
siles. The Bloc will also continue to have difficulty in opposing very 
low altitude attack, air defense electronic systems will still be subject to 
disruption, and the USSR will probably not have in operation a weapon 
system capable of successfully intercepting ballistic missiles.

161. Offensive Capabilities in Western Europe. The 22 Soviet line divi-
sions in East Germany, together with forces available in adjacent areas, 
could initiate an attack without reinforcement by major units. To aug-
ment the strength of the ground attack and to seize bridgeheads and 
other key objectives in NATO territory, the USSR could mount initial 
airborne operations from within Soviet territory. We estimate that in 
the European area, the Soviet airlift capacity is sufficient for troops and 
light equipment equivalent to 4–5 divisions (of 7,500 men each) in a 
one- day operation, and 8–9 divisions in a five- day operation, using half 
the civil and military transport aircraft normally in that area. Airlift 
operations on this scale would be limited to the radius of the smaller 
aircraft employed (i.e. about 550 n.m.).
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162. Air support of tactical operations in Western Europe could be 
provided by about 1,600 jet light bombers stationed in Eastern Europe 
and Western USSR, as well as more than 4,500 tactical jet fighters sta-
tioned in these areas. However, the dual missions of tactical fighter units 
and the probable assignment of a considerable number to air defense 
would limit the availability of fighter aircraft for tactical support in the 
initial phase of the land campaign. Ballistic missiles and tactical nuclear 
weapons could now be available for the support of offensive opera-
tions, and their availability will almost certainly increase as the period 
advances.

163. Offensive Capabilities in the Far East. The USSR has about 30 line 
divisions in the Far East, together with nearly 3,500 aircraft and a sizable 
naval force. Stockpiles of supplies are probably sufficient, not only for 
the initiation of operations, but also for a considerable period of combat. 
Soviet forces in the Far East could, alone or in conjunction with Chinese 
Communist and North Korean forces, renew hostilities in Korea. They 
could probably launch an operation against Japan with an airborne 
force equivalent to 3 divisions in a one- day operation, and up to 5 divi-
sions in a five- day operation. An initial seaborne attack for the purpose 
of seizing port facilities could be undertaken by lightly- equipped troops 
landed from a heterogeneous group of ships and craft. Balanced forces 
equivalent to 5–6 divisions could be embarked in a follow-up operation 
and landed through the port facilities seized. The same technique could 
be employed in other areas of the Far East within range of land- based 
aircraft. Airborne and amphibious attacks on a small scale could also be 
launched against Alaska.

164. Capabilities for Naval Warfare. At the present time the capabil-
ities of Soviet naval forces include: extensive submarine operations 
along most of the world’s strategic sea lanes, employing conventional 
and possibly nuclear torpedoes and mines; attacks against US and 
Allied carrier task forces by submarines and shore- based naval aircraft, 
some of which could probably be equipped with air- to- surface missiles; 
operations in Bloc coastal areas by surface units and supporting shore- 
based aircraft, primarily to deny Western access and to protect the sea-
ward flanks of ground campaigns; attacks against port facilities which 
would be used by US overseas reinforcements, employing shore- based 
aircraft, surface forces and submarines, some of which could probably 
employ surface- to- surface missiles. In short, we estimate that the USSR 
has an extensive capability to interfere seriously with US and Allied sea 
communications in the event of war.

165. Soviet capabilities for naval warfare will continue to increase, 
especially with the probable advent of nuclear- powered submarines, 
increases in over- all submarine strength, increasing capabilities to 
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employ guided missiles and nuclear weapons for both offensive and 
defensive purposes, and increasing naval air reconnaissance and attack 
capabilities. Soviet naval forces will remain capable of lifting balanced 
forces of considerable strength, but the landing of heavy supporting 
elements of such forces will be contingent upon the seizure of adequate 
port facilities.

V. TRENDS IN SOVIET RELATIONS WITH  
OTHER COMMUNIST STATES

166. The trend toward redefinition of intra-Bloc relationships con-
sequent upon the death of Stalin has continued; it eventuated in the 
Polish crisis and the Hungarian revolt of late 1956. The special posi-
tion of Yugoslavia, the emergence of a semi- independent Communist 
regime in Poland, and Communist China’s growing power and doc-
trinal influence have, in effect, broken Moscow’s onetime monopoly 
of Communist thought and power. The USSR’s reluctant acceptance 
of these developments may signify a belief that greater toleration of 
local variations is the best way to preserve and strengthen the Bloc. 
However, alarmed by developments in Poland and Hungary, the USSR 
has moved to preserve the status quo in the orthodox Satellites and, in 
its repression of the Hungarian uprising, has demonstrated that it is 
determined to retain its hegemony in Eastern Europe.

167. The strong identity of interest among various Bloc regimes, 
their dependence upon Soviet aid and support, and the USSR’s over- 
whelming military power will tend to maintain the essential solidarity 
of the Bloc over at least the next five years. But the underlying forces of 
change released by developments since Stalin’s death will continue to 
operate, creating further instability in the states of Eastern Europe and 
in their relations with the USSR. The growth of Chinese Communist 
power and influence will also create problems as well as benefits for 
Moscow. Thus, additional changes in the pattern of intra-Bloc relation-
ships are likely in the period ahead.

Soviet Policy Toward the Satellites

168. The Soviet leaders are still confronted in Eastern Europe with a 
problem partly of their own creation. Moscow appears to have decided 
that the best way to encourage the long- run development of a sounder 
Soviet-Satellite relationship was to move away from the rigidity of 
Stalinist policy and, in its stead, to give limited play to national senti-
ments and local peculiarities within the various Satellites. But this pol-
icy set in motion forces which tended to defeat the basic objective, the 
strengthening of the Bloc. The over- all liberalization of policy, together 
with the rapprochement with Tito and the Soviet XXth Party Congress, 
led to rising Satellite unrest, which threatened Soviet control.
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169. Prior to the Hungarian revolution and the Polish coup, the 
Soviet leaders clearly underestimated the strength of forces within 
the Satellites seeking reform and change. Moscow apparently did not 
recognize or seriously attempt to cope with Satellite ferment evoked 
by the denunciation of Stalinism at the XXth Party Congress, until 
June, when the riots in Poznan (and the Polish regime’s disagreement 
with Moscow over the causes of the riots) demonstrated the dangers 
of loosening the reins. But the damage had already been done in the 
two Satellites where nationalism was strongest and where party fac-
tionalism was most disruptive. Faced in the fall with a new and defi-
ant regime in Poland and a popular revolt in Hungary, the USSR was 
forced into unwelcome decisions, adopting a policy of accommodation 
in the former and of repression in the latter.

170. The reason for the differing Soviet treatment of Poland and 
Hungary lay in the USSR’s determination to preserve Communist 
regimes in Eastern Europe and to keep the states of that area in the 
Soviet Bloc. When Hungary suddenly declared its neutrality and its 
intention to leave the Warsaw Pact, the Soviet leaders felt compelled 
to intervene in the only way they could, through military action. In 
Poland the USSR was reassured by Gomulka’s promises that Poland 
would remain in the Bloc. Thus, though disliking the Gomulka regime, 
the USSR concluded that it was more tolerable than the political risks 
involved in a military attempt to unseat it.

171. In the light of the Hungarian and Polish crises, the USSR now 
seems determined to go slow in any further evolution of its relation-
ships with the Satellites and, above all, to avoid if possible any repeti-
tion of the Hungarian or Polish experiences. It has shifted its emphasis 
toward attempts to combat the influence of those forces— principally 
nationalism, anti-Sovietism, and economic distress— which have been 
responsible for most of the Satellite ferment. Major reliance will still be 
placed on Satellite parties that will subject themselves— voluntarily, if 
possible— to Soviet ideology, Soviet directives concerning foreign and 
defense policies and Soviet leadership in general. In exchange for their 
fealty, the orthodox Satellite leaders can anticipate some Soviet eco-
nomic aid, perhaps a measure of internal autonomy, occasional grants 
of recognition and prestige, and support for their own power positions 
and party policies.

172. Although the security of the Satellite system is thus upper-
most in their minds— with measures to insure this security given first 
priority— the Soviet leaders do not seem to view a return to Stalinist 
severity and conformity as either necessary or desirable; they may 
even regard it as infeasible. There is unlikely to be any Soviet attempt 
to resume the previous degree of economic exploitation of the area. 
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The Soviets appear willing to tolerate certain differences among the 
Satellites and to tailor their policy to meet varying Satellite require-
ments. They apparently still believe that if some concessions to auton-
omy are gradually and judiciously meted out, the Satellite peoples will 
eventually become reconciled to a close relationship with the USSR.

173. Czechoslovakia, economically the most successful and politi-
cally the most stable of the Satellites, appears to be Moscow’s favorite, 
and may be intended to serve as a model for the others. Czech party 
leaders have been relatively successful in utilizing the threat of Soviet 
intervention as a means of suppressing popular ferment, while at the 
same time pointing to economic and political improvements since the 
death of Stalin. The arguments appear to have persuaded the population 
not to jeopardize its relatively favorable status by precipitate action.

174. Hungary presents the Soviet Union with numerous practi-
cal problems. To accomplish its primary goal of restoring Hungary as 
quickly as possible to orthodox Satellite status, Moscow has encour-
aged the Soviet installed regime to combine severe political repression 
with limited economic bribery. There appear to be no suitable alterna-
tives to this tactic. Both repression and bribery, however, are probably 
scheduled to diminish with time and accomplishment.

175. Soviet policy toward East Germany seems motivated primar-
ily by the same considerations which underlie the USSR’s rigid opposi-
tion to German reunification (see para. 231, Chapter VI). Aware of the 
unpopularity of the Communist regime in the GDR, the USSR is fearful 
that any relaxation of tight controls would stimulate the growth of pres-
sures for reunification and promote increasing unrest or even a popular 
revolt in this highly sensitive area, Therefore, little liberalization has 
been attempted and Moscow has re- endorsed Ulbricht’s repressive pol-
icies. The USSR probably feels that it has no alternative but to support 
the doctrinaire, Stalinist East German regime.

176. The reluctant Soviet acceptance of the “new” Poland now 
appears to be a long- range adjustment rather than a temporary accom-
modation. Tenseness in Soviet-Polish relations has abated since 1956, 
in large part because the Gomulka regime has restrained anti-Soviet 
and anti-Communist popular sentiments and has removed the imme-
diate threat to the party’s position. Concurrently, direct Soviet press 
attacks on Polish liberals have ceased and the strength of the pro-Soviet 
(Natolin) faction in the Polish party has diminished. The Soviet lead-
ers retain a large arsenal of political, economic, and military weapons 
with which to exert pressure on the Gomulka regime or ultimately to 
destroy it, although they cannot be certain that pressures will always 
prove effective or that their use would not, in fact, boomerang.
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177. Soviet military leaders almost certainly feel that the lines of 
communication through Poland to their 22 divisions in East Germany 
are insecure. Politically, Moscow must also be concerned over the dan-
gerous influence of the Polish experiment on the remainder of the Bloc. 
It has attempted to offset this by insisting on doctrinal conformity in the 
other Satellites. It has also sought to minimize Poland’s unique status 
by granting paper concessions to the orthodox Satellites— such as sta-
tus of forces agreements— which parallel some of the actual privileges 
obtained by Poland. Nevertheless, the continuation of the Gomulka 
regime will at a minimum prove embarrassing to Moscow and will 
probably aggravate the USSR’s problems in the other Satellites.

178. Current Soviet policy toward Poland thus represents a calcu-
lated risk. The Soviet leaders still do not view the risk as sufficiently 
dangerous to justify military action. Moreover, Moscow probably hopes 
that the risk will diminish with time and that Poland will gradually 
prove more susceptible to Soviet pressures.

179. The ability of the Soviet Union successfully to handle the 
increasingly complex issues associated with its presence in Eastern 
Europe— at a time when its own internal policies and its relations with 
Communist China are also changing— is by no means certain. Popular 
dissatisfaction, party factionalism, intellectual ferment, and chronic 
economic difficulties in the Satellites all appear to be long- range prob-
lems and probably are now causing great concern in Moscow. Varying 
Chinese, Polish, and Yugoslav “roads to socialism,” Soviet vacillations 
and purges, growing contacts with the West— all combined with the 
very real popular pressures from within— will probably continue to 
stimulate at least the desire for reform and change.

180. The current Soviet effort to minimize ferment, while simul-
taneously attempting to control the general movement for change 
through limited concessions, will probably prevent further explosions 
and national Communist “coups” but it does not appear to offer a 
lasting solution. Should essential Soviet control over the Satellites not 
be seriously threatened and should Poland remain in a state of semi- 
orthodoxy and dependence on the USSR, Moscow might in time be 
willing to allow a greater development toward autonomy in other 
Satellites. It might consider that evolution toward a grouping of semi- 
independent Eastern European states (still closely allied to Moscow) 
would quiet Satellite unrest and thus serve long- term Soviet aims.

181. On the other hand, should essential Soviet control over the area 
appear to be seriously threatened, and should Poland move notably 
farther away from orthodoxy, pressures in Moscow for a reversion to a 
harsher policy would probably grow. In the event of another Satellite 
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revolt or the attempt of any Satellite regime to secede from the socialist 
camp, the Soviet leaders would almost certainly decide to intervene 
militarily. This, in turn, would probably lead to the conclusion that the 
post-Stalin Satellite policies in general were a failure and that a return 
to more repressive policies offered the best means of coping with the 
problems in Eastern Europe.

Soviet Policy Toward Yugoslavia

182. Moscow’s more flexible post-Stalin policies toward the 
Satellites may have been influenced by its apparently strong desire for a 
rapprochement with Yugoslavia. Efforts to accomplish this— most nota-
ble since the spring of 1955— have not been uniformly successful; in fact, 
Soviet-Yugoslav relations descended to a name- calling stage during the 
winter of 1956–1957. But the present Soviet leaders apparently believe 
that the split with Yugoslavia was one of Stalin’s major policy failures 
and that, on balance, the prospective gains from a rapprochement out-
weigh the possible dangers. Moscow’s immediate objective is probably 
to re- establish close party, state and ideological relations with Belgrade 
and, concomitantly, to encourage a weakening of Yugoslavia’s ties with 
the West; the ultimate objective is to bring Yugoslavia back into the 
Bloc. For its part, Yugoslavia almost certainly desires to avoid compro-
mising its independence but wishes to maintain close relations with the 
Bloc. As long as Belgrade assesses Soviet policies favorably, we believe 
that Yugoslavia will maintain its rapprochement with the USSR and 
may gradually move toward a somewhat closer alignment within lim-
its which would safeguard its independence.

Sino-Soviet Relations

183. Communist China’s stature in the Bloc has continued to grow. 
Peiping last fall backed the Soviet intervention in Hungary and gener-
ally supported the Soviet attempt to preserve Bloc solidarity. Earlier, 
however, it probably exercised a moderating influence in the dispute 
between Moscow and the Gomulka regime. Communist China’s use 
of its influence in this manner was presumably motivated in large part 
by Peiping’s desire to maintain the strength of the Bloc and to assert 
its right to a major voice in Bloc affairs. Further, Peiping has clearly 
indicated that its ideological pronouncements are intended to represent 
“original’’ and significant contributions to Marxism-Leninism, a con-
tention which is probably of concern to Moscow. The ideological and 
political leadership of the Bloc can no longer be said to rest solely with 
the Soviet Union.

184. Moscow’s willingness to allow Peiping a share in the ideo-
logical leadership of the Bloc and to acquiesce in Peiping’s increased 
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role in Bloc affairs is probably based to a large extent on the absence 
of any practical alternative. In Soviet eyes, any heavy pressure on 
Peiping, such as threats to reduce economic or military aid, would 
almost certainly put an undesirable strain on Sino-Soviet ties. 
Therefore, despite anxiety, and probable subtle attempts to insure 
Peiping’s basic conformity and to minimize its growing influence 
and assertiveness, the Soviet leaders will probably accept Peiping’s 
increased stature with outward grace. Khrushchev has already 
admitted that Peiping too can be a fount of Communist wisdom. For 
its part, Peiping will probably continue to acknowledge publicly the 
USSR’s leadership of the camp and its dependence on Soviet assis-
tance and advice.

185. Though new points of friction will probably arise in the course 
of the next several years, differences will almost certainly be minor 
when compared to the basic points of agreement. In addition to ideo-
logical bonds, the USSR and Communist China share hostility to the US 
and are linked by the belief that concerted political and economic activ-
ities are mutually advantageous. Further, Communist China’s man-
power and strategic location and the USSR’s military, industrial, and 
technical capabilities have served to create an interdependence fully 
appreciated in both capitals.

VI. TRENDS IN SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY

The Soviet View of the World Situation

186. In none of the many changes that have taken place since the 
death of Stalin has there been any suggestion that the USSR is aban-
doning its basic attitudes and aims. The outlook of the present Soviet 
leaders remains fundamentally conditioned by their concept of irrecon-
cilable conflict between the Communist and non-Communist worlds. 
They have shown no diminution of vigor in their search for ultimate 
victory, though their views as to the best policies and tactics for win-
ning it have undergone important change.

187. In looking at the world situation from this viewpoint of con-
flict, the Soviet leaders display much confidence in the prospects of the 
Communist side. They show pride in the USSR’s achievements over 
the last four decades and appear convinced of the over- all strength of 
their present position in the world. Despite their setbacks in Eastern 
Europe, and the manifold internal problems which beset them, the new 
leaders seem confident of their ability to cope with these problems and 
to continue the growth of Soviet strength and the expansion of Soviet 
influence.
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188. At the same time the USSR’s post-Stalin leaders, especially 
Khrushchev, appear flexible and pragmatic in their appraisal of the fac-
tors at play in the world situation and of their impact on Soviet pros-
pects. In particular, they seem to have a healthy respect for the strength 
of the US as the principal source of opposition to their ambitions and 
a keen awareness of those gaps which still separate Soviet from US 
power. Khrushchev himself clearly regards it as one of the primary 
Soviet objectives to outstrip the US. Indeed the Soviet leaders may tend 
to assess the strength of the Western powers as greater than it often 
appears to us in the West. They almost certainly still regard the US as 
having superior capabilities to wage nuclear war, and they may overes-
timate the unity of the Western coalition.

189. Given this respect for Western power, the Soviet leadership is 
highly unlikely to believe that the present situation would be altered 
to Soviet advantage by resort to general war. In fact its own growing 
appreciation of the destructive potentialities of nuclear weapons and 
advanced delivery systems, as the USSR itself develops such capabil-
ities, has almost certainly had a major impact on Soviet thinking as 
to the risks of nuclear war. Doctrinal acknowledgment of a modified 
outlook toward war occurred at the XXth Party Congress, which aban-
doned the thesis of the inevitability of war between the Communist 
and capitalist worlds.

190. In our view the Soviet Union, except in the case of an unfore-
seen technological breakthrough which gives high promise of victory 
without unacceptable losses, will not deliberately initiate general war 
during the next five years. At the same time the Soviet leaders, despite 
their suspicions of US intentions, are probably confident that their own 
growing nuclear capabilities will deter the US from embarking on this 
course. Consequently they must regard miscalculation as the most 
likely way in which general war would occur.

191. For the same reasons which inhibit it from deliberately initi-
ating general war the USSR will almost certainly seek to avoid courses 
of action which in its judgment would involve serious risk of general 
war. During any international crisis the Soviet calculation of this risk 
will be of paramount importance. We think that the Soviet leaders 
estimate that because of Soviet nuclear capabilities the US is becom-
ing increasingly disinclined to engage in an all- out nuclear exchange. 
Consequently the Soviet leaders may believe that they can pursue 
certain aggressive courses of action, extending even to local war, 
with less risk of general war than the same courses would previously 
have involved. In general, therefore, we believe that insofar as Soviet 
courses of action are restrained by fear of the US resorting to general 
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war, these restraints will tend to diminish during the period of this 
estimate.28

192. We cannot confidently estimate how the Soviets will calculate 
the risk in various contingencies during the period of this estimate. We 
believe they would consider that open attacks by Soviet forces across 
the frontiers of non-Communist states would in most areas involve 
risk of general war. The Soviet assessment of the degree of risk would 
depend on the particular frontier crossed, the magnitude of the issues 
at stake, and the whole complex of attendant circumstances.

193. Whether or not the Soviets actually use armed force during 
the period of this estimate, it is clear that the latent threat of Communist 
military strength will remain a basic element in the conduct of Soviet 
foreign policy. At times the Soviet leaders will probably bring this threat 
into the open, by menacing words or harsh diplomatic exchanges. They 
may go considerably further in certain situations— e.g., by supporting 
indigenous Communist forces in local military action, or even sending 
Soviet “volunteers,” if opportunities should occur which did not seem 
to involve serious risk of large- scale conflict, or if they judged that con-
fusion and division rather than a strong Western reaction would result. 
But we remain convinced that the USSR will not desire to let any crisis 
develop to the point of seriously risking general war.

194. Since the Soviets believe in irreconcilable conflict between 
themselves and the West, their major policy decisions will always be 
affected to a great degree by their calculation of the risks of war. In the 
present phase this calculation almost certainly causes them to prefer 
non- military means of achieving their objectives. But we believe that 
they also see many intrinsic advantages in a comparatively peaceful 
course. Viewed in retrospect, it would seem that when the post- Stalin 
leaders reassessed the situation bequeathed to them by Stalin they came 
to two basic conclusions: (a) that, on the whole, Soviet foreign policies 
had reached a point of diminishing returns; and (b) that these policies 
involved needless risks for the returns realized. To limit these risks and 
open new opportunities for enhancing the Soviet position, they appar-
ently decided on a number of major policy shifts.

195. As reflected in the main characteristics of post-Stalin foreign 
policy, these opportunities must have appeared to the present leader-
ship to lie broadly in two fields. First, concerned over the impetus to 

28 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not agree with the estimate 
that the restraints on Soviet courses of action imposed by fear of the US resorting to gen-
eral war will tend to diminish during the period of this estimate because of an increasing 
disinclination by the US to engage in an all- out nuclear exchange. See footnote to para-
graph 2, Summary Estimate, page 1. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Western strength and unity provided by Stalin’s postwar policies, they 
have hoped through a less rigid and hostile posture to dispel the image 
of aggressive Soviet intentions and thus complicate Western efforts to 
maintain and develop a position of anti-Communist strength. In this 
connection the Soviet leaders must consider the extent to which new 
aggressive moves might compromise this hope.

196. Second, they saw in support of the nationalist movements 
in Asia and Africa, with their largely anti-Western bias, major oppor-
tunities to weaken and divide the Western powers, and to substitute 
Communist influence for that of the West. They look upon the upsurge 
of nationalism in Asia and Africa as a fulfillment of Lenin’s prophecy 
that these areas would prove to be the Achilles heel of the imperial-
ist Western powers. Moreover, they probably expect that the revolu-
tion of rising popular expectations in all underdeveloped areas will far 
outrun the possibilities of fulfillment, thus enhancing the attractive-
ness of Communist methods and creating local instability which the 
Communists can exploit.

197. However, the purge of June 1957 revealed that there had by 
no means been unanimous Presidium agreement over many aspects of 
post-Stalin foreign as well as domestic policy. Molotov in particular has 
been blamed for opposing certain doctrinal innovations, the Austrian 
peace treaty, the rapprochement with Belgrade, high level goodwill 
visits abroad, and normalization of relations with Japan. Some latent 
opposition to present policies undoubtedly remains in the Soviet hier-
archy, and may again come to the fore in event of a crisis, but the June 
purge seems to confirm the ascendancy of Khrushchev’s policy line.

198. Khrushchev and his colleagues probably regard the present 
world situation as highly fluid and credit this fluidity largely to their 
own actions. They are probably pleased with the situation in Asia and 
the Middle East in particular, and look upon it as ripe to develop fur-
ther in their favor. Though concerned over the risks inherent in a con-
frontation of Western and Soviet interests in such areas, they probably 
see possibilities of major gains through continuation of their present 
policies, at minimum cost to themselves. Moreover, Soviet behavior in 
international affairs, now that the Stalinist isolation of the USSR has 
ended, has become subject to a momentum of its own— broadened dip-
lomatic relations, technical and cultural exchanges, and expanded trade 
and aid programs— which are not only projecting a different image of 
the USSR to the outside world but are giving the Soviet people them-
selves a less distorted image of the world at large. These factors will 
tend to prevent any sudden reversal of Soviet external policy. Under 
these circumstances we see the Soviet leadership as likely to continue 
its present policies for some time.
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General Aspects of the Co- existence Policy

199. Viewed in the above context, we see the present phase of Soviet 
external policy as one designed to achieve certain important though 
limited objectives, while avoiding any substantial risks of nuclear war 
and providing time for the further forced draft growth of Soviet power. 
These objectives are: (a) to impress the world with Soviet military 
strength and national power, while at the same time creating a general 
sense of Soviet peacefulness and respectability which will further blur 
the image of an aggressive USSR; (b) to cause a retraction and decline of 
Western power, especially withdrawal of the US from its bases around 
the Bloc; and (c) to hasten the ejection of Western influence from Asia 
and Africa, while expanding Soviet influence in these areas.

200. A hallmark of present Soviet policy is its tactical flexibility in 
execution, in contrast to the heavy- handedness of Stalin’s time. The prag-
matic approach of Khrushchev and his fondness for experimentation 
suggest that this will continue at least so long as he remains in power. 
The present leadership, for example, shows fewer doctrinal preconcep-
tions as to tactics, and greater willingness to modify doctrine to meet the 
exigencies of the time. In this category fall the ostensible accept ance of 
other roads to socialism and the concept, endorsed by the XXth Party 
Congress, that neutralist though non-Communist governments can also 
serve Soviet purposes. This concept has found particular application in 
Soviet efforts to encourage neutralism in the Afro-Asian area.

201. The significance of these doctrinal and tactical developments 
is very great. The advance of Communism is designed to occur by 
gradual stages instead of by convulsive upheavals. Thus the USSR 
has not recently pursued with its old vigor the forcible absorption and 
Communization of other states; it even manages to pose, convincingly 
to some, as the champion of national independence. The lines which 
divide the Communist from the non-Communist world have become 
somewhat blurred. The result is that when crises occur (e.g. in Egypt, 
Jordan, Syria), the underlying issues between the Bloc and the West 
do not stand out with the clarity that was evident, for example, in the 
Korean situation.

202. We believe that the Soviet leaders foresee the likelihood of fur-
ther crises as the interests of the two great power groupings clash in 
such areas as the Middle East. With respect to Soviet behavior in such 
crisis situations, Khrushchev’s boldness and apparent impetuosity give 
cause for concern. But the practicality of Khrushchev, his absorption 
with the USSR’s manifold internal problems, and the Soviet desire to 
avoid undue risks of nuclear war will probably militate against hasty 
decisions in foreign affairs.
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203. Whatever their flexibility, moreover, the present Soviet lead-
ers apparently see no need to make concessions on the most important 
issues dividing East and West. They appear determined, for exam-
ple, not to relinquish any territory now under Communist control. 
Similarly, on such issues as German reunification and disarmament, 
we think that there will be little give in Soviet policy during the period 
of this estimate.

204. Techniques of “Peaceful Co- existence.” In line with its new tacti-
cal flexibility, the USSR will continue to place heavy reliance on such 
conventional methods of international intercourse as high level good-
will visits, broadened diplomatic contacts, promotion of cultural and 
other exchanges, expanded foreign trade, long- term credits and tech-
nical assistance, and arms aid. Non-Communist governments will con-
tinue to be cultivated in an attempt to create an identity of interests 
between them and the USSR and to inculcate the image of the USSR 
as a respectable, peace- loving state. Following traditional Soviet prac-
tice, the USSR’s extensive propaganda apparatus as well as the network 
of front organizations and Free World Communist parties will also be 
used to this end. A particular technique of increasing significance, is the 
Soviet capability and intention to enter international air routes. With 
few reciprocal concessions the Soviets can thus demonstrate their tech-
nological prowess to Free World countries, particularly in underdevel-
oped areas.

205. By such means the USSR will continue to stress a number of 
already well- established diplomatic and propaganda themes. Playing 
upon growing concern over avoiding nuclear war, it will contrast the 
USSR’s role as the foremost protagonist of peace and disarmament 
with the aggressive intentions of the US. Another major theme is to 
portray the USSR as the chief supporter of the emerging former colo-
nial countries, willing to help them “without strings attached,’’ as 
opposed to US efforts to force these countries into anti-Communist 
alliances and continued US identification with the colonial powers. 
The USSR, through stressing peaceful Soviet intentions, is also seeking 
to convey the thesis that Communist-Free World collaboration is now 
possible in a wide variety of fields.

206. Despite the USSR’s emphasis on “peaceful co- existence,” its 
continued hostility toward the West implies the continuation in varying 
intensity, of more aggressive cold war tactics wherever the prospective 
gains appear to outweigh any damage to the over- all “co- existence’’ 
line. Savage propaganda attacks on capitalism, imperialism, and the 
West, especially the US, are likely to recur. The USSR will almost cer-
tainly also use subversion and infiltration to achieve local Communist 
goals in situations susceptible to advantageous handling along these 



National Security Policy 511

lines. These techniques reflect the continuity of Soviet attitudes from 
the Stalin through the post-Stalin era, and there is little reason to expect 
their disappearance. Finally, the Soviets have recently laid a good deal 
of public stress on their growing nuclear capabilities, and we think they 
will increasingly use the latent threat of their military strength as an 
instrument of policy.

207. Policy Toward the Underdeveloped Areas—Trade and Aid. As pre-
viously suggested, one of the principal characteristics of current Soviet 
policy is its stress on underdeveloped countries, in an effort to estrange 
them from the West and to lay the groundwork for growing Soviet influ-
ence. In the needs of the new and underdeveloped countries of Asia 
and Africa for help and guidance in industrialization the USSR sees 
opportunities for influencing these states by providing assistance and 
encouraging them to employ Communist techniques. Therefore one of 
its principal weapons has been the so- called “trade and aid” campaign, 
of offering both arms and technical and economic aid on liberal credit 
terms. Not only do such efforts serve specific Soviet objectives vis- a- vis 
the underdeveloped countries, but they contribute to the desired image 
of the USSR as a respectable and economically advanced member of the 
international community.

208. By mid-1957 the USSR and its satellites had agreed to extend 
some $1.15 billion in economic credits for this purpose, the bulk of 
which will be drawn upon over a period of several years. In addition 
arms of an estimated value of some $350 million had been delivered, 
probably on credit, to Egypt, Syria, Yemen, and Afghanistan. In return 
the Bloc has been willing to accept otherwise largely unsaleable raw 
material surpluses, an appealing feature to underdeveloped countries. 
Bloc trade agreements with Free World nations rose from 113 in effect 
at the end of 1953 to 212 by mid-1957, the largest part of this rise rep-
resenting trade agreements with underdeveloped countries. Between 
1954 and 1956 Bloc trade with underdeveloped countries rose 70 per-
cent. Technical assistance, though still small in comparison with that of 
the West, continues to rise; during the first half of 1957, some 2,000 Bloc 
technicians are estimated to have been in 19 underdeveloped countries 
for a month or more, compared to an estimated 1,400 in 1956.

209. The volume of Bloc trade with the underdeveloped areas as a 
whole is still insignificant compared with that of the West, and the tech-
nical and economic assistance which the Bloc has thus far supplied is 
also relatively very small. Both trade and aid have had a highly signif-
icant impact, however, partly because they represent a new departure 
in Bloc policy, vigorously followed up, and partly because they have 
tended to be concentrated in certain areas (Egypt, Syria, Afghanistan, 
Yugoslavia) where they loom large in the economies concerned.
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210. The Soviet leaders are probably pleased with what they regard 
as their success to date with this policy and will almost certainly inten-
sify their efforts in this field. The USSR has the economic resources for 
a considerable expansion in its trade and aid campaign, while its exten-
sive stocks of obsolescent arms will permit it to capitalize further on the 
desires of many underdeveloped countries to strengthen themselves 
vis- a- vis their neighbors. In areas where they expect local governments 
to be receptive, as in the Middle East and South Asia, the Soviets will 
probably continue to supply arms as a means of exacerbating local ten-
sions and creating opportunities for the expansion of Soviet influence.

211. Relations with Free World Communist Parties. Soviet policy toward 
the Communist parties in Free World countries has been adjusted to 
the requirements of the “peaceful co- existence” line. Moscow continues 
to allow them somewhat greater autonomy and local tactical flexibil-
ity than was permitted under Stalin, though it has sought to retain its 
essential control. The over- all tactic set down for the Free World par-
ties, as reiterated at the XXth Party Congress, remains that of advancing 
Communist interests primarily by parliamentary means, if possible in 
collaboration with non-Communist parties, rather than through violent 
struggle.

212. Such developments as the denigration of Stalin, the Hungarian 
revolt, and ostensible Soviet acceptance of “many paths to Socialism” 
(as in Poland and Yugoslavia) have caused confusion and division in 
many foreign Communist parties and led to some defections. To date, 
however, these parties apparently continue to accept Moscow’s leader-
ship and will probably continue to do so for some time to come. Some 
foreign Communist parties may adopt more of a national Communist 
character than is considered desirable by Moscow, but the essential sol-
idarity of the international Communist movement appears unlikely to 
be seriously shaken, at least in the short run.

213. Soviet Policy on Disarmament. Active exploitation of the disar-
mament issue is one of the key aspects of present Soviet external policy. 
The USSR clearly regards this issue not only as an essential part of its 
pose of “peaceful co- existence” but, even more important, as a possi-
ble means of neutralizing Western nuclear striking power and inducing 
its withdrawal from around the periphery of the Bloc. It is probably 
also concerned over the potential threat to its position in the Satellites 
from US and NATO power in Europe. For these reasons the USSR has 
tended to concentrate on such disarmament proposals as nuclear test 
suspension, a ban on use of nuclear weapons, liquidation of foreign 
bases, and troop withdrawals from Europe. By its maneuvers on such 
issues the USSR clearly hopes to encourage the relaxation of Western 
defense efforts, help undermine NATO and create divisions among 
its partners, and above all create a climate inhibiting Western use of 
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nuclear weapons. In addition the USSR is probably concerned about 
the enormous cost of its military establishment and would welcome 
a measure of disarmament which would permit some diversion of 
resources to meet other pressing needs. It may also have some concern 
over the possible development of nuclear capabilities by “fourth coun-
tries,” particularly in Europe. However, we do not believe that either of 
these concerns would be compelling in Soviet thinking.

214. The Soviet leaders, no doubt pleased with the impact to date 
of their disarmament maneuvers, will continue to give the appearance 
of a flexible and constructive attitude in an effort to mobilize world 
opinion in their favor. They will lay further stress on simple propos-
als, calculated largely for their propaganda appeal, such as ending tests 
or banning the use of nuclear weapons. They clearly hope to broaden 
the UN discussions to include other powers, as also serving their ends. 
Further vague proposals designed to appear as attempts to meet the 
Western position are likely. The USSR may even make some further 
unilateral gestures at disarmament, perhaps the sloughing off of certain 
marginal forces, provided this seems desirable for other reasons.

215. While the USSR will thus rely largely on diplomatic and 
propaganda exploitation of the disarmament issue, it probably feels 
that some form of limited international agreement would reinforce 
its pose as the strongest exponent of disarmament, stimulate further 
relaxation of Western defense efforts, and inhibit the use of nuclear 
weapons. In Soviet eyes the preferred form of agreement would be 
a loosely drawn mutual pledge without significant inspection fea-
tures. But the Soviet leaders undoubtedly recognize that they must 
pay some price for such an agreement in terms of inspection and con-
trols. In our view they would be willing to accept limited inspection 
arrangements to detect violation of a nuclear test ban, and a mini-
mal number of fixed observation posts in connection with any agreed 
arms reductions. Their interest in inducing a US troop withdrawal 
from Europe would probably lead them to go even further in allowing 
mutual inspection in Europe.

216. But the USSR clearly regards the present Western disarma-
ment proposals as heavily loaded in favor of the West. In particular it 
will almost certainly continue to reject comprehensive inspection and 
controls. As is amply indicated by their repeated denunciation of such 
proposals as elaborate intelligence gathering schemes, the Soviet lead-
ers react suspiciously and defensively to these proposals as Western 
efforts to pry into Soviet weaknesses and to interfere with Soviet efforts 
to maintain a controlled society. In our view this deepseated distrust of 
the West and Soviet preoccupation with security will long remain a bar 
to any but the most limited inspection and controls. With equal suspi-
cion, they almost certainly will reject any cut- off of nuclear weapons 
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production as a Western attempt to condemn them to a permanent 
position of inferiority. Finally, the USSR does not as yet seem to regard 
itself as under any compulsion to reach an early agreement, since it sees 
that other factors are already leading to some degree of Western disar-
mament. It is also probably confident that growing Soviet capabilities 
and the pressure of world public opinion will eventually induce the 
Western powers to settle for less in the way of controls and inspection 
than they presently demand.

217. Soviet Policy in the UN. The Soviet leaders regard the UN and 
its various organs and specialized agencies as important forums for 
their “co- existence” policy in all its aspects. They have evinced grow-
ing awareness that when acting jointly with the Asian-African bloc, the 
Soviet bloc can frustrate Western policies or proposals, and they may 
even hope for UN endorsement of Soviet policies on certain issues. We 
believe that in the period of this estimate the USSR will seek to exploit 
the possibilities inherent in this situation and to this end will main-
tain and probably increase its activities in the UN and the specialized 
agencies.

Soviet Policy in Particular Areas

218. The Middle East. The USSR clearly regards the chief immediate 
prospects for expanding its influence as lying in the Middle East. The 
events of the past two years— the growing estrangement from the West 
of Egypt, Syria, and Yemen, and the Anglo-French invasion at Suez— 
have almost certainly appeared to the USSR as offering further oppor-
tunities for substantial gain.

219. We consider that the USSR’s aims in the Middle East are to 
eliminate Western bases and influence, to attain a position from which 
it could deny oil to the West, and ultimately to establish dominance in 
the area. The USSR is shrewdly supporting Arab nationalism against 
the West and is carefully avoiding an appearance of seeking undue 
political influence of its own; it is careful of Arab sensibilities and is 
soft- pedaling subversive activities aimed at promoting Communist 
regimes. Thus the short run Soviet emphasis will be on promoting neu-
tralism and undermining the position of the West. The USSR will prob-
ably attempt to bring the Arab states gradually within the Soviet sphere 
of influence, but it is unlikely, over the next few years at least, to install 
Communist regimes.

220. The USSR appears to be carrying out a flexible and oppor-
tunistic policy of limited risk in the Middle East. It can be relied on to 
continue its attempts to capitalize on such disruptive forces in the area 
as Nasser’s ambitions for Arab hegemony, Yemeni designs on the Aden 
Protectorate, the leftist coup in Syria, and the Arab-Israeli conflict, on 
which it is taking an increasingly pro-Arab position. It will provide 
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further aid and support to Egypt and Syria in their attempts to under-
mine other Arab regimes. Above all, the USSR will seek to exploit the 
Arab-Israeli dispute, as the one issue on which Arabs are united and 
which can serve as a counter to Western efforts to unite the area against 
the Communist threat.

221. The USSR can be expected to continue to assert a right to a 
direct voice in the affairs of the area and to propose four- power or other 
negotiations to that end. It will also use the regimes in Egypt, Syria, and 
Yemen as indirect instruments of its policy in the area. The USSR might 
seek bases in one or more of these countries if opportunities offer; in 
any event the construction of installations, including port facilities, in 
the area for the operation and maintenance of Soviet- made armaments 
creates facilities which could be used on short notice by the USSR. In 
addition it will continue its attempts to promote good relations with 
other states of the area. Renewed trade and aid, technical assistance and 
in some cases arms offers are likely. When local issues such as the revolt 
in Oman can be exploited, the USSR will do so.

222. But in pursuing the above policies, the USSR will be conscious 
of the extent to which vital Western interests are involved in the area, 
and in particular of expressed US determination to protect these inter-
ests. It will be concerned lest the further crises which will almost cer-
tainly develop in the area lead to local conflict between Western and 
Soviet-backed power or even between the great powers themselves, 
with resultant risks of general war. We believe that the conduct of the 
Soviet leaders in any such crises will depend directly upon the Western 
reaction they expect. They have already shown that they will not hes-
itate to provide arms and advisors or to adopt a threatening pose. In 
certain situations they might employ limited numbers of “volunteers.” 
But the USSR must recognize the geographic factors which make it dif-
ficult to intervene militarily in the Middle East without violating the 
boundaries of US and UK allies. We believe that they will not desire 
to let any crisis or local outbreak reach such proportions as to involve 
serious risks of general war.

223. South Asia and the Far East. In these areas Soviet policy will 
probably remain focussed on promoting neutralism and reducing 
Western influence through trade and aid, goodwill visits, cultural and 
other exchanges, political support for popular nationalist causes, and a 
variety of other means. The USSR can be expected to concentrate fur-
ther on India and Japan as the pivotal non-Communist nations in this 
area. It will almost certainly capitalize on India’s growing economic 
difficulties and on the deep antagonisms between India and Pakistan 
through additional offers of assistance to India. Renewed Soviet arms 
offers are also likely to take advantage of India’s concern over US mil-
itary aid to Pakistan.
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224. With respect to Japan, the “normalization of relations” will 
continue, with the objective of encouraging Japan to assume a more 
independent attitude at the expense of its ties with the US. Moscow 
and Peiping may make further limited concessions to Japan for this 
purpose. They are probably confident that Japan’s critical foreign trade 
needs will impel it to seek increased Sino-Soviet Bloc trade and that the 
domestic political forces at work in Japan are already gradually leading 
it toward a more independent foreign policy.

225. The USSR probably regards Southeast Asia as primarily a 
Chinese Communist area of influence. However, the Soviets will con-
tinue to stress their willingness to assist the countries of this area with 
long- term credits, technical aid, and purchases of their raw materi-
als, while touting the value of Communist methods as the best way 
to achieve the economic development which these states desperately 
seek. The USSR will utilize still strong anti- colonial sentiments in these 
areas to stimulate and exploit differences with the Western powers.

226. Since 1954 the USSR has devoted special efforts to strengthen-
ing its influence in Afghanistan, perhaps initially because of fear that 
the Afghans would join the Baghdad Pact. We do not believe that the 
USSR intends to go so far as to convert Afghanistan into a satellite, pri-
marily because such a move would alarm the non-Communist world 
and probably could be accomplished only through the use of Soviet 
military force. It is seeking instead to establish Afghan economic and 
military dependence on the USSR.

227. Africa. As part of its effort in the underdeveloped areas, the 
USSR will almost certainly increase its activities in Africa during the 
next five years. It is already trying to develop diplomatic and economic 
relations with the newly independent states of Morocco, Tunisia and 
Ghana, and is devoting somewhat greater efforts to Libya and the 
Sudan. It has offered trade, aid, technical assistance and, in some cases, 
arms. We do not believe that the USSR will during the period of this 
estimate undertake serious commitments or become deeply involved 
in areas of Africa far removed from the center of Soviet power. Instead, 
it will probably confine itself to the establishment of its diplomatic and 
economic presence on the continent, to some limited encouragement of 
nationalist and anti- colonial movements, and to an attempt to end the 
exclusiveness of Western influence in most of the area.

228. Up to the present the USSR has been cautious in its support 
of Arab nationalism in North Africa against the French. If a settlement 
of the Algerian conflict does not occur fairly soon, however, we believe 
that the Soviets will probably become more active and outspoken in 
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this respect, though it is likely that material support will be rendered 
through Egypt rather than directly.

229. Western Europe. Post-Stalin Soviet policy toward Western 
Europe appears to be strategically defensive in character, aimed more 
at protecting the USSR’s position in Eastern Europe than at expanding 
Soviet influence beyond its present frontiers. Though the USSR obvi-
ously does not intend to neglect Western Europe, it probably considers 
that its opportunities for maneuver are limited at present, and is con-
centrating its efforts on more vulnerable areas.

230. The chief Soviet objective in Western Europe is to weaken 
and divide the NATO powers, and above all to induce a withdrawal 
of US military strength. Soviet disarmament policy and its attendant 
propaganda is directed largely at this target. The USSR will also con-
tinue to promote the concept of a detente in Western Europe, via some 
form of European security treaty which would replace both NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact. Indeed the USSR probably expects simply through 
its policy of “peaceful co- existence” and relaxed tensions to secure a 
reduction in NATO unity and arms outlays. Special attention will also 
be paid to exploiting differences among the NATO powers as well as 
weaknesses in individual countries.

231. We believe that the USSR will remain adamant on German 
reunification despite its recognition that its immovable stand on this 
issue limits its maneuverability in Western Europe. In our view the 
Soviet leaders are still acutely concerned over the potential threat of 
a revived and nationalistic Germany, backed by the US in seeking the 
recovery of its eastern territories. In Soviet eyes the continued division 
of Germany, with the USSR holding 18,000,000 East Germans as hos-
tages, is the best means of limiting this threat. The Soviets are highly 
unlikely to believe that any formula for reunification will offer adequate 
guarantees against a reunified Germany’s tacit or open alliance with 
the West. In addition, besides East Germany’s military value to them, 
they are probably fearful of the impact that loss of their East German 
satellite would have on their position elsewhere in Eastern Europe.

232. Latin America. This area has also been the target of Bloc diplo-
matic, economic, and cultural activity in an attempt to promote trade 
and other contacts and encourage friction with the US. Further efforts 
in this direction are likely, as well as continued local Communist Party 
and front group activity to promote anti-US sentiments and to obstruct 
Latin American cooperation with the US.
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TABLE 10—ESTIMATED COMPOSITION OF BLOC MERCHANT 
FLEETS  MID-1957 and MID-1962

(Ocean- going vessels, 1,000 GRT and up)

MID-1957

NON-TANKER TANKER

No. GRT No. GRT

USSR 690 2,317,996 85 475,126

SATELLITES 113 428,879 3 18,444

COMMUNIST CHINA 106 268,860 10 13,834

TOTAL 909 3,015,735 98 507,404

MID-1962

NON-TANKER TANKER

No. GRT No. GRT

USSR 882 3,122,000 154 1,071,000

SATELLITES 164 643,000 11 98,000

COMMUNIST CHINA 132 354,000 19 47,000

TOTAL 1,178 4,119,000 184 1,216,000

134. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–4–58 Washington, December 23, 1958
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MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES AND POLICIES, 
1958–1963

THE PROBLEM

To review significant developments affecting the USSR’s internal 
political situation, economic developments, military programs, rela-
tions with other Bloc states, and foreign policy, and to estimate proba-
ble Soviet courses of action through about 1963.2

SUMMARY ESTIMATE

1. New tendencies have appeared on the Soviet political scene 
during the past year. Externally, the lines of conflict with the West have 
been drawn more sharply once again, and “reduction of tensions” no 
longer is the major theme of Soviet foreign policy. Internally there has 
been both in the USSR and in the Bloc an attempt to consolidate and 
stabilize, to check the pace of change, to curb the expectations and 
discipline the unruly tendencies aroused among the people by the 
milder policies of the post-Stalin years. There has been a return to a 
certain rigor in policy and in ideology. Nevertheless, the changes which 
affected almost every aspect of Soviet internal and external policy in the 
years after Stalin’s death have for the most part not been reversed. The 
flexibility and pragmatism of the current leadership continues; innova-
tions in policy may still be forthcoming, particularly in internal affairs.

Trends in Foreign Policy

2. During the course of the last year there has been a distinctly 
hardening tone in Soviet foreign policy. It is true that many of the new 
features introduced after the death of Stalin remain in force. The claim 
to be pursuing policies in the interest of establishing “peaceful coexist-
ence” is still made; programs of cultural exchange and generally freer 
contact with the outside world have been continued. Nevertheless, a 
new militancy and assertiveness in Soviet policy has emerged more 
and more clearly. This has been most strikingly manifest in the Quemoy 
and Middle East crises, and in the developing crisis over Berlin.

3. The Soviet leaders probably decided that the special emphasis 
they had given to “peaceful coexistence” and easing of tensions had 
out- lived its usefulness. It had not had the anticipated effect of weak-
ening Western alliances. Some features of the relaxation line— the new 
approach to Yugoslavia, the repudiation of Stalin, and the leeway given 
for some national autonomy in the Satellites— proved dangerous to 

2 “The reference to a five- year period is approximate. The economic calculations 
carry through 1965, to conform to the Soviet Seven-Year Plan; some of the political judg-
ments, on the other hand, pertain to periods of less than five years. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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Soviet authority in Eastern Europe. A return to a harder course prob-
ably seemed desirable on these grounds alone. But at the same time, 
it appeared justified by the Soviet leaders’ belief that, in power terms, 
there had been an enhancement of the Bloc’s position and a decline in 
that of the West. This belief probably was based in the first place on 
Soviet weapons advances and scientific achievements. There was also 
a feeling that the outlook was good for new advances in Bloc economic 
strength after a period of some difficulty in 1956–1957, while at the same 
time Western economies were believed to be showing symptoms of eco-
nomic crisis. Then, too, the Soviet leaders considered that Communist 
influence was generally growing stronger in underdeveloped countries 
of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, while Western influence continued 
to decline. The confidence of the Soviet leaders that they were entering 
upon a promising phase in the “struggle against imperialism” has been 
articulated in a new doctrine, namely, that an irrevocable shift in the 
relation of forces in the world has taken place to the advantage of the 
Communist Bloc.

4. This more confident and militant attitude on the part of the 
Soviet leadership does not mean that it has revised its attitude toward 
war as an instrument of policy. We continue to believe that the Soviet 
leaders have no intention of deliberately initiating general war and still 
wish to avoid serious risks of such a war. They almost certainly believe 
that, even with the acquisition of long- range missiles capable of strik-
ing the US, the scale of damage they would suffer in a general nuclear 
war would threaten the survival of their regime and society. Moreover, 
they regard the final victory of Communism as inevitable, and to be 
achieved mainly through political forms of struggle. The maintenance 
and further strengthening of great military power is primarily intended 
to deter a resort to force by the “imperialist” enemy, and to count as 
a weighty factor in persuading him to submit peacefully to a succes-
sion of political reverses as the revolutionary tide advances. Situations 
might arise, however, in which the Soviets would judge that military 
force could be used without unacceptable risk or that an imminent 
threat left them with no recourse but to initiate military action.

5. Currently, while the Soviets still wish to avoid serious risks of 
general war, they probably believe that the Bloc can increase its pres-
sure on the West and can exploit local situations more vigorously, per-
haps even through the use of Bloc armed force, without incurring the 
same degree of risk as they would have previously. While we have 
always considered it possible that Bloc forces would be used in overt 
local aggression if this could be done without much risk of serious 
involvement with Western forces, we do not believe that the likelihood 
of such aggression has increased. The Soviets may even believe that 
the West, also conscious of Soviet gains in military power, will be more 
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and more disinclined to react vigorously. Consequently, they now seem 
disposed to test Western firmness and probe for weaknesses in the hope 
that some key position may be abandoned without serious resistance, 
or that the Western alliance will split over some such issue.

6. In employing pressures against the West, the Soviet leadership 
doubtless intends to proceed with care. But its preoccupation with cal-
culations of power, and its evident confidence in the strength of the 
Communist position, may lead it to underestimate dangers. We believe 
that if the current attitude of the Communist leaders persists, the dan-
ger of war arising from miscalculations will be increased.

7. The USSR has directed a major effort over the last several years 
toward underdeveloped countries. Its trade and aid programs, propa-
ganda and cultural offensives are intended to displace Western influ-
ence, and to orient the policies of such states increasingly toward the 
Communist Bloc. The Soviet leaders believe that if they can associate 
the aspirations of underdeveloped peoples with their own cause they 
can increasingly constrict the political maneuverability of their main 
enemies, the Western Powers. We believe that the Soviet leaders will 
continue to regard the effort to develop Communist influence in under-
developed countries as a major facet of their policy. The USSR’s targets 
among the underdeveloped countries may shift considerably, in accord-
ance with changing opportunities and local setbacks. In those countries 
where its efforts are most successful, the USSR may increasingly be 
tempted to support local communists in attempts to seize power. But 
the Soviets would carefully weigh such gains against the harmful con-
sequences such a policy would inevitably evoke elsewhere. They will 
probably generally maintain the pose of peaceful cooperation. Since the 
claim to a “peace- loving” policy is one of the principal elements of the 
Soviet appeal to the neutralist states, the desire to sustain the plausibil-
ity of this claim will impose some restraint on the hard and uncompro-
mising tone of Soviet policy toward the West.

8. The major Soviet effort to extend influence in underdeveloped 
areas has been made in the Middle East, where the West has important 
economic and strategic interests. The USSR will continue its policy of 
economic and military aid to Arab states, hoping to deepen the conflict 
of Arab nationalism with the West. The initial aim of this policy is to 
displace Western and increase Soviet influence, and to make Western 
access to the resources of the area precarious. The Soviet leaders prob-
ably also contemplate the eventual achievement of a long-sought 
Russian goal— land access to the strategic areas of the Middle East. To 
this end, they will continue to encourage and support such movements 
as that for an independent pro-Soviet Kurdish state and for a pro-Com-
munist government in Iraq, and will also continue pressures against 
Iran and Turkey.
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9. The Soviets also hope that radical anti-Western nationalism in 
the Middle East can eventually be given a revolutionary turn toward 
Communism. While they probably intend for the present to support 
Nasser’s claim to leadership of the Arab nationalist movement, they 
regard him as a “bourgeois nationalist” whose role is a transitory one. 
Given a favorable opportunity in some Arab country, they may encour-
age local Communists to capture the nationalist movement and attempt 
a seizure of power. An open conflict between Soviet revolutionary pol-
icy and Nasser’s claim to leadership of the Arab nationalist movement 
may occur during the period of this estimate.

10. In South Asia and the Far East, Soviet and Chinese Communist 
policy will probably continue to emphasize governmental contacts, 
supported by programs of economic aid and cultural exchange and an 
active propaganda, with a view to encouraging neutralist policies and 
where possible openly anti-Western ones. Short of a favorable opportu-
nity to establish Communist power in a key country, the Chinese and 
Soviets will probably continue to put their main reliance on diplomatic 
action intended to influence governments rather than to overthrow 
them, and if possible to associate them with the Bloc against the Western 
Powers. As regards Africa and Latin America, the Soviet Government 
apparently views with optimism its prospects for successful diplomatic 
and economic penetration and, in keeping with a current trend, can be 
expected to intensify its efforts in these areas.

11. Soviet policy in Europe appears to be aimed more at consolidat-
ing the USSR’s position in Eastern Europe than at an early expansion 
of Soviet power beyond the frontiers of the bloc. Soviet policy toward 
Western Europe is concerned mainly with breaking up the NATO polit-
ical and military alliance and the defense structure located in that area. 
This is the main purpose of their maneuvers and proposals aimed at 
achieving “European security.” Apart from the ever-present aim of 
creating discord among the NATO allies, the more immediate Soviet 
objectives are to prevent an increase of West German military strength 
and to prevent the establishment of additional missile bases in Western 
Europe.

12. The current Soviet diplomatic offensive over the status of Berlin 
is the most striking example of Khrushchev’s activist foreign policy. It 
appears designed to strengthen the East German regime as well as to 
stimulate a more receptive atmosphere for other Soviet proposals on 
Germany and to create divisions among the NATO allies. The Soviet 
leaders probably intend to be cautious and tactically flexible. We believe 
that they will try to direct Soviet and East German maneuvering in a 
manner which will avoid military conflict with the Western allies, while 
at the same time they will be prepared to take advantage of any signs 
of weakness on the part of the West, or of inclinations to compromise 
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on major issues. Nevertheless, they have already committed themselves 
considerably, and we believe that the crisis may be severe, with consider-
able chance of miscalculation by one or both sides. We do not believe that 
the Soviets intend to modify the main lines of their policy on the German 
problem as a whole, but will continue to insist on maintaining the pres-
ent division of Germany. They regard the preservation of Communist 
control in East Germany as essential to the maintenance of Communist 
power in Poland and Eastern Europe as a whole. They hope to consol-
idate their control of that area and to force Western recognition of the 
legitimacy and permanence of the Communist regimes there.

13. Soviet disarmament policy, which has at times shown some 
flexibility, is designed at a minimum to earn credit for the USSR as 
the leading proponent of “peace.” Actual Soviet proposals are aimed 
mainly at the withdrawal of US military power from Western Europe 
and other bases, and also at discrediting and inhibiting US reliance 
on nuclear weapons. While it is possible that the USSR would accept 
some limitations on its own military posture in order to further these 
objectives, the Soviets would almost certainly not consent to any very 
extensive scheme for mutually inspected disarmament. We believe that 
there is little likelihood that the Soviets will desire a broad disarma-
ment agreement strongly enough to move their policy significantly in 
the direction of the positions now held by the Western Powers.

Intra-Bloc Relations

14. In the last year a major effort has been undertaken to consol-
idate the unity of Bloc states. The conference of Communist parties 
in November 1957 launched the so- called antirevisionist campaign in 
order to curb deviationist tendencies which threatened in 1956 to elim-
inate Soviet influence from Poland and Hungary. The latter regime is 
again effectively under Moscow’s control and the Gomulka govern-
ment in Poland, while still preserving Party autonomy and some degree 
of independence in its internal policy, is showing itself more deferen-
tial to Soviet guidance. As compared with Stalin’s methods, Moscow’s 
authority in the Satellites will continue to be exercised discreetly out 
of deference to national sensitivities. In the very long run, we believe 
there will be a tendency for direct Soviet control over these states to 
be diluted. Popular dissatisfaction will remain widespread in Eastern 
Europe, but we believe that the recurrence of popular revolt or of an 
attempt by a Satellite Communist Party to defy Moscow on vital issues 
is unlikely at least over the next few years.

15. The scale of China’s power and the fact that the Chinese 
Communist Party has long been organizationally independent of the 
USSR has made the Sino-Soviet relationship more nearly one of equal-
ity. The parallelism of material, strategic, and ideological interests will 
continue to weigh decisively in favor of cementing the alliance of the 
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two countries, even though frictions over a variety of questions— 
ideological issues, economic and military support by the USSR to 
China, competition for influence in other Communist parties— may 
from time to time make the relationship a sensitive and difficult one. 
We believe that Communist China will attain over the next several 
years an increasing influence on general Bloc policy and Communist 
ideology. However, so long as the struggle against the Western Powers 
remains the principal concern of both regimes, there is unlikely to be 
any serious split between them.

Soviet Internal Political Situation

16. Khrushchev’s leadership of the Soviet regime does not seem 
likely to be seriously challenged so long as his health remains vigorous. 
In the absence of such a challenge, or of any major setback to his policies, 
he does not seem likely to attempt a return to the terroristic methods of 
dictatorship employed by Stalin. He appears to recognize that the aban-
donment of such methods has improved the political climate within the 
country. Nevertheless, the regime is now again emphasizing its vigilance 
against dissenters, and would probably not hesitate to use more severely 
repressive measures if it judged this to be necessary. We believe that, 
even though the regime continues to alienate many, especially among 
intellectuals and the youth, it has gained wider acceptance among the 
population generally. This is due mainly to the relaxation of police terror, 
to improvements in material standards, and to pride in the power, world 
position, scientific and economic achievements of the Soviet state.

17. We believe that, although there will be differences within the 
Soviet leadership over certain issues of policy, and discontents within 
some groups of the population, the regime will seldom be constrained 
in major foreign policy decisions by concern for internal political 
weaknesses. Should Khrushchev die, there would probably again be 
a period of confused jockeying for the leadership. It is unlikely that 
this would basically affect the continuity of the regime’s policies or its 
ability to carry them out, but such a period might diminish the author-
ity of the Soviet Party within the Bloc and lead to divisions within and 
among Communist Parties. Over the very long run, loss of belief in the 
ideological doctrine the regime imposes, and the increasing influence 
of professional elements who are not ideologically inclined, may mod-
erate the Soviet outlook. At present, however, we see no prospect of 
change on the Soviet domestic scene so fundamental as to diminish the 
motivation, will, or capacity of the regime to project its rapidly growing 
power externally.

Trends in the Soviet Economy

18. Soviet economic policy continues to aim primarily at a rapid 
expansion of the economic bases of national power. We believe that 
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the goals laid down in the new Seven-Year Plan, which begins in 1959, 
are in the main feasible, except for those in agriculture, and that the 
USSR’s gross national product (GNP) will grow at an average annual 
rate of about six percent during the plan period. Assuming that the 
US maintains an average rate of growth of about 3.5 percent per year, 
Soviet GNP in 1965 will be, in dollar terms, about half that of the US, 
as compared with about 40 percent at present. Despite the smaller size 
of its economy, the dollar value of the USSR’s defense expenditure is 
about equal to that of the US. Our estimates of the probable trend of 
military expenditures indicate that by 1963 these will be 45–50 percent 
greater than in 1957. Since growth of GNP in this period is estimated 
at 45 percent, the defense burden may thus be slightly heavier in 1963 
than at present. Despite this, we estimate that Soviet industrial produc-
tion will grow over the new plan period at an average annual rate of 
about nine percent, and that per capita consumption will be about one- 
third higher in 1965 than it was in 1957.

19. Beyond what they contribute to Soviet military power, the 
achievements of the Soviet economy have become a vitally important 
element in the impact which Soviet policy has on the world situation. 
First is the direct politico- economic impact, arising from the ability of 
the USSR to initiate and support programs of economic aid or credit to 
foreign countries, to import goods from countries which would other-
wise be hard- pressed to find markets, and to export various materials 
in quantities which (if the Soviet leaders so desired) could disrupt pre-
viously existing patterns of world trade. In this connection, manipula-
tion of prices is a key weapon of the USSR. Second is the political and 
psychological effect on underdeveloped countries of the successful and 
rapid economic development achieved by Soviet and Chinese methods. 
The Soviet and Chinese Communist leaders attach great importance 
to the possibility of convincing these countries that only by adopting 
Communist methods and accepting Communist assistance can they 
too achieve rapid economic growth. Third is the economic impact in a 
narrower sense, arising inevitably from the appearance in the world of 
a great new producing and trading unit, the influence of which could 
not fail to be great even if it were not deliberately used for political pur-
poses by the Soviet leaders. In all three ways the Soviet economy will 
present a growing challenge to the Western world.

Developments Affecting the Soviet Military Posture

20. The Soviets will almost certainly continue to believe that they 
must have a large and diversified military establishment, designed to 
meet contingencies up to and including general war. Thus they will 
at all times maintain substantial forces- in- being. Meanwhile, they will 
press ahead with research and development programs in order to 



544 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

acquire additional capabilities with advanced weapon systems, and if 
possible to achieve clear military superiority over the US.

21. The present Soviet nuclear weapons stockpile could include 
weapons in a range of yields from about 2 KT to about 8 MT. The USSR 
probably possesses sufficient nuclear weapons to support a major 
attack by its long- range striking forces, but the supply of fissionable 
materials is probably insufficient for large- scale allocation of such 
weapons to air defense and tactical uses as well. Since we estimate a 
substantial and high priority Soviet program for the expansion of fis-
sionable material production and considerable further improvement in 
nuclear weapons technology, we believe that current limitations will 
ease during 1959–1963.

22. The principal Soviet military component presently capable of 
long- range nuclear attack is Long Range Aviation, with about 1,450 
bombers (including some convertible tanker- bombers), among which 
are about 950 jet medium bombers and about 100 to 125 jet and turbo-
prop heavy bombers. This force— best suited for attacking targets in 
Eurasia and its periphery— is capable of large- scale attacks against the 
US only through the extensive use of medium bombers on one- way 
missions. While the size of the long- range bomber force will probably 
decline gradually, Soviet long- range striking capabilities will increase 
markedly as the stockpile of nuclear weapons grows, improved bomb-
ers are introduced, the readiness and proficiency of the bomber force 
increases, and especially as the Soviet capacity to deliver nuclear weap-
ons by missiles expands.3

23. The USSR will rely increasingly upon missiles as nuclear deliv-
ery systems during 1959–1963. Present operational weapons include 
ground- launched ballistic missiles with ranges up to 700 and probably 
1,100 nautical miles (n.m.), as well as bomber- launched air- to- surface 
missiles suitable for use against ships and certain other targets. A few 
conventional submarines have probably been converted to employ 
200 n.m. cruise- type missiles. The USSR will probably achieve a first 

3 The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, does not 
concur in the last sentence of this paragraph. He agrees that Soviet long- range striking 
capabilities will increase markedly but believes that this increase cannot be attributed to 
the introduction of improved bombers of the types and within the strength levels esti-
mated, or to continued training of bomber crews. In his view, the estimated acquisition 
by the USSR of a substantial ICBM capability, along with the anticipated increase in the 
Soviet nuclear weapons stockpile, are factors which far outweigh comparatively routine 
improvements in the existing force. Therefore, he believes that the last sentence of this 
paragraph should read as follows: “The Soviets can be expected to introduce improved 
bombers and to increase the readiness and proficiency of Long Range Aviation units, but 
the size of this force and its significance in a long- range attack role will gradually decline 
during the period. Nonetheless, Soviet long- range striking capabilities will increase 
markedly as the Soviet missile delivery capability expands and as the stockpile of nuclear 
weapons grows.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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operational capability with 10 prototype ICBMs of 5,500 n.m. range at 
some time during 1959. While it is possible that a limited capability 
with comparatively unproven ICBMs might have been established in 
1958, we believe this to be unlikely. We believe that Soviet planners 
intend to acquire a sizeable ICBM capability as soon as practicable.

24. Air defense capabilities will increase through improvements in 
the performance characteristics of weapons and equipment, a higher 
proportion of all- weather fighters, further incorporation of guided mis-
siles in the defenses of numerous targets, and especially through wide 
employment of semiautomatic air defense control. But the Soviets will 
continue to have difficulty in opposing very low altitude attack, the air 
defense system will still be subject to disruption and saturation, and 
the problem of warning time will become more critical. The USSR will 
probably not have a weapon system with even limited effectiveness 
against ballistic missiles until 1963 or later.

25. The ground forces, estimated to have 67 mechanized or motor-
ized rifle divisions, 75 rifle divisions, 23 tank divisions, and 10 air-
borne divisions, have been extensively modernized and reorganized, 
in accordance with revised Soviet tactical doctrine which supplements 
standard tactics and training with those designed for conditions of 
nuclear warfare. These forces are closely supported by tactical aviation 
consisting of fighters trained in the ground attack role (in addition to 
their air defense role) and light and medium bombers trained in ground 
support bombing techniques. With appropriate air and naval support, 
Soviet ground forces are capable of conducting large- scale operations 
on several fronts into peripheral areas, separately or concurrently. The 
increasing availability of nuclear weapons and guided missiles during 
1959–1963 will bring further evolutionary changes, but probably no 
major alterations in size or deployment of forces. Tactical and naval 
air units, some of which have already received jet medium bombers, 
will probably receive new supersonic fighters and bombers. Increasing 
attention is being paid to the development of airborne forces and air 
transport capabilities.

26. The present Soviet force of about 440 submarines includes 
about 260 long- range craft of postwar design and construction. A 
recent slowdown in construction probably reflects a shift to new types, 
including nuclear- powered submarines and submarines designed 
specifically to employ guided missiles. A submarine- launched ballis-
tic missile system with a missile range of about 1,000 n.m. will prob-
ably be available for first operational use in 1961–1963. Construction 
of conventional submarines will probably continue, but the greater 
complexity of nuclear- powered and missile submarines will probably 
result in a total annual production rate considerably below the high 
levels of recent years.
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27. Space Programs. We believe that the USSR is presently capable of 
orbiting earth satellites weighing on the order of 5,000 pounds, of launch-
ing lunar probes and satellites, and of launching planetary probes to 
Mars and Venus. Its space program could also include: surveillance sat-
ellites and recoverable aeromedical satellites (1958–1959); “soft landings” 
by lunar rockets and recoverable manned earth satellites (1959–1960); a 
manned glide- type high altitude research vehicle (1960–1961); earth sat-
ellites weighing as much as 25,000 pounds and manned circumlunar 
flights (1961–1962). While each of these individual achievements appears 
feasible as to technical capability and earliest date attainable, we doubt 
that the USSR could accomplish all of these space flight activities within 
the time periods specified. If the Soviets desire to do so, an earth satellite 
could be launched from the territory of Communist China within the 
next year or so.

Soviet Scientific Achievements

28. The USSR’s achievements during the last year, including earth 
satellite launchings, weapons development, and the scale of its efforts 
in the IGY program, have strikingly demonstrated that the USSR has 
acquired a scientific establishment of the first rank. As a result of a sus-
tained effort over the last three decades, the number of graduates in 
scientific and technical disciplines has steadily increased, research facil-
ities have been greatly expanded, and the quality of Soviet scientific 
training has improved. Soviet scientists have made marked progress 
in many areas of fundamental and applied research and in some fields 
rank among the best in the world. We believe that significant Soviet 
advances in science and technology are likely to occur in the future 
with greater frequency than in the past.

DISCUSSION

I. INTERNAL POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS

Ascendancy of Khrushchev

29. Khrushchev’s position as the dominating figure on the Soviet 
scene appears to be well established. There does not appear to be any 
other leader or any group able or willing seriously to challenge his posi-
tion. The Twenty-First Party Congress, scheduled for January 1959, may 
install still more of his followers in the highest Party organs and further 
dramatize his personal and ideological authority. Thus, it is likely to be 
Khrushchev who will preside over the Soviet regime throughout the 
period of this estimate, assuming that he retains his health and vigor. 
However, Khrushchev’s policies will probably continue to arouse con-
cern among certain elements of the Party, and an attempt to reduce his 
authority cannot be entirely excluded.
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30. Although he is in a sense Stalin’s heir, Khrushchev will almost 
certainly not rule as Stalin ruled. The style of his leadership is charac-
teristic of his own personality, and is reflected in a suitable myth: the 
new leader is a gregarious man of the people, and remains “close to 
the masses;” he is a rough and practical- minded man, but his political 
judgment is unerring, and like Lenin he commands the Party by the 
persuasive force of his arguments rather than by the fear he inspires. 
This image probably reflects the manner in which Khrushchev prefers 
to rule; he fancies himself as the popular boss- persuader. His method 
of leadership is also consistent with the needs of the post-Stalin period. 
Consequently, he will be disposed to avoid the use of terror as a main 
instrument of rule, though the police will be kept strong and employed 
as necessary. Errors in judgment, even opposition on some issues, will 
not generally be treated as political crimes. The Central Committee and 
Party Congresses will probably continue to meet regularly. There will 
be greater representation of outlying regions at the center, and more 
concern displayed for local interests. In short, the consolidation of 
Khrushchev’s power will probably not mean a return to dictatorship of 
the Stalinist type.

31. Moreover, there will continue to be pressures on Khrushchev 
which will work to limit his exercise of dictatorial power. Since his 
authority, unlike Stalin’s, does not rest on the use of terror, Khrushchev 
must to a far greater degree seek to win and hold the support of groups 
within the Party apparatus. Inner Party maneuverings are complicated 
by the fact that greater account must be taken of popular sentiment than 
was true under Stalin; Khrushchev’s position in particular is exposed 
because he is identified with economic and social programs which have 
stimulated popular desires for further material improvement and he is 
thus personally accountable for maintaining a good record of perfor-
mance in relation to promises. At some point within the period of this 
estimate Khrushchev may face the dilemma either of tolerating radi-
cally opposing views within the leadership, thus imperiling his con-
trol, or of attempting to suppress opposition tendencies, at the cost of 
a return to terror. If, although we think it unlikely, a serious challenge 
to Khrushchev’s personal position should arise, not all of the allies and 
associates who supported him during his rise to power would neces-
sarily remain loyal to him.

32. The ebullient personality of Khrushchev has been considered 
by some observers as likely to give Soviet foreign and domestic pol-
icy an erratic and unstable course. We think this is unlikely. His public 
manner is probably in large part that of the conscious actor- politician, 
intended to confound his opponents and to impart vigor to the execu-
tion of his policies. His advocacy of certain unexpected departures in 
Soviet policies in recent years was probably not unrelated to efforts to 
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steal a march on his competitors in the succession struggle. We think 
that the substance, as distinguished from the style, of Soviet policy is 
likely to be little affected by Khrushchev’s idiosyncrasies.

Role of the Party

33. The victory of Khrushchev has been paralleled by an increas-
ing use of the Party apparatus in all aspects of control and administra-
tion. At the top, in the Party Presidium, the majority now consists of 
Khrushchev’s followers who were elevated from the Secretariat and of 
important regional Party secretaries; the former overwhelming repre-
sentation of men in leading government positions has been drastically 
reduced.4 Party personalities either preside over or play important roles 
in the regional economic councils which now administer the economy in 
place of the former central ministries. Local Party secretaries have also 
been brought into the district military councils, giving the Party a closer 
hold on military administration. In rural areas measures have been taken 
to give the local Party more effective control over agriculture.

34. This increased role of the Party at all levels of administration was 
probably intended in part to insure Khrushchev’s firm control over the 
country, since the Party apparatus was his principal instrument of power. 
But the reforms in industry and agriculture which he has sponsored in 
recent years— all involving decentralization and a fuller reliance on local 
initiative— have also made closer Party supervision more necessary in 
order to combat local violations of the Party’s economic directives. Under 
Khrushchev much more will depend on morale and discipline within the 
Party at local levels than has been the case in the past.

35. The increase in authority of the Party apparatus has taken place 
at the expense of the various interest groupings which compete for 
place and influence behind the façade of totalitarian Party unity. The 
professional military opposes the system of political commissars and, 
despite Zhukov’s removal for attempting to reduce Party control over 
the armed forces, this attitude will persist. Government administra-
tors and economic managers will continue to resent what they regard 
as the bumbling interference of Party hacks in their technical spheres. 
Intellectuals— writers, artists, scientists, students— will continue 
to press for a greater area of freedom and a loosening of the Party’s 
ideological strait- jacket. While each of these groups has a stake in the 
success and prosperity of the Soviet state, each has also professional 
interests to further. One purpose of Khrushchev in elevating the Party 

4 At present, 11 of the 14 full members of the Party’s Presidium hold key posts in 
the Party apparatus (including 9 of the 10 secretaries), and only 3 other than Khrushchev 
himself hold leading governmental positions. By contrast, at the time of Malenkov’s 
removal in 1955, of the 9 full members of the Presidium 8 were in leading governmental 
positions, and only Khrushchev was a full time official in the Party apparatus. [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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apparatus is to prevent the hardening of these professional interests 
into self- contained, autonomous groups which might ultimately have 
independent political importance.

36. It has been suggested by some Western observers that, as the 
Soviet economy matures and becomes more complex, as the needs of 
society come to be met by more specialized administrative skills, as edu-
cation is extended and diversified, the totalitarian character of the regime 
will be diluted. The dictator or the Party as the single focus of power, it 
has been argued, will give way to autonomy in areas of less immediate 
political significance. Even in the political field, institutional arrange-
ments will have to be found for representing many diverse interest 
groups: it was possible to see signs of such a tendency in the post-Stalin 
period of confusion occasioned by the succession struggle. On occasion, 
the Central Committee of the Party became an arena of political deci-
sion with factional and policy differences represented within it. In the 
post-Stalin period the rulers have also seemed to think it necessary to 
take account of public opinion generally in framing their policies. Such 
tendencies to dilute arbitrary power and to broaden participation in poli-
cymaking beyond the narrow circle of the Party Presidium may reappear 
at the time of Khrushchev’s death or at some other period of weakened 
authority. For the present, however, Khrushchev’s restoration of one- man 
leadership, and his manner of achieving it through the Party apparatus, 
has maintained Soviet society firmly in the totalitarian mold.

Issues in Soviet Politics

37. This development does not mean that there will not continue 
to be group pressures and much pulling and hauling over issues of 
policy. Even under one- man leadership the normal play of politics is 
not adjourned, though it may become less visible. There are a number 
of issues over which lines are likely to be drawn behind the façade of 
unity. For example, whatever the degree of its practical success, the eco-
nomic reorganization scheme is laden with political significance. It calls 
for the removal of a host of bureaucrats from Moscow to the provinces, 
a fate little relished by the migrants. The reorganization could lead to a 
regionalism which would be a new source of tension, although the revi-
talized Party must, in Khrushchev’s calculation, serve as the cement 
which binds the periphery to the center. This reorganization, like the 
ideologically controversial measures Khrushchev has sponsored in 
agriculture, has yet to be fully proved in practice. Khrushchev may yet 
be driven to some agile maneuvering to defend his innovations.

38. Also among the issues likely to affect inner Party politics 
are those related to Soviet economic growth. The growth achieved 
may not be high enough to attain all the goals— high rates of invest-
ment, increase in agricultural output, rising living standards, modern 
armaments— which now have priority in Party programs. Cutting 
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back on any of these objectives could lead to dispute. The leaders of 
the armed forces, for example, would not willingly accept either a sub-
stantial cut in the military budget or reduced investment for indus-
tries of military significance. The Party apparatus itself, influenced by 
the lower ranks where there is direct contact with popular pressures, 
would be reluctant to sacrifice prospective gains in living standards. 
Failure to achieve satisfactory rates of growth could produce resistance 
to further outlays in foreign aid or bring into question Khrushchev’s 
economic reorganization.

39. There are likewise some purely political issues which may have 
divisive effects. The Soviet ruling groups would be reluctant to see a 
return to the systematic use of terror. The question of the control of the 
secret police is of widespread concern and would become paramount 
in case Khrushchev’s mastery were ever placed in doubt. There must 
be some in positions of influence who are concerned with what seems 
to them the downgrading of Soviet authority in the Bloc, as represented 
by toleration of the Gomulka regime in Poland and the increasing 
weight of China in ideological and policy matters. There may be others 
who question Khrushchev’s policy of alliance with “national liberation 
movements” in underdeveloped areas on the ground that such a policy 
increases the danger of war arising from clashes with Western interests, 
and involves support of bourgeois movements which cannot be used to 
promote Communism.

40. Khrushchev’s late arrival at supreme power (he is now 64) 
will make the prospect of a new succession struggle a lively, if seldom 
discussed, factor in inner Party maneuverings. As he grows older it 
will be difficult to separate policy issues like those discussed above 
from the succession question. Thus major tensions will probably con-
tinue to be present within the Soviet body politic despite the stabili-
zation of power at the top, and these will from time to time affect the 
face which Soviet policy presents to the outside world.

Attitudes in Soviet Society

41. The post-Stalin leadership set out to effect a basic improvement 
in the attitude of the Soviet people toward the regime. The relaxation 
of police terror and the greater attention to living standards served this 
end. The greatest material gains so far have been made by the peas-
antry, but a continuing improvement of urban standards over the next 
few years, particularly in housing, is also promised. In terms of its 
standing with the population as a whole, the regime is probably stron-
ger now than it was five years ago. We believe that the measures which 
have produced this improvement will be continued.

42. Soviet society continues nevertheless to be marked by substan-
tial areas of discontent. There exists, and will probably continue to exist, 
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considerable disaffection among intellectuals, particularly among Soviet 
writers and university students. It is significant because it touches a 
highly vulnerable area, the regime’s ideological authority. Intellectuals 
are aware of the discrepancies between the Marxist- Leninist ideal and 
Soviet reality and they also resent the regime’s encroachments on pri-
vate life and professional interests. They doubt that adequate safeguards 
exist to prevent the repetition of Stalinist terror. They feel contempt for 
Party careerists. They resent restrictions on travel abroad, and limita-
tions on access to Western publications and broadcasts. These discon-
tents do not take the form of active opposition but are limited for the 
most part to a retreat into an inner world so as to minimize the degree 
of involvement with the Party and the state.

43. There continues also to be dissidence among some national 
minorities. The peoples of the old Baltic states harbor vigorous 
Russophobe feelings. They feel strongly that they are exploited and that 
their homelands lag far behind their prewar cultural and living stan-
dards. A considerable residue of anti-Russian sentiment is also to be 
found in the western Ukraine, as well as in Georgia, where the down-
grading of Stalin and the loss of its former privileged status also rankle. 
It seems probable, furthermore, that many of the two million Jews in 
the Soviet Union would like to emigrate. Because many Jews hold key 
professional positions and have connections abroad, the regime proba-
bly regards them as a continuing security problem.

44. We do not believe that any of the discontents and tensions 
described above are likely to have major political significance during 
the period of this estimate, although they will place restrictions on the 
regime’s ability to mobilize the population for its own purposes. The 
regime will deal with them by its well- practiced methods of conces-
sion and suppression. Moreover, its success in identifying with itself 
the sense of national pride and power, extending even to chauvinism, 
is a formidable asset with which to counter discontent. The Soviet peo-
ple are well aware that under Communist rule Russia has been trans-
formed from a backward, agrarian, defeated nation into the world’s 
second most powerful state, perhaps, they would like to believe, the 
most powerful. The Russian tradition takes it for granted that govern-
ment is by nature tyrannical, arbitrary, and exacting. If it fulfills the 
aspiration to national power, it can be forgiven much.

The Longer View

45. Have the processes of change which have operated so broadly 
and visibly in Soviet society since the death of Stalin opened up per-
spectives for more fundamental change in the long run? It seems unde-
niable that such a possibility exists. One source of such change could 
be a failure by the totalitarian Party repeatedly to renew its vitality; this 
might result in a dilution of its monopoly of power in favor of other 



552 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

interest groups upon which the functioning of the society will increas-
ingly depend as its industrialization proceeds. Another could be inabil-
ity of the Party to maintain its intellectual and ideological authority as 
awareness of the gap between reality and ideology increases, a process 
which will be accelerated as contacts with the West are extended. We 
consider that the effect of factors like these cannot now be reckoned to 
have any assured outcome. At present, we see no prospect of change on 
the Soviet domestic scene so fundamental as to diminish the motiva-
tion, will, or capacity of the regime to project its rapidly growing power 
externally.

II. TRENDS IN THE SOVIET ECONOMY

General

46. The performance of the Soviet economy has become a vitally 
important element in the impact which Soviet policy has on the world 
situation. This importance derives from an extraordinary record of 
growth over the last decade, a growth which is certain to continue at a 
rate faster than that of the US economy. The strength of the Soviet econ-
omy has provided a foundation of great national power for Soviet policy, 
first and foremost military power: the USSR has had available the means 
to maintain military programs and to develop advanced weapons on a 
scale which no other state except the US can undertake.

47. However, apart from its function as a basis for Soviet military 
power, there are three other ways in which the impact of the Soviet 
economy on the world situation is already observable to a greater 
or lesser degree, and is certain to increase. First is the direct politico- 
economic impact, arising from the ability of the USSR to initiate and 
support programs of economic aid or credit to foreign countries, to 
import goods from countries which would otherwise be hard- pressed 
to find markets, and to export various materials in quantities which 
(if the Soviet leaders so desired) could disrupt previously existing 
patterns of world trade. In this connection, manipulation of prices is 
a key weapon of the USSR. Second is the political and psychological 
effect on underdeveloped countries, achieved through the exhibition 
of successful and rapid economic development by Communist meth-
ods, and through the encouragement of such countries to do likewise 
under Soviet advice— the Soviet leaders attach great importance to this 
aspect. Third is the economic impact in a narrower sense, arising inev-
itably from the appearance in the world of a great new producing and 
trading unit, the influence of which could not fail to be great even if it 
were not deliberately used for political purposes by the Soviet leaders. 
In all three ways the Soviet economy will present a growing challenge 
to the Western world.
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Shifts in Economic Policy

48. Soviet economic policy continues to be marked by a spirit of 
innovation and experimentation. With the announcement early in 1958 
of the program to abolish the Machine Tractor Stations, the present 
leadership added another to the series of major measures of change it 
has undertaken in recent years. Most of the steps taken, in particular 
the reorganization scheme of 1957 involving the dissolution of central 
ministries and their replacement by 104 regional economic councils, 
have figured as issues in the political struggle for Stalin’s succession. 
Khrushchev’s rise to power was probably due at least in part to his ini-
tiative in sponsoring novel measures to cope with the problems of eco-
nomic policy with which the regime found itself confronted at Stalin’s 
death.

49. These problems arose in part because of the great growth and 
increasing complexity of the Soviet economic system and the failure 
of the Soviet leadership to adapt its planning and control mechanisms 
to these developments. Difficulties were aggravated during Stalin’s 
later years by his unwillingness to countenance any departures from 
the pattern of economic policy laid down during the early Five-Year 
Plans. Concentration on heavy industry led to imbalances in the econ-
omy; agriculture and housing were denied investment and generally 
neglected. When the Soviet leaders turned to reforming measures after 
1953, the problems which immediately confronted them included the 
increased complexity of planning and administration as industrial out-
put became more varied and specialized, the need to employ labor and 
material resources more efficiently as these came to be more fully uti-
lized, higher investment requirements to maintain gains in output, and 
the necessity to provide greater material incentives in order to improve 
labor discipline and obtain higher labor productivity.

50. The attack on these problems has involved a variety of meas-
ures over the last five years. First, there was a change in the political 
atmosphere— the easing of police terror and penalties for economic 
dereliction. The intention was to improve the conditions for manage-
rial initiative in enterprises and to aid the campaign for faster growth of 
labor productivity. Second, changes in investment priorities were made 
in order to alleviate the desperate situation in housing, to lift agricul-
tural output out of its stagnation, and to overcome the failure of basic 
materials output to keep pace with the requirements of fabricating 
industry. These changes also reflected the regime’s desire to improve 
living conditions, in the expectation that political and economic bene-
fits would flow from improved attitudes on the part of the Soviet pop-
ulation. Finally, in 1957–1958, the regime undertook a sweeping reform 
of economic administration in an effort to overcome the impediments 
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which bureaucracy had come to put in the way of efficient operation of 
the economy.

51. The economic reorganization scheme has been described as 
a decentralization plan, but it was this in only a limited sense. There 
never was any intention to weaken the basic apparatus of centralized 
planning or to give up the political determination of economic priori-
ties in favor of decision- making at lower levels according to economic 
criteria alone. The plan aimed at eliminating the top- heavy vertical 
administration of the Moscow industrial ministries. It was hoped that 
this would result in a more efficient response to central plan directives. 
The theory was that, by allowing a greater degree of local initiative and 
by placing the administrators in the regions close to the enterprises 
they were supervising, the implementing of decisions would be more 
realistic and less wasteful.

52. The results obtained thus far probably have included some 
gains of the kind anticipated— better use of local resources, fuller use 
of transportation facilities, less delay on routine decisions. But the new 
system contains dangers of its own, which have been heavily attacked 
in the Soviet press under the name of “localism.” To the extent that free-
dom to dispose of resources locally has been allowed it has been diffi-
cult to prevent decisions from being taken in local rather than national 
interests. There evidently has been a tendency, aside from some cases of 
outright corruption, for the local authorities to divert resources to plans 
of their own for the greater development of their regions, sometimes to 
the neglect of centrally imposed plans and priorities. The chronic prob-
lem of obtaining conformity to economic goals imposed by political fiat 
from the center, with little regard for local desires or the economic cri-
teria which appeal to the managers of enterprises, seems to persist. We 
believe, therefore, that the regime will continue to experiment with new 
techniques of economic planning and administration.

53. The Soviet leadership under Khrushchev seems confident nev-
ertheless that it has already overcome the difficulties which emerged 
in 1956 when cumulative mistakes in planning caused shortages in 
basic materials and forced abandonment of the Sixth Five-Year Plan. 
The regime has announced a new Seven-Year Plan which again sets 
ambitious goals. It reaffirms the traditional emphases upon the rapid 
growth of heavy industry, and upon maintaining large military pro-
grams. But the Plan also provides for other key programs to which the 
regime has committed itself in recent years. The Soviet leaders intend 
to go forward with increasing living standards. Programs of lesser 
cost will include maintaining Soviet power in Eastern Europe by sup-
porting the Satellite economies as needed, assisting the industrializa-
tion of Communist China, and backing up Soviet political objectives 
in underdeveloped countries with trade and aid programs. The main 
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question affecting Soviet economic policy over the next five years is 
whether these multiple priorities, all of which bear on the competi-
tive struggle with the West in which the Soviet leaders see themselves 
involved, can be met simultaneously. On the whole, we believe that 
the Seven-Year Plan production goals are feasible, except in agricul-
ture, but that their achievement will impose considerable strains on 
the economy, and that some programs may have to be modified as the 
plan period proceeds.

Prospects for Economic Growth

54. The Soviet economy will grow less rapidly during the next 
seven years than it did during the last seven. Soviet gross national prod-
uct (GNP) increased at an average annual rate close to 7 percent from 
1950 to 1955, and at about 6.5 percent from 1955 to 1957. This slight 
slackening in the rate of growth obscures a decline in the growth of 
industrial production from an annual rate of about 11 percent to about 
9 percent, and a nearly offsetting acceleration in the growth of agricul-
ture. Because of favorable weather and a large agricultural output the 
rate of growth of GNP in 1958 has apparently again risen somewhat. 
Over the period 1958–1965 we believe that GNP will probably grow 
at an average annual rate of about 6 percent. At this figure, assuming 
that the US achieves an average annual rate of 3.5 percent,5 Soviet GNP 
in 1965 will be, in dollar terms, about half that of the US, as compared 
with about 40 percent of US GNP at present.

55. As Soviet GNP continues to gain in size relative to US GNP, the 
differences between Soviet and US use of national product will con-
tinue to be marked. With a GNP only about two- fifths the size of US 
GNP, the dollar value of Soviet defense expenditure is approximately 
equal to that of the US.6 Soviet investment, in dollar values currently 
around two- thirds as great as US investment, will grow more rap-
idly than Soviet GNP during the next seven years, and will approach 
still closer the absolute size of US investment. Investment in industry 
alone was about 90 percent of US investment in industry (manufac-
turing, mining, and utilities) in 1957. The dollar value of Soviet total 
consumption is less than one- third that of the US. Soviet consumption, 
on the other hand, will increase at a slower rate than total GNP during 
the 1958–1965 period, thus becoming a smaller share of the latter. (See 
graph below.)

5 This projected rate of the US is approximately midway between the postwar rate 
and the long run trend. [Footnote is in the original.]

6 The dollar value referred to here was derived by valuing manpower at appropriate 
US pay rates and other items of military significance at comparable US costs. [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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56. The slightly reduced pace of Soviet economic growth antici-
pated in this estimate reflects increasing difficulties in obtaining labor, 
material, and machinery. The economy may be better able to cope with 
such difficulties as a result of recent changes in the planning, organi-
zation, and implementation of economic activity, but the benefits from 
these changes will be offset by other factors. Agriculture will tend to 
grow more slowly following the period of sharp output gains of 1954–
1958. Industrial growth will be affected by rising investment require-
ments per unit of additional output and by continuing difficulties in 
supplying adequate quantities of key material inputs, especially fer-
rous metals. In addition, there will be a reduced rate of growth of the 
labor force, owing to the growing impact of the decline in the birth rate 
during World War II, at a time when the introduction of a shorter work 
week in industry may increase the need for new industrial workers.

Trends in Defense Expenditures7

57. Our estimates of the probable trend of military expenditures 
through 1963 indicate a defense allocation in that year approximately 

7 Estimates of Soviet defense expenditures are subject to a wider margin of error than 
other statistical estimates in this section and should therefore be used with greater caution. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

SOVIET CONSUMPTION, INVESTMENT, AND DEFENSE
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45–50 percent greater than the 1957 level. Achievement of the esti-
mated 45 percent growth in Soviet GNP would mean that the defense 
burden, taken in the aggregate, would be slightly heavier in 1963 
than at present, though still not as heavy as in the years immediately 
prior to 1957. Defense requirements will impose burdensome claims 
upon various types of resources needed for investment and economic 
growth.

58. Most of the increase in defense expenditures will result from 
increasing allocations to more costly aircraft, to guided missiles, mili-
tary research and development, and nuclear weapons. These programs 
together probably account for about one- third of total expenditures 
at present. By 1963 they are expected to require about twice as much 
in resources as at present and to account for about 45 percent of total 
defense programs.

59. Soviet defense expenditures in recent years, when converted 
into dollar values, appear to be of roughly the same magnitude as US 
defense expenditures. As stated above, the USSR, with a much smaller 
GNP than the US, produces military goods and services with a dollar 
value roughly the same. It is able to do this primarily because in the 
USSR military end- items are less expensive, relative to consumption 
items, than they are in the US, and because the average level of real pay 
and subsistence provided Soviet military personnel is much lower than 
in the US.

Industrial Prospects

60. The eventual aim of overtaking US industry in per capita pro-
duction continues to dominate Soviet planning for industry. Shifts in 
the allocation of resources during the period 1953–1955 in support of 
the economic innovations of the post-Stalin regime—first Malenkov’s 
broad consumer goods program and then Khrushchev’s agricultural 
consumer goods and housing programs—contributed to a moderate 
decrease in the rate of growth of heavy industry. Heavy industry was 
expected to benefit, however, from a new program of automation and 
re- equipment and from changes in industrial management, planning 
and control, introduced during this period. But by 1956 the failure to 
provide sufficient new capacity in the raw materials industries caused 
a severe shortage of industrial raw materials, particularly steel, coal, 
and cement.

61. The leadership’s response to this situation during the last 
two years has been to abandon the Sixth Five-Year Plan, cut back 
industrial output goals for 1957 and subsequently for 1958, and to 
order the formulation of a new Seven-Year Plan for the period 1959–
1965. It also launched a remedial investment program which was to 
increase capacity in raw materials industries while still maintaining 
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ambitious programs in agriculture and housing. The reorganization 
plan of July 1957, as already indicated, was also intended to insure a 
better utilization of materials by permitting greater leeway for local 
decisions.

62. Industrial growth was claimed by the Soviets to be 10 percent 
for 1957 and for the first three quarters of 1958, and while this claim 
was probably somewhat overstated, it indicates that the reduced goals 
of 7.0 and 7.5 percent for these years were set too low. These rates of 
increase, however, obscure the continuing poor performance of some 
basic industries, particularly ferrous metallurgy. Moreover, in spite of 
the remedial investment program, additions to production capacity in 
these industries continued to fall short of planned goals in 1957, and 
probably in 1958 also. Production goals for 1965 in the basic materials 
industries indicate that they must continue to receive priority treatment 
if planned rates of increases are to be achieved. Substantial overful-
fillment of presently planned goals in these industries, although not 
likely to occur, would be necessary to approach the 11 percent annual 
increases in industrial production which we believe were achieved 
during the Fifth Five-Year Plan (1951–1955). However, we believe that 
the 8.7 percent average annual rate of growth given in the present ver-
sion of the New Seven-Year Plan is feasible. (See table below for a list of 
some Soviet industrial output goals.)

63. One of the factors affecting future industrial growth will be the 
impact of raw material constraints on the machinery and metal fabri-
cating sector. Despite the current effort being directed into raw materi-
als it is expected that the rate of growth of metals will fall from the 10.5 
percent annual average of the past seven years to about 8 or 9 percent 
per year for the period 1958–1965. This slower growth of metals output 
will have a restraining effect on the growth of the machinery and metal 
fabricating sector. Even so, the Seven-Year Plan targets in many of the 
metals industries are impressive even in terms of past Soviet accom-
plishments. The announced 1965 goal for steel, stated as 86 to 91 million 
tons, suggests uncertainty as to what can be achieved in this industry. 
Even the lower figure represents an increase of 31 million tons over the 
present level of output, as compared with a gain of 24 million tons in 
1951–1958.
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64. The slower natural increase of the labor force during the period 
of this estimate may also be a limiting factor on the rate of Soviet indus-
trial growth. Population increase and a continuation of past school 
programs would provide an estimated increase of only about seven 
million men in the total civilian labor force over the next seven years. 
The Seven- Year Plan requires an increase of about 11 million men in 
the nonagricultural labor force. Moreover, the regime is heavily com-
mitted to reduce hours of work and has reaffirmed such an intention in 
its Seven- Year Plan announcement. The goals for gains in productivity 
reflect the regime’s recognition that the labor supply is now a limitation 
on the rate of economic expansion. One of the aims of current programs 
in agriculture is clearly to increase productivity in this area so as to 
permit the release of workers to industry. Moreover, recent and pro-
spective changes in the educational system are in part designed to free 
additional young people for employment in industry; these changes 
might release as many as one million to the nonagricultural labor force 
over the seven- year period.

Agricultural Prospects

65. In the years 1954–1958 agriculture— which had remained largely 
stagnant during Stalin’s last years— underwent rapid development. 
This was due both to the programs for cultivating the new lands and 
planting corn, and to other less spectacular but no less important meas-
ures such as increased farm supplies and greater financial incentives. 
In the new lands the weather was better than average. No slackening 
of attention is apparent in the Seven-Year Plan and the relatively high 
levels of agricultural investments of the last several years are scheduled 
to continue. However, the growth rate gains in agricultural output of 
recent years cannot be maintained. Total acreage is expected to increase 
during the next seven years at a rate only about one- fourth of the earlier 
period. Most of the future increase will have to come from increased 
production per unit of land. This is more difficult to achieve, particu-
larly since the unfavorable effect of indiscriminate acreage expansion 
will manifest itself. Nevertheless, the existing potential is by no means 
exhausted, and a number of measures such as soil improvement will be 
undertaken.

66. Recent organizational changes and better prices in agriculture 
probably have softened the critical attitude of the peasant toward the 
regime, as have other earlier measures which were focused upon tax, 
product procurement, and income conditions in agriculture. State con-
trol over agricultural activity, however, has not been weakened. The 
central organs continue to determine state procurement goals even 
though the enterprise manager in Soviet agriculture is likely to exer-
cise more choice over what and how he will produce. Collective farm 
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control over most of the machinery formerly under the MTS may also 
prove of some significance in increasing output by eliminating con-
flict between the collective farm chairman and the MTS director con-
cerning day- to- day operations of the collective farm. Proposals have 
also been advanced recently to introduce more rigorous cost account-
ability on the collective farms. If carried out, these procedures, taken 
in conjunction with the gradual introduction of a guaranteed cash 
wage, will increase the efficiency of collective farm operations, and 
perhaps permit the release of farm workers to industry. Moreover, the 
improvement in peasant attitudes brought about by the abolition of 
the MTS and the effect of 1958 reforms in raising the income of the 
poorer collective farms will probably have a positive effect on peasant 
work habits.

67. The Seven-Year Plan carries an unrealistic goal of a 70 percent 
increase in agriculture. We believe that the actual increase will be less 
than half of this. Dissatisfaction with the progress of agriculture is 
likely to lead the regime to continue its experimenting in the agricul-
tural field.

Trends in Consumption

68. The Soviet consumer will not enjoy as rapid an increase in over- 
all consumption during the next seven years as he did during the last 
seven, when per capita consumption increased by approximately 40 per-
cent. This will be true despite recently announced programs to provide 
more meat, milk, housing, furniture, and clothing. But per capita con-
sumption is still likely to be as much as one- third higher in 1965 than 
it was in 1957, with some qualitative improvement in consumer goods. 
However, except probably in milk production, the USSR will not succeed 
in its announced effort to match US per capita consumption of meat and 
other selected food products in the time periods set. Even if it is able to 
do so eventually, other areas of consumption, such as consumer durable 
goods and housing, will continue to lag far behind US levels.

69. The increase in the level of consumption anticipated in this 
estimate should be adequate to keep the population reasonably well 
satisfied with the regime’s efforts to provide higher living standards. 
The regime will continue to exploit the propaganda value of rising 
consumption levels. The dollar value of Soviet total consumption 
is less than one-third that of US consumption, and on a per capita 
basis only about one- fourth that of the US. The Soviet consumer 
occupies only about one- fifth the housing space enjoyed by the US 
consumer. Khrushchev’s much publicized housing program will con-
tinue to receive a rising share of investment for the next two years 
and then may level off at a volume of construction which should 
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provide an increase of about one- third in per capita living space over 
the next seven years.

70. The post-Stalin leadership has sought to make the most out of 
increases in consumption by selectively raising the money incomes of 
particular groups in the population while holding retail prices relatively 
stable. Although both rural and urban workers have received increases 
of approximately 18 percent, in total real income during the period 1953–
1957, rural workers gained relative to urban workers during the earlier 
part of the period and urban workers received the greater share of their 
increase during the latter part of the period. In industry, wages and sal-
aries have been adjusted with the aim of relating incomes more closely 
to productivity in different occupations and in different industries. 
Continuation of this policy during the period of this estimate should 
bring considerable improvement to the Soviet wage structure.

Foreign Trade

71. Soviet foreign trade policy will continue to subordinate short- 
run economic gains to the furtherance of national political objectives. 
Trade will continue to be utilized in an effort to strengthen Satellite 
ties with the Soviet Union, to provide capital goods for Chinese 
Communist industrialization, and to promote Soviet relationships 
with underdeveloped non-Bloc countries. Trade with the industrial-
ized countries of the non-Bloc world will probably grow somewhat, 
and economic considerations will be the governing factor affecting 
such trade.

72. The maintenance of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe and 
the alliance with Communist China, as well as trade policy toward 
the underdeveloped areas, will require exports of raw materials and 
capital equipment which otherwise would be used by the USSR to 
further its own economic growth, but the burden imposed upon 
the domestic economy by this policy will not affect significantly the 
planned rate of Soviet internal economic growth. On the other hand, 
internal forces affecting domestic growth will provide incentive for 
an increase of Soviet trade with the West, although such trade will 
continue to account for only about one- fourth of total Soviet foreign 
trade. The aggregate impact of Soviet foreign trade upon the domestic 
economy is slight because exports and imports together amount to 
only approximately eight billion dollars or less than five percent of 
Soviet GNP. However, the export of scarce resources or the import 
of advanced design machinery and equipment for use as prototypes 
can be of greater significance to the economy than the total value of 
foreign trade would suggest.

73. Future developments in Soviet-Satellite trade will be influ-
enced by the outcome of recent attempts to increase intra-Bloc 
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economic integration and specialization but the effect will proba-
bly not be large. Although Bloc economic integration is expected to 
increase, the benefits will be of greater importance to the smaller 
Satellite economies than to the USSR. The Soviet Union imports 
machinery from the Satellites, though the contribution to the Soviet 
economy of machinery imports from the Satellites will continue to be 
offset by the necessity of exporting scarce Soviet raw materials. The 
Soviet export surplus in its trade with the European Satellites will be 
reduced if repayments of credits granted to Satellite countries, sched-
uled to begin in 1960, are carried out.

III. TRENDS IN SOVIET SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

74. The USSR has for many years placed great emphasis on sci-
ence and technology with a view to creating a corps of superior per-
sonnel and building a scientific establishment adequate to support its 
aspirations to national power. Soviet scientific effort has been focused 
preponderantly on the building of a strong industrial base and the 
development of modern weapons. As a consequence, the USSR’s 
achievements in areas of critical military and industrial significance 
are comparable to, and in some cases exceed, those of the US. During 
the past year, the Soviet Union has strikingly demonstrated to the 
world its maturity in science and technology. Earth satellite launch-
ings, striking progress in weapons development, and fundamental 
research of military and economic significance attest to a rapidly 
increasing Soviet capability which presents a growing challenge to 
the Western World.

75. We believe that the rate of advance of Soviet science is accel-
erating in consequence of the building over the past three decades of 
a broad scientific and technical foundation. During this period, the 
number of graduates of scientific and technical curricula has constantly 
increased, research facilities have been greatly expanded, and the qual-
ity of Soviet scientific training has improved. The size of the Soviet 
research and development effort, in absolute terms, has been smaller 
than that of the US. However, the Soviet effort has been far more highly 
concentrated on fields related to national power, while research in con-
sumer products has been proportionately much less. Soviet expendi-
tures on science and technology are increasing yearly and probably 
permit full utilization of new personnel and facilities. Consequently, 
significant Soviet advances in science and technology are likely to occur 
in the future with greater frequency than in the past.

76. The reorganization of economic administration in 1957 has 
probably been accompanied by improved planning and coordination 
of science, especially in the formulation of long- range and nation- 
wide scientific policies. New scientific coordinating bodies have been 
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established with authority to cut across administrative barriers, and 
planning is being centralized under the State Planning Committee, 
which heretofore has had only a passive role in science planning. 
Scientists are being given more voice in planning and Soviet policies 
in science and technology are likely to reflect their point of view more 
fully. Concurrently with the centralization of planning and coordina-
tion, operational authority over research is being decentralized and 
directors of institutes are being given more administrative authority.

77. Applied research will continue to receive great emphasis in the 
USSR, although the importance of adequate fundamental research is 
well understood at the planning level. Highest priority will continue to 
be accorded to military- industrial research and development, but the 
rapid expansion of Soviet scientific resources will now permit greater 
flexibility. Greater individual initiative within assigned tasks of research 
will probably be encouraged, basic research in new fields undertaken, 
and somewhat more scientific and technical effort allocated to the con-
sumer sector of the economy.

Scientific Manpower, Training and Facilities

78. The number of scientifically and technically trained people in 
the Soviet Union has increased approximately three- fold in the postwar 
period. We estimate that as of mid-1958, about 1,625,000 graduates of 
university level scientific and technical curricula are actually employed 
in all scientific and technical fields, about 15 percent more than in the US. 
Although US graduations in scientific and technical fields are expected 
to increase, the USSR will continue to enjoy a numerical advantage. 
Based on current trends, by 1963 the USSR will probably have nearly 
35 percent more graduates employed in scientific and technical work 
than the US, as indicated by the accompanying table.8 It should be noted 
that the bulk of Soviet numerical superiority will continue to derive 
from graduates employed in industrial and agricultural production. 
The number of Soviet scientists engaged in research and teaching in the 
physical sciences has remained substantially smaller than in the US, and 
is perhaps half the US total at present. However, Soviet emphasis on 
research in military and basic industrial fields probably results in a near 
numerical equality between the two countries in scientific manpower 
devoted to these critical activities.

8 Such numerical comparisons provide only a rough measure of relative scientific 
and technical strength, since: (a) the professional categories are not precisely equivalent 
in the two countries; (b) the figures do not reflect the broader US supply of scientific 
and technical personnel who hold no degrees; and (c) they give no weight to qualitative 
differences in training and experience. [Footnote is in the original and repeated in table 
title that follows.]
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COMPARISON OF MAJOR SCIENTIFIC GROUPS, USSR AND US8 
(in thousands)

Estimated Numbers of Graduates of Higher Educational Institutions 
Employed in Scientific and Technical Fields*

Mid-1958 Mid-1963

USSR US USSR US

Engineering 856 500 1,227 630

Agricultural Sciences 228 163 368 183

Health Sciences 382 452 448 492

Physical Sciences 108 184 144 276

Biological Sciences 52 80 79 112

Total 1,626 1,379 2,266 1,693

Estimated Numbers of Soviet Kandidats and American Ph.D.’s in 
Scientific and Technical Fields**

Mid-1958

USSR US

Engineering 27 6

Agricultural Sciences 8 5

Health Sciences 17 1

Physical Sciences 18 34

Biological Sciences 8 18

Total 78 64
*Estimates of the current total of Soviet scientific personnel are believed to be 

correct within plus or minus 10 percent. The probable error of certain groups, however, 
may exceed this amount. [All footnotes in the table are in the original.]

**In the physical sciences, engineering, and the health sciences, the quality of the 
Kandidat degree is roughly equivalent to or slightly below that of the US Ph.D. In agri-
cultural and biological sciences it is closer to that of a US Master’s degree.

79. In the postwar period the quality of Soviet scientific training 
has been high. Engineering training, while not as broad as that given 
an engineer in the West, is good within the particular field of special-
ization. Some deficiencies continue in the practical and experimental 
aspects of training, particularly in some fields of biology and engi-
neering. Recent changes in higher school curricula, intended to over-
come these deficiencies, include requirements for more laboratory and 
independent experimental work outside the classroom, as well as a 
plan to allow superior students to follow individual study schedules. 
The USSR is not as well supplied as the Western industrial nations 
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with nonprofessional technicians, mechanics, and maintenance men. 
Shortages of skilled technicians will persist, but the number available 
should increase significantly as a result of the high proportion of scien-
tific and technical subjects in the lower grades and the current empha-
sis on specialized training after lower school.

80. Soviet scientific facilities, in terms of financial support, organi-
zational direction, and number and quality of laboratories, are generally 
adequate for the utilization of scientific talent. In a few fields the USSR 
has facilities which are comparable, if not superior, to corresponding 
installations in the West. The continued expansion of these facilities, 
as well as a Soviet attempt to establish a broader geographic base for 
research activities, is indicated by the establishment of new scientific 
centers in Siberia. Announced plans call for completion in 1960 of a new 
“scientific city” near Novosibirsk, consisting of 13 research institutes 
and a university now under construction. Another center near Irkutsk, 
consisting of eight research institutes, is scheduled for completion in 
1965. The regime is making a major effort to attract competent scientific 
personnel to the new centers by creating favorable living conditions, 
establishing excellent research facilities, and assigning certain eminent 
scientists to these locations.

81. Some shortages of complex research instruments are believed 
to exist, particularly in low priority fields, but they probably do not 
significantly hamper research programs of major importance. For 
example, although the US has a considerably larger number of high 
speed electronic computers than the USSR, the number of computer 
hours actually utilized for high priority research is probably nearly the 
same since Soviet computers are not called upon to serve routine busi-
ness and government functions. Although Soviet- produced equipment 
is often the equal of foreign- produced equipment and occasionally its 
superior, the USSR will probably continue to import equipment for rea-
sons of expediency. During the next five years the USSR will continue 
to improve its capabilities in scientific instrumentation. Increasing 
numbers of highly qualified engineers will probably be made available 
for the development and production of scientific equipment, and an 
increasing amount of equipment will reflect original design concepts. 
However, we believe that the West will continue to lead in the develop-
ment of scientific equipment except in fields given very high priority 
by the Soviets.

82. The Satellites have made significant scientific contributions to 
Soviet technological development in only a few areas, principally in 
optics, electrical measuring instruments, communications equipment, 
synthetic fibers and pharmaceuticals. We expect an increase in Soviet 
use of Satellite resources in some basic theoretical and experimental 
fields. The Council for Economic Mutual Assistance (CEMA) recently 
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expanded the scope of its activities to include greater coordination 
and exchange in research and development activities. CEMA member- 
nations are assigned major research, development, and production 
responsibilities for the entire Soviet Bloc in specified fields.

83. The USSR has become progressively less dependent on Western 
research and development. Nevertheless, the Soviet leaders have 
adopted a policy of acknowledging foreign achievement and encour-
aging maximum use of foreign experience. The USSR presently has 
an outstanding program for collection and dissemination of scientific 
and technical information. The All-Union Institute of Scientific and 
Technical Information of the Academy of Sciences publishes and circu-
lates extensive abstracts of foreign journals and, at least in high priority 
fields, Soviet scientists have access to the full range of scientific research 
published throughout the world. Evidence of Soviet work on such new 
methods as machine translation, data searching, and data process-
ing suggests that Soviet information handling facilities probably will 
improve during this period.

84. The Soviets have evidently profited from espionage in a few 
key fields. However, on an over- all basis the performance of Soviet 
science— especially the number of original concepts and discoveries— 
reinforces our belief that the aggregate contribution of espionage to 
Soviet scientific progress has been far less important than the USSR’s 
own achievements.

85. The USSR is clearly anxious to take advantage of the possibil-
ities in international scientific exchange. Soviet participation in inter-
national scientific meetings and conferences has increased markedly 
during the last year, primarily in connection with the International 
Geophysical Year (IGY), but involving other scientific fields as well. 
The Soviet IGY program has been well- executed and comparable to the 
US program in scope. For the most part, the Soviets probably will live 
up to their agreements to exchange IGY information, but are likely to 
withhold the results of related investigations outside the formal IGY 
program. They are believed to have withheld considerable data derived 
from their earth satellites. The USSR probably will continue its active 
participation in the various international committees and organizations 
which are planning to extend programs begun under the IGY.

Soviet Capabilities in Major Scientific Fields

86. The USSR’s achievements during the last year, including earth 
satellite launchings, weapons development, and the magnitude of its 
efforts in the IGY program, provide impressive evidence of the present 
high level of Soviet scientific capability. Animated by a spirit of intense 
competition with the US, Soviet scientists have made striking progress 
over the last year in many areas of fundamental and applied research. 
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In mathematics, many fields of physics, and a few fields of chemistry, 
fundamental research appears to be comparable in quality to that per-
formed in leading nations of the West. In some fields, Soviet scientists 
are among the best in the world; their potential for wholly new discov-
eries must be considered equal to that of Western scientists.

87. Space program.9 The establishment of the Interagency 
Commission for Interplanetary Communications, announced by 
the USSR in April 1955, indicated the existence of a program with 
manned interplanetary travel as its stated ultimate objective. The pro-
gram is supported by extensive Soviet research efforts in a number of 
related fields, including rocket propulsion, electronics, meteorology, 
space medicine, astrobiology, astrophysics, and geophysics. Activities 
to the present appear to be directed toward the collection of scientific 
data and experience to provide the basis for future space programs, 
and to advance basic knowledge in the above fields. Since some satel-
lite vehicles have probably employed basic ICBM hardware and some 
future space vehicles may also utilize ICBM components, the two pro-
grams are to some extent complementary.

88. Soviet successes with ballistic missiles and earth satellites point 
to a considerable capability for early accomplishments in space. We 
believe that the USSR is presently capable of orbiting earth satellites 
weighing on the order of 5,000 pounds, of launching lunar probes and 
satellites and of launching planetary probes to Mars and Venus. Its 
space program could also include: surveillance satellites and recover-
able aeromedical satellites (1958–1959); “soft landings” by lunar rock-
ets and recoverable manned earth satellites (1959–1960); a manned 
glide- type high altitude research vehicle (1960–1961); earth satellites 
weighing as much as 25,000 pounds and manned circumlunar flights 
(1961–1962). While each individual achievement appears feasible as to 
technical capability and earliest date attainable, we doubt that the 
USSR could accomplish all of these space flight activities within the 
time periods specified.

89. Communist China has announced its intention to launch 
an earth satellite, and there are indications that Chinese personnel 
are studying rocket technology with Soviet assistance. The Chinese 
would value highly the political and propaganda gains resulting from 
a launching, and we believe that an attempt in China is a possibility 
within the next year or so. Using Soviet equipment, and with Soviet 
direction throughout the project, the Chinese Communists could prob-
ably perform a successful earth satellite launching in about one or two 

9 For a more detailed discussion of the Soviet space program, see NIE 11–5–58, 
“Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles,” 19 August 1958 (TOP 
SECRET). [Footnote is in the original.]
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years after initiation of the project. The USSR itself probably has the 
capability, with about six months’ preparation, to place an earth sat-
ellite in orbit from Chinese territory. There is as yet, however, no firm 
evidence of the initiation of any projects to launch earth satellites from 
the territory of Communist China.

90. Nonmilitary applications of atomic energy. There is evidence of 
a further reduction in the ambitious Soviet nuclear power program 
announced in February 1956 as part of the Sixth Five-Year Plan. At that 
time, the USSR set a mid-1960 goal of 2,000–2,500 megawatts of nuclear- 
electric generating capacity. However, a Soviet reply to a UN question-
naire in March 1957 described a program which could produce a total 
capacity of about 1,400 megawatts by that date. Recent statements by 
Soviet officials indicate a planned capacity of about 700 megawatts in 
mid-1960. We estimate that an additional 200 megawatts or more could 
be obtained from dual- purpose reactors installed at plutonium produc-
tion sites, giving the USSR a total of at least 900 megawatts by mid-1960 
if the latest plans materialize. Continued references to the 2,000–2,500 
megawatt goal by leading Soviet authorities indicate that the progres-
sive decrease in nuclear generating capacity planned for 1960 reflects 
a slippage in Soviet plans rather than a reduction in the Soviet nuclear 
power program. The USSR is conducting extensive research on con-
trolled thermonuclear reactions.

91. Soviet employment of radioactive isotopes and radiological tech-
niques in medical, chemical, metallurgical, biological, and agricultural 
research lags behind that of the US by up to five years. While the USSR 
has been actively employing these means in research investigations, little 
originality has been displayed and only recently has the quality of this 
type of research shown improvement.

92. Despite this lag, the USSR has initiated a sizable technical assist-
ance program in nuclear energy within the Bloc and has offered aid in 
this field to a number of non-Bloc countries. To encourage collaboration 
among nuclear scientists within the Bloc, the USSR established in 1956 
a Joint Nuclear Research Institute near Moscow. Although the USSR is 
a member of International Atomic Energy Agency, its attitude toward 
the agency has been passive. Future Soviet activities outside of the Sino- 
Soviet Bloc probably will continue to be largely limited to unilateral 
offers of aid to non-Bloc nations. However, visits by Soviet scientists to 
Western nations and Soviet participation in international conferences 
may be increased.

93. Physics and mathematics. Some Soviet scientists in the various 
fields of physics and mathematics are the equals of those in the lead-
ing nations of the West. Greatest capabilities are exhibited in theoretical 
mathematics and physics, high- energy nuclear physics, low tempera-
ture physics, solid state physics, and acoustics. Research during this 
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period will probably stress a number of studies related to the Soviet 
missile and space programs, and will also include theoretical antigrav-
ity investigations, work in plasma physics, and elaboration of present 
theories of ion, photon, and free radical propulsion. Of great aid to 
research in physics and mathematics is the considerable Soviet capa-
bility in the design, development and application of computers with 
larger memory capacity and increased operation speeds, as well as 
small computers suitable for mass production and usable in small com-
putation centers.

94. Geophysics. Soviet performance in the geophysical sciences is 
believed to be generally equal to that of the US, and superior in some 
fields, particularly polar geophysics. The large and comprehensive Soviet 
IGY program is expected to have a considerable effect on the develop-
ment of geophysics in the USSR. The orbiting of earth satellites carry-
ing heavy payloads of complex instrumentation probably has already 
given the USSR a lead in these methods of upper atmosphere and space 
research. The USSR probably will make advances comparable to those of 
the US in meteorology and oceanography. It will probably continue to be 
among the world leaders in seismology, gravimetry, geomagnetism and 
geoelectricity, and will add to its already considerable achievement in 
permafrost research and geochemical prospecting.

95. Chemistry and metallurgy. The USSR lags behind the US in the 
magnitude and level of research effort in most fields of chemistry and 
metallurgy; however, Soviet research in certain areas continues to be 
of high caliber. A major strength will continue to be in the theoretical 
aspects of some fields of chemistry. There will probably be a major 
expansion of all chemical research, with particular emphasis on fields 
where the West now leads, such as in petrochemicals, new plastic mate-
rials, and synthetic fibers. In metallurgy, research will be especially 
pushed in the high temperature field and in those areas of metallurgy 
related to solid state physics, particularly in semiconductors and ther-
moelectric power generation.

96. Medical sciences. With some exceptions, Soviet medical research 
is still behind that of the US. Soviet research assets, however, are 
expanding rapidly and will continue to be concentrated in areas of 
high economic and military priority. The Soviets are conducting an 
advanced program in space medicine and astrobiology. The availabil-
ity of rocket vehicles and effective propulsion systems has enabled the 
Soviets to use animals to test life- sustaining systems in space and under 
space equivalent conditions to a greater degree than has been possible 
in the US. We believe that they lead the US in rocket flight physiology, 
studies of possible forms of life on other planets, and in the techniques 
and equipment for recovery of test subjects from extreme altitudes. 
However, there are no indications that they have conducted prolonged 
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space equivalent work similar to the US manned balloon experiments. 
The USSR will expand its intensive research program in the control of 
human behavior, especially in conditioning techniques. In addition, the 
Soviets will probably maintain their lead in research on the effects of 
radiation on the nervous system. It is possible that they will attain the 
lead in the study of the effects of cosmic radiation on organisms.

97. Biological and agricultural sciences. There has been a notable 
improvement in the quality of Soviet research in certain areas of the 
biological and agricultural sciences. Except in a few specific fields, 
however, the USSR still lags behind most Western countries in these 
sciences. Although Lysenko retains some limited political support, 
ideological theories are probably no longer permitted to interfere with 
sound research in biology and agriculture, and Soviet genetics research 
should improve markedly. We believe that agricultural research and 
development will receive increasing support, which should assist the 
Soviet effort to increase food supplies.

98. Industrial technology. For the immediate future, we estimate that 
the general level of Soviet industrial technology will remain below that 
of the US. However, the most modem Soviet plants are already on a par 
with those in the US, and the average level of heavy industrial tech-
nology will probably improve. Striking progress has been made over 
the last few years in the theory and practice of automation. Additional 
semiautomatic and possibly fully automatic production lines will be 
established during the period of this estimate. There will probably be 
increased emphasis on engineering process research and on shorten-
ing the lead times necessary to bring developed items into production. 
However, research and technology in consumer goods fields will con-
tinue to lag far behind that of the US.

IV. DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING THE SOVIET  
MILITARY POSTURE

SOVIET MILITARY THINKING AND POLICY

Major Objectives of Military Policy

99. Soviet military thinking and policy since the end of World War 
II, and particularly since the death of Stalin, have been strongly influ-
enced by a growing appreciation of the devastation inherent in nuclear 
war and of the threat to the USSR’s objectives and security posed by 
Western nuclear capabilities. The Soviet leaders have made strong 
efforts to build a substantial offensive nuclear capability of their own 
and to improve their air defenses; indeed, to build up a broad range 
of offensive and defensive capabilities, both nuclear and nonnuclear. 
At the same time, Soviet political activity has aimed at reducing the 
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military and political usefulness of US nuclear capabilities by attempt-
ing to make US overseas bases untenable and to increase the inhibitions 
attached to any use of nuclear weapons.

100. We believe that despite these efforts the Soviet leaders appre-
ciate that if they launched a general war at present, even with surprise 
nuclear attacks, the USSR would suffer unacceptable damage from US 
nuclear retaliation. On the other hand, they are probably confident that 
their own nuclear capabilities, even though not as great as those of the 
US, have grown to the point where they constitute a powerful mili-
tary deterrent to the US. It is therefore probable that in the Soviet view 
both sides are now militarily deterred from deliberately initiating an 
all- out nuclear war or from reacting to any crisis in a manner which 
would gravely risk such a war, unless vital national interests at home 
or abroad were considered to be in jeopardy.

101. The Soviets probably see this situation as a great improvement 
over the relation of forces which existed some years ago. Nevertheless, 
we believe that the Soviet leaders will continue to seek ways to achieve, 
if possible, a clear military superiority over the US. To this end they will 
continue their intensive weapons research and development, particu-
larly in such fields as long- range missiles, aircraft and missile- launching 
submarines capable of attacking the continental US, air defense weap-
ons and associated equipment. But despite further improvement in 
Soviet capabilities over the next five years, we believe that the USSR 
will still not become confident that it can attack the US without receiv-
ing unacceptable damage in return. This judgment assumes the main-
tenance and improvement of US armed strength and the absence of 
an unforeseen Soviet technological breakthrough of major military 
significance.

102. While strengthening their capability for waging general war, 
the Soviets will endeavor to maintain forces which they consider ade-
quate to insure military superiority in situations short of general war. 
To the extent that Western inhibitions against vigorous reaction in local 
situations are increased by the USSR’s growing capability for general 
war, superiority in forces for local conflict will enable the Soviets to 
exert greater political pressure in local situations, and even give them 
greater freedom to use force in such situations. In sum, the Soviet lead-
ers will view large deterrent and other military capabilities as an essen-
tial support to their foreign policy and to the USSR’s status as a leading 
world power.

Soviet Attitudes Toward Limited and General War

103. As indicated elsewhere (Chapter VI, paragraphs 224–227) we 
believe that the Soviet leaders do not at present intend to pursue their 
objectives by employing their own forces in warfare, limited or general. 
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But they will also recognize that, particularly in consequence of the 
policies they are pursuing to compel a retraction of Western power by 
political means, situations might arise in which the use of force on a 
local scale would seem essential to one side or the other. In such situa-
tions the Soviets would prefer to provide logistic and other support for 
local operations in which only non-Soviet forces participated directly. 
Their objectives in such operations would be limited, and they would 
seek to avoid direct Soviet involvement, to limit the geographic area of 
engagement, and to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by either side.

104. Soviet planners probably consider, however, that such lim-
itations might be impossible in some instances, and that encounters 
between their own and Western forces might result. They would prefer 
to minimize the amount of force employed in such situations, in order 
to limit the scale of conflict and the degree of their own involvement 
as much as possible. For example, they would almost certainly wish to 
avoid the use of nuclear weapons. In deciding whether to employ their 
own forces in any particular local situation the Soviets would have to 
balance the risk of provoking a train of counteractions, possibly leading 
to general war, against the stakes involved in the area of local conflict. 
They probably believe that the West’s military posture and doctrine rest 
increasingly upon the use of nuclear weapons, even in limited wars. 
But they probably also view their own nuclear deterrent capabilities as 
already having raised the threshold at which the West would react in 
such a manner.

105. It is impossible to forecast how the Soviets would behave in 
all the situations of local conflict which might arise. Despite the con-
fidence they evidently now have in the power of their own deterrent, 
we believe that they would handle such situations with the greatest 
caution. They would realize that the dangers of miscalculation would 
mount as each side increased the scale of its involvement. Therefore we 
believe that the Soviets would seek to prevent any crisis from develop-
ing in such a way as to leave themselves only a choice between accept-
ing a serious reverse and taking action which would substantially 
increase the likelihood of general war. The Soviet leaders would almost 
certainly not decide to precipitate general war unless they concluded 
that conceding a position to the West would sooner or later threaten the 
survival of their regime.

106. We believe that the Soviets recognize that very great advan-
tages would accrue to the side striking the first blow in an all- out 
nuclear war, and that therefore, in the event that they decided on gen-
eral war, they would themselves initiate it by strategic nuclear attacks. 
The primary objective of such attacks would be to destroy or neutralize 
Western nuclear retaliatory capabilities— or at any rate to achieve the 
maximum possible reduction in the weight of Western retaliation that 
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would have to be met by Soviet air defenses. To an extent consistent 
with this first priority, other key US war- making capabilities would 
probably also be attacked.

107. The outbreak of general war would probably find the USSR 
at a state of military readiness beyond that of ordinary peacetime, but 
short of what Soviet planners might believe best for the most rapid 
exertion of their total military effort. During any local war or crisis 
which they viewed as likely to become increasingly serious, Soviet 
planners would almost certainly prepare against the possibility of a 
general conflict. However, they would not want to push preparations 
so far as to convince the US that general war was imminent, lest this 
lead the US to strike the first all- out nuclear blow. The probability of 
increased Western readiness during a crisis, together with the normally 
widespread deployment of Western nuclear striking forces in the US 
and overseas, would make it doubtful that the Soviets could count on 
achieving surprise against all of these forces, but they would almost 
certainly attempt to do so.

108. Soviet recognition of the importance of surprise in modem 
military operations has been reflected in articles and statements over 
the last few years, but it is evident that Soviet military theoreticians 
do not regard surprise as the decisive factor in the outcome of a major 
war between great powers. In fact, they hold that in such a war the 
strategic attack capabilities of both sides might expend themselves and 
leave eventual victory to the side with the greatest residual strength, 
capacity for recovery, and ability to occupy territory. They visualize an 
important role for their ground, tactical air, and naval forces in a gen-
eral war, which in their view would probably become a protracted war 
of attrition.10

109. In the event of general war, Soviet ground, tactical air, and 
naval forces would probably be launched in major campaigns against 
Europe, the Middle East, and the Far East, in order to defeat those 
Western forces within reach and to seize military objectives in those 
areas as well as their industrial and economic resources. The USSR 
would probably plan to commit its ready forces to an offensive against 
NATO, especially through Western Germany, as soon as possible con-
sistent with its attempt to achieve surprise for its initial assaults against 
the US, overseas US and allied nuclear bases, and naval striking forces. 
Campaigns in other areas would be of lesser priority, but we believe 

10 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that as written this para-
graph does not correctly reflect the Soviet judgment of the role of surprise in a general 
war. He believes it is evident that Soviet military theoreticians consider surprise probably 
would be the decisive factor in the outcome of a war between great powers. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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that in a general war situation they would probably be initiated with 
little delay.

110. In addition to participation in initial strategic attacks and sup-
port of other major Soviet campaigns, the major offensive effort of the 
Soviet Navy in general war would be the worldwide interdiction of 
Western sea communications and reinforcement, intended to isolate 
overseas theaters from the US. The major defensive effort of Soviet 
naval forces would be to prevent Western carrier strikes and submarine- 
launched missile attacks against Bloc targets.

Policy on Size and Types of Forces

111. In assessing the size and types of military forces which would 
best fulfill their major objectives, the Soviets will almost certainly con-
tinue to believe that they must keep a large and diversified military 
establishment, designed to meet various contingencies, up to and 
including general war. While they will work to acquire additional capa-
bilities with advanced weapon systems, they will at all times maintain 
substantial forces- in- being. Nevertheless, there will be increasing com-
petition among military requirements of different types, and between 
military requirements and the demands of highly important nonmili-
tary programs, resulting in part from the cost and complexity of new 
weapons and equipment. In deciding whether to produce complex new 
weapon systems in quantity, the USSR will probably apply increasingly 
severe tests as to whether these would add greatly to current capabili-
ties or tend significantly to alter the world balance of forces, and as to 
whether costs were justified by likely periods of use before obsoles-
cence. There may therefore be a growing tendency in some fields to 
make do with existing equipment until significantly advanced weap-
ons can be acquired.

112. We also believe that for several years the Soviet leaders have 
been interested in finding ways to reduce the number of men under 
arms. The reasons for doing this will continue to apply, and in the 
future may become more compelling. An important factor will be the 
pressure imposed by a shortage of manpower for the rapidly growing 
Soviet economy (see Chapter II, paragraph 64). Other reasons include 
the desire for economies in order to ease the burden of increasing costs 
of new equipment, and the propaganda value of force reductions. The 
importance of the last of these factors has been evident in the USSR’s 
well- publicized announcements of military personnel cuts over the 
last three years. Reductions amounting to over 1.8 million men in the 
1955–1957 period have been claimed, and in January 1958 a further 
planned reduction of 300,000 men was announced, bringing the total 
to more than 2.1 millions.
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113. On the basis of Soviet conscription trends, published labor 
statistics, and other indirect data, we believe that there has in fact 
been a substantial reduction in the number of men in service since the 
peak reached during the Korean War. A considerable portion of this 
reduction apparently occurred prior to the first Soviet announcement 
of cuts in 1955. Reductions are known to have been made in nonessen-
tial supporting and administrative elements. It is probable that other 
reductions were accomplished by cutting down the strength of cer-
tain units and by the transfer of labor troops from military to nonmil-
itary status. On the other hand, we have acquired no evidence of the 
deactivation of any major units and we are fairly certain that most of 
the units withdrawn from satellite areas in recent years were merely 
moved to locations within the USSR.

114. The evidence suggests that in their announcements the Soviets 
took propaganda advantage of fairly substantial reductions made after 
the Korean War, and that additional reductions were in fact begun but 
were delayed or cancelled entirely. The apparent failure to carry out the 
announced cuts may have been due in part to increased tension in the 
satellites, and in the world situation generally, beginning in the fall of 
1956. It may also have resulted in part from Soviet discovery that reduc-
tions in some elements were to a large extent offset by the increased 
need for technically- qualified personnel to serve new and more com-
plex equipment.

115. On the basis of available order- of- battle information, we esti-
mate present Soviet military manpower strength at somewhat more 
than 4 million men, of whom about 2,650,000 are in ground force units, 
about 835,000 are in the air forces (including about 110,000 naval avia-
tion personnel), about 765,000 are in naval units, and about 75,000 are 
in air defense control and warning. In addition, we carry about 400,000 
men in border guard and internal security forces.11 While there has been 
no reliable evidence of reductions over the last year, we do not exclude 
the possibility that the Soviet leaders believe that some additional cuts 
can be made without danger to Soviet security. But we think it unlikely 
that in the present state of the Bloc’s relations with the West further 
reductions of substantial size would be made.

116. Military policy toward other bloc nations. The Soviet leaders view 
the East European area as vital to the military posture of the USSR, 
both as an extension of the defense perimeter of the homeland and as a 
base for offensive power; Communist China and North Korea similarly 

11 For more detailed estimates of the personnel strength of Soviet and other Bloc 
forces, see Annex, Tables 1 and 2; it should be understood that these figures are only 
approximate and that there is considerable uncertainty inherent in this type of estimate. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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strengthen the strategic position of the USSR. The Soviets will therefore 
continue to provide substantial military aid to the Satellite and Chinese 
Communist military establishments, including weapons, equipment, 
and training assistance. They will continue their efforts under the 
Warsaw Pact to develop and maintain reliable and effective forces in 
the East European Satellites, but they probably do not contemplate any 
significant expansion of these forces. It is unlikely that Soviet planners 
would count on East European forces in general to make an important 
contribution to Soviet military operations, except perhaps in air defense 
and in maintaining security for lines of communication.

117. The Soviets probably regard the increasing military capabili-
ties of Communist China with mixed feelings. While Chinese military 
strength is a valuable addition to the power of the Communist Bloc, as 
this strength grows it will also give China increasing weight within the 
Bloc. It will be many years before the Chinese have a large and modern 
arms industry of their own, a development the Soviets might view with 
misgivings in any case, and in the interim the Chinese will press for 
Soviet aid to effect a costly modernization of their forces. We believe 
that the Soviets will probably try to restrain the pace of Chinese military 
development in order to prevent the Chinese from achieving too large 
a degree of military independence. But they will probably also feel that 
they have no choice but to support such development. It is probable 
therefore that they will continue to assist the Chinese in developing and 
producing certain types of modem equipment. They will also probably 
begin to supply such Soviet- made weapons as jet medium bombers, 
advanced fighters and guided missiles for air defense, and possibly 
short- range missiles for offensive use as well. The USSR would prob-
ably retain control over any nuclear weapons based in the territory of 
Communist China or other Bloc nations.

SPECIAL WEAPON DEVELOPMENTS

Nuclear Weapons

118. The USSR is known to have conducted more than 70 nuclear 
tests since August 1949 in its program to develop a variety of nuclear 
weapons. Two test series were conducted during 1958. In the first series, 
13 tests were conducted at two widely separated proving grounds 
during the three months preceding the USSR’s announcement of a uni-
lateral test suspension on 31 March 1958. The Soviets resumed testing 
in a second series which began in September 1958. Explosions in the 
latest series have included two of about seven megatons, about twice 
the yield of the largest Soviet explosion detected previously. The latest 
two tests were of low yield and were conducted in the general vicinity 
of Kapustin Yar. From the present technical evaluation of the 1958 tests, 
it appears that the Soviets made further advances in the development 
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of high yield weapons suitable for use in bombs or missile warheads. 
They also apparently sought to improve low yield weapons from the 
standpoint of size and economy of fissionable materials, probably in 
order to meet air defense as well as other requirements.

119. We estimate that at present the Soviet stockpile could include 
nuclear weapons in a range of yields from about 2 KT to about 8 MT; 
we do not exclude the possibility that untested bombs with yields of as 
much as 20 MT could be in stockpile on an emergency or provisional 
basis.12 We have insufficient evidence to support a firm estimate of the 
numbers and types of nuclear weapons in the Soviet stockpile. There is, 
however, considerable evidence from the Soviet nuclear test program 
and from other intelligence sources, providing indications as to what 
types of weapons the USSR may be stockpiling and on what deliv-
ery systems it contemplates. Based on an analysis of various factors 
involved, we believe that:

(a) nuclear weapons, including high- yield weapons suitable for 
bomber delivery, are now widely deployed to Long Range Aviation 
units, and the Soviets will seek to provide such weapons for all bomb-
ers of this component which are designated for weapons delivery;

(b) nuclear warheads are being and will be produced in numbers 
sufficient to equip substantially all operational submarine- launched 
missiles; and ground- launched ballistic missiles of 700 n.m. range and 
greater;

(c) Soviet doctrine contemplates the tactical use of nuclear weap-
ons by ground, tactical air, and naval forces, and some such weapons 
are probably now available for this purpose;

(d) the Soviets’ emphasis on air defense will lead them to provide 
nuclear warheads for some proportion of their surface- to- air and air- to- 
air missiles, but a sizable allocation for such purposes has probably not 
yet been made.

120. Considering the estimated availability of fissionable mate-
rials and the level of Soviet nuclear weapons technology, we believe 
that at present the USSR probably possesses sufficient nuclear weap-
ons to support a major attack by its long- range striking forces, but 
that current stockpiles are probably insufficient for large- scale allo-
cation to air defense and tactical use. We estimate a substantial and 
high priority Soviet program for the expansion of fissionable material 
production through the period of this estimate, and we believe that 
the USSR is capable of considerable further improvement in nuclear 

12 For a detailed estimate of the present and future Soviet nuclear weapons devel-
opment potential, see NIE 11–2–58, “The Soviet Atomic Energy Program,” 14 January 
1958 (Limited Distribution). See also the forthcoming NIE 11–2–59. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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weapons technology. Thus, by the end of the period the current lim-
itation on the allocation of nuclear materials to air defense and tacti-
cal operations will have eased, although even then and for a longer 
period, limitations imposed by the availability of fissionable materials 
will still be felt.13

121. Prior to its suspension of testing in March 1958, the USSR 
had probably developed types of nuclear weapons which could meet 
most of its major requirements for such weapons. However, strong 
technical motivations have continued to exist for further testing, 
for example in the categories of lighter- weight, more efficient war-
heads for air defense and other purposes, higher yield warheads, and 
antimissile defense techniques. The USSR’s reasons for conducting 
nuclear tests in the fall of 1958 probably included the desire to ful-
fill technical requirements and, to a lesser extent, the desire to create 
a situation in which there would be increased world pressure for a 
ban on further testing. Considering the achievements of the Soviet 
nuclear test program to date and the broader advantages the USSR 
may feel it can achieve by negotiating a multilateral test cessation, 
we believe that technical requirements alone would not prevent the 
USSR from joining in a test ban. We also believe that if an agreed ban 
with a suitable control system were negotiated, the Soviets would be 
unlikely to attempt to carry out a concealed test or abrogate the agree-
ment, at least for some time, but would incorporate into their weap-
ons program such refinements as could be achieved without new test 
explosions.

122. Although we do not know the Soviet estimate of minimum 
stockpile requirements for fissionable materials, we doubt that such 
requirements have been met and we know that production facilities 
are expanding. Therefore, while the USSR might enter negotiations on 
cessation of weapons material production, we believe it would neither 
unilaterally cease such production nor agree to mutual cessation in the 
near future.

Guided Missiles

123. The USSR continues to press ahead with an extensive research 
and development program embracing all major categories of guided 
missiles. Soviet achievements in surface- to-surface ballistic missiles 
have been especially impressive, and substantial success has also been 

13 For estimates of present and future cumulative availability of fissionable material 
in the USSR, see NIE 11–2–58. For theoretical ranges of mixed nuclear weapon stockpiles, 
as well as illustrative stockpiles showing reasonable maximum and minimum limits 
for certain categories of weapons, see the Supplement to NIE 11–2–58, “Possible Soviet 
Allocations of Fissionable Material to Weapons Stockpiles,” 1958–1962, 30 September 
1958 (Limited Distribution). [Footnote is in the original.]
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achieved in developing surface- to- air missiles. While available evi-
dence is not sufficient to indicate comparable emphasis and success in 
other Soviet missile programs, we believe the USSR now has a variety 
of missile systems available for operational use. It is capable of devel-
oping advanced systems in all categories during the period of this esti-
mate, and the experience it has already acquired in missile production, 
troop training, logistics, and deployment procedures will facilitate the 
expansion of its operational capabilities.14

124. On the basis of considerable evidence concerning the research 
and development program, we believe that for several years the USSR 
has had available for operational use surface- to- surface ballistic mis-
siles with maximum ranges of about 100 n.m., 200 n.m., 350 n.m., and 
700 n.m. It has also been developing and probably now has available 
for operational use a ballistic missile of 1,100 n.m. maximum range. 
In addition, a very short range antitank missile is probably now 
operational.

125. Intercontinental ballistic missile. Since the completion of NIE 
11–5–58, we have conducted an intensive re- examination of the Soviet 
ICBM test firing program and its implications. On the basis of sufficient 
intelligence coverage to establish with a high degree of confidence the 
number of Soviet ICBM test firings, it is clear that over the past year 
this number has not been as great as we had anticipated. Nevertheless, 
considering the Soviets’ progress in the whole field of missiles and the 
capabilities demonstrated in their ICBM, earth satellite, and other bal-
listic missile launchings, we continue to estimate that the USSR will 
probably achieve a first operational capability with 10 prototype ICBMs 
at some time during the year 1959. While it is possible that a limited 
capability with comparatively unproven ICBMs might have been estab-
lished in 1958, we believe this to be unlikely.15

126. When it first becomes operational, the Soviet ICBM system 
will probably be capable of delivering a nuclear payload to a maxi-
mum range of about 5,500 n.m., with an accuracy (CEP) of about 5 n.m. 

14 For an extended discussion of the USSR’s guided missile development program, 
and of factors likely to affect its acquisition of substantial operational capabilities, see NIE 
11–5–58, “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles,” 19 August 1958 
(TOP SECRET). [Footnote is in the original.]

15 NOTE: Some statements by high Soviet officials during the past year have 
indicated that the USSR already possessed, or at least wished us to think it possessed, 
a considerable operational ICBM capability. Such a capability cannot be ruled out as 
impossible if the Soviets have had a test philosophy involving fewer long- range tests 
and more reliance upon component tests at Kapustin Yar than we think likely. Such a 
philosophy would run greater risks of failure and provide less assurance of accuracy 
and reliability but also (if all went well) much more rapid achievement of operational 
capability. The Soviets may have believed the political and psychological value of ICBMs 
is so great as to justify extreme measures to attain a substantial and early deployment. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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and a reliability of about 50 percent after launching. (Some additional 
percentage of missiles, which we are unable to estimate, would prove 
unserviceable before launching.) We estimate that the Soviet ICBM is 
designed to carry a nuclear payload of about 2,000 pounds, although 
there is a possibility that it is designed to carry about 5,000 pounds. 
Reliability will probably be considerably improved by the early 1960’s. 
At the beginning of the period 1962–1966, the CEP could be about 
3 n.m. with radio command/inertial guidance, and could be reduced 
to about 2 n.m. later in that period. In 1960–1963, an all- inertial system 
with a CEP of 3–5 n.m. will probably be available.

127. For air defense, the USSR now has available two different 
types of surface- to- air missiles, one of which is employed in the fixed 
missile complex around Moscow and the other of which is probably 
suitable for employment with the Moscow system or with a semi 
mobile system. These missiles have greatest effectiveness against 
aircraft at altitudes of 30,000 to 60,000 feet; they are relatively short 
range (15–30 n.m.) and almost certainly neither is effective at very low 
altitudes (below about 1,500 feet). During 1959–1961, surface-  to-  air 
systems with increased range and improved high and low altitude 
capabilities will probably become operational for defense of fixed 
targets, field forces, and naval vessels. Short- range air- to- air missiles 
(up to 6 n.m.) suitable for employment with currently operational 
Soviet fighter aircraft types are probably also available, and a longer- 
range missile (15–20 n.m.) will probably be developed by 1960. In 
1963–1966 the USSR will probably achieve a first operational capabil-
ity with a surface- to- air system of limited effectiveness against ICBMs 
and possibly against IRBMs.

128. For employment by submarines, the USSR probably now has 
available a subsonic cruise- type missile system capable of delivering 
nuclear warheads against land targets within about 200 n.m. of the 
launching submarine. These missiles could be launched by a subma-
rine only after surfacing. In 1961–1963 the USSR will probably have 
available for first operational use a submarine- launched ballistic mis-
sile system capable of delivering nuclear warheads from a submerged 
submarine to a range of about 1,000 n.m. It is also possible that the 
USSR will develop a 1,000 n.m. cruise- type system for first operational 
use in 1960.

129. A Soviet air- to- surface missile system is now capable of car-
rying nuclear warheads at subsonic speed to a range of about 55 n.m. 
against ships and other targets clearly definable on radar. The USSR 
will probably have operational in 1960–1961 a supersonic air- to- surface 
missile with a range of at least 100 n.m., suitable for employment 
against a wide variety of targets.
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Chemical and Biological Warfare

130. Current Soviet tactical doctrine recognizes the potentialities 
of CW and BW as useful complements to other weapons. Soviet mil-
itary forces receive thorough training in the offensive use of CW as 
well as in defense against it. A stockpile of CW agents is believed to 
be maintained at the World War II level and may have been increased. 
It probably consists of the nerve agents, principally Tabun (GA) and 
in lesser quantity Sarin (GB), as well as standard agents such as mus-
tard. A nerve agent of the “V” type, far more persistent and toxic than 
the “G” agents, may have been in production in the USSR since 1956. 
Research is probably also under way in the field of nonlethal, incapac-
itating agents.

131. The Soviets possess standard munitions, for the dissemination 
of toxic agents by artillery shells, and it is probable that a supply of such 
munitions is normally carried by artillery units. CW agent dispersion 
by bombs and aircraft spray is also contemplated. Improved aerosol- 
producing devices necessary to the effective employment of “V” agents 
are believed to be under development. It is also possible that CW war-
heads have been developed for certain types of guided missiles.

132. The existence of an active Soviet BW research and develop-
ment program has been confirmed, through identification of a research 
center and field test site as well as through extensive Soviet literature 
applicable to this subject. While most known Soviet research is also 
applicable to public health problems, we believe the Soviet program 
includes research on antipersonnel, antilivestock, and possibly anti-
crop agents. There is no evidence of the existence of a mass- production 
facility for BW agents, but existing plants for the production of biolog-
icals, together with other laboratories, could easily produce BW agents 
in quantities sufficient for clandestine employment and probably for 
larger- scale use.

133. In the field of defense against BW and CW, present Soviet capa-
bilities are at least comparable to those of the major Western nations, and 
in the case of CW are probably superior. Soviet troops are well- equipped 
with satisfactory CW defense items, many of which are also suitable for 
use in defense against BW. The current issue gas mask affords adequate 
protection against inhalation of known toxic agents, and articles of pro-
tective clothing issued to all troops afford protection against toxic agent 
spray and area contamination. Extensive programs continue to indoc-
trinate the civilian populace as well as military personnel in defensive 
techniques.

Electromagnetic Warfare

134. We believe that at present the USSR has an appreciable capa-
bility for jamming Western radars at frequencies up to 10,000 mc/s and 
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possibly higher, and especially for jamming at lower frequencies nor-
mally used in Western long- range radio communications. The Soviets 
are now producing magnetrons and traveling wave tubes suitable for 
jamming in the microwave frequencies, and research in this field is con-
tinuing. They are also currently employing passive detection equipment 
believed capable of detecting signals from the very low frequencies up 
into the microware spectrum. By 1963, the USSR will have in opera-
tional use equipment capable of jamming at frequencies from 10 kc/s 
through 36,000 mc/s, including all frequencies likely to be employed 
by Western communications, radar, and navigation equipment.

135. In recent months a trend toward greater frequency diversi-
fication in Soviet radar and radio equipment has appeared, in con-
trast to the earlier concentration of frequencies in a few narrow bands. 
The USSR is capable of further increasing the spread of frequencies 
employed and of developing improved antijamming techniques, but 
through 1963 Soviet electronic systems will probably still be subject to 
disruption by properly employed techniques.

STRENGTHS AND CAPABILITIES OF SOVIET FORCES

136. High command. Top control over all administrative and oper-
ational activity in the Soviet military establishment is vested in a sin-
gle authority, the Minister of Defense. Directly under the Minister of 
Defense is a single general staff, organized along functional lines into 
operations, intelligence, communications, military transportation, 
organization and mobilization, historical, and topographical sections. 
The major administrative elements of the Soviet armed forces include 
the chief directorates of ground, air, air defense, and naval forces, each 
headed by a commander- in- chief who reports directly to the Minister of 
Defense. Operational control flows in a direct chain of command from 
the Minister of Defense to the commanders of the major operational 
elements: military districts, groups of forces, naval fleets, air defense 
forces, Long Range Aviation, and possibly airborne forces.

137. Despite extreme centralization of responsibility, the Soviet 
command system retains sufficient flexibility to effect integrated 
employment of all types of forces in either large- or small- scale opera-
tions. Constant attention to new requirements will bring about signifi-
cant changes in armament and some realignment among components, 
but we anticipate no radical alteration of the Soviet high command 
structure in the near future. In the following paragraphs, the differ-
ent types of Soviet forces are discussed in terms of their capabilities to 
perform those military missions which we believe would be assigned 
by the Soviet high command, i.e., long- range attack, air defense, major 
land campaigns, and naval warfare.
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Long-Range Striking Forces

138. Since the end of World War II the USSR has devoted a major 
effort to the development of nuclear striking forces capable of attack-
ing distant military, industrial, and other targets, not only in and near 
Eurasia but in North America as well. This effort has been dictated by 
the fact that the US, itself possessed of long- range striking forces, lay 
beyond the range of traditional Soviet military power. The principal 
component of Soviet military strength presently capable of long- range 
nuclear attack is Long Range Aviation, equipped with medium and 
heavy bombers. The medium bombers of Naval and Tactical Aviation, 
as well as the light bombers of these components, contribute to the 
Soviet capability for attack on targets in Eurasia and its periphery. 
Ground- launched and submarine- launched guided missiles probably 
now supplement the bomber capability.

139. Long- range bombers. We estimate the strength of Soviet Long 
Range Aviation, as of 1 October 1958, at approximately 1,450 bombers, 
including about 400 obsolete BULL piston medium bombers, about 
950 BADGER jet medium bombers, and about 100 to 125 BISON 
jet and BEAR turboprop heavy bombers. At least one- fourth of the 
BISON and BADGER regiments in this force have some aircraft of 
these types which are convertible tanker-bombers. Medium bombers 
have also been supplied to other components— there are now about 
250 BADGERs and a few BULLs in Naval Aviation units and about 
100 BADGERs in Tactical Aviation units.

140. The capabilities of Long Range Aviation have been mark-
edly increased in the last five years, through the introduction of large 
numbers of modern aircraft, more realistic and larger- scale training 
exercises, improvement of potential staging bases in the Arctic, devel-
opment of inflight refueling, and improvement of electronic equipment 
for ECM, bombing, navigation and other purposes. Nuclear weapons 
storage sites have been identified at many Long Range Aviation home 
bases, and we believe that nuclear bombs are now the primary weap-
ons of this force. A few BADGER units of both Long Range and Naval 
Aviation are probably now trained and equipped to employ air- to- 
surface missiles suitable for use against ships and other well- defined 
targets.

141. Despite these improvements Soviet Long Range Aviation 
still consists primarily of medium bombers, best suited for operations 
against targets in Eurasia and its periphery, and capable of attacking the 
continental US only through extensive use of one- way missions. The 
history of the Soviet heavy bomber program leads us to believe that 
despite the efforts devoted to developing the BISON and BEAR, Soviet 
planners probably decided within the last year or two to forego a rapid 
build- up with present heavy bomber models. This decision may have 
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been reached as a result of one or more of the following factors: dissatis-
faction with the performance of BISON and BEAR; progress in develop-
ing new or improved bombers; confidence in Soviet ability to acquire an 
ICBM capability at an early date. Contributing to the decision may have 
been a Soviet belief that the USSR’s medium bomber force, together with 
a small heavy bomber capability, is at least temporarily acceptable as a 
deterrent force, and for use against the US should general war occur.

142. The Soviets will almost certainly continue to strive for 
technological superiority over the US in intercontinental weapon 
systems. Presumably they set great store by the ICBM as posing an 
entirely new type of threat. But Soviet military planners almost cer-
tainly feel that even though they have good prospects of acquiring 
a substantial long- range striking capability with missiles, manned 
bombers will still be required. Manned bombers, especially advanced 
types, will provide the Soviets with flexibility and diversification of 
attack capabilities, and will remain particularly applicable for attacks 
on small, hardened targets, damage assessment, and reconnaissance. 
We therefore believe that the USSR will retain a large force of long- 
range bombers throughout the period of this estimate, although its 
size will probably decline gradually. Its inflight refueling techniques 
will probably be improved and extended to a larger part of the force; 
however, there is no present evidence of the development of an air-
craft specifically for use as a tanker. Improved electronic and other 
supporting equipment will probably be provided. Air- to- surface mis-
sile launching capabilities will probably be augmented as more effec-
tive missiles are developed.

143. Future projections of the strength and composition of Soviet 
Long Range Aviation are complicated by the fact that at present the 
entire Soviet medium and heavy bomber industry is in a state of tran-
sition, involving considerably less current production than a year or 
two ago. Production at BADGER plants now appears to be tapering 
off, although it will probably be sufficient to provide moderate further 
increases in the jet medium bomber force. The one identified BISON 
plant, at Moscow, has continued to produce aircraft of this type at a low 
and uneven rate, while its design bureau has been working to develop 
a new type of large bomber. A total of about a dozen BISONs have been 
completed since April 1958, bringing cumulative production to about 
100 aircraft. While considerably less evidence is available on BEAR 
production, we believe it unlikely that any new BEAR bombers have 
been produced for well over a year, or that more than 50 to 60 were 
produced altogether. In the interim, the one identified producer has 
probably been overhauling existing BEARs, modifying some aircraft of 
this type for transport use, and building a few new transports of the 
CLEAT type (similar to the BEAR). Despite the decline in long- range 
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bomber production, the USSR’s plant capacity suitable for production 
of large aircraft has been considerably enlarged over the last few years, 
and there is some evidence to suggest that several plants are preparing 
to produce large bombers or transports.

144. Research and development in new bomber types has contin-
ued and we believe that it will be intensively pursued throughout the 
period of this estimate. Considering the demonstrated level of Soviet 
technology in such fields as aircraft propulsion and aerodynamics, and 
the normal development of these capabilities, we have estimated that 
within the next few years the USSR could probably place into oper-
ational units: (a) improved versions of the BISON and BADGER, at 
any time; (b) a new subsonic heavy bomber with range and other per-
formance characteristics somewhat better than those of an improved 
BISON, in 1959 or 1960; (c) a new medium bomber with supersonic 
“dash” capabilities and a range approximating that of an improved 
BADGER, in 1960 or 1961.

145. Since none of these aircraft types would add substantially to 
Soviet capabilities for two- way intercontinental operations, we have 
reasoned that the USSR might proceed directly to more advanced types, 
such as a heavy bomber powered by high- energy chemical fuel, capable 
of supersonic speed and high altitude, or possibly a subsonic nuclear- 
powered aircraft capable of long endurance, even at low altitudes. We 
continue to estimate that some aircraft of either or both these types 
could probably be in operational units by mid-1963. We also believe 
that within the next few years the USSR could fly an airborne nuclear 
testbed, with at least one nuclear power unit providing useful thrust 
during some phase of the flight.16 The attainment of a nuclear propul-
sion system for operational use in supersonic aircraft would probably 
require a long test and development program extending beyond the 
period of this estimate.17

146. Recent evidence of Soviet developmental efforts includes the 
observation at Moscow of a new bomber, designated BOUNDER, of 
large size and heavy weight, with a modified delta- wing configuration 
apparently designed for supersonic flight. With the limited informa-
tion available, it has not been possible to determine the BOUNDER’s 

16 The Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, 
and the Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believe that the USSR could fly such a 
testbed during 1959. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that an 
aircraft nuclear propulsion system could now be undergoing flight tests in a prototype 
airframe. [Footnote is in the original.]

17 See SNIE 11–58, “Possible Soviet Long Range Bomber Development, 1958–1962,” 
4 March 1958 (SECRET), and SNIE 11–7–58, “Strength and Composition of the Soviet 
Long Range Bomber Force,” 5 June 1958 (TOP SECRET). For estimated performance char-
acteristics of Soviet long- range bombers for operational use to 1961, see Annex, Table 6. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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intended mission, but we believe it could represent a significant step 
forward in Soviet bomber design. Preliminary analysis indicates 
BOUNDER to be powered by four turbojet engines. The use of con-
ventional fuels would give it a range marginal for intercontinental 
bombing. The possibility for development of BOUNDER with a more 
advanced propulsion system exists, and the design intent for a nuclear- 
powered vehicle cannot be excluded at this time. However, present 
information is inadequate to permit an estimate of BOUNDER’s prob-
able development.

147. Our evidence also continues to support the existence of one or 
more other prototypes of new or improved long- range bombers. Past 
experience cautions that existing prototypes may represent competitive 
designs. The Soviets may not yet have evaluated such prototypes in 
relation to each other or to their missile programs. Such evaluation will 
have an important bearing on the future strength and composition of 
Long Range Aviation.

148. We continue to project Soviet heavy bomber and tanker 
strength for mid-1960 as lying within the range of 100 to 200 aircraft. 
The high side reflects a Soviet option to produce additional aircraft of 
BISON and perhaps BEAR types, and perhaps to introduce a few of a 
new heavy bomber into operational units. The low side reflects their 
option to forego a further build- up in heavy bombers through mid-
1960, relying primarily on their one- way medium bomber capability 
against the US for at least a little longer. Our estimates of trends in 
Long Range Aviation beyond 1960 are more uncertain, but reflect our 
belief that the USSR will probably introduce new or improved inter-
continental bombers during the period of this estimate. Should Soviet 
planners desire a large force of heavy bombers and tankers, there is 
no question that they could have five or six hundred BISONs, BEARS, 
and new heavy bombers in units by mid-1963. As indicated in the table 
below, however, it seems to us more likely that the heavy bomber and 
tanker force will remain considerably smaller than this— say, about two 
or three hundred, including some of new types.

149. Intercontinental ballistic missiles. We believe that Soviet plan-
ners intend to acquire a sizable ICBM operational capability at the ear-
liest practicable date. However, we have insufficient evidence to judge 
the magnitude and pace of a Soviet program to produce and deploy 
ICBMs. Considerable preparations for a build- up of operational ICBM 
capabilities could already have been made without detection by intelli-
gence, as implied by Khrushchev’s recent statement that the production 
of ICBMs has been “successfully set up.” In the light of such indirect 
evidence as exists, we have considered those factors which would affect 
an operational ICBM build- up, including the Soviet capacity to pro-
duce missiles and associated equipment, and concurrently to complete 
launching facilities, establish logistic lines, and train operational units.
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SOVIET LONG RANGE AVIATION
(Estimated Strength in Operational Units)

1 Oct 58 Mid-1959 Mid-1960 Mid-1961 Mid-1962 Mid-1963

HEAVY 
BOMBERS 
AND 
TANKERS

100–125 100–150 100–200 150–250 200–300 200–300

MEDIUM 
BOMBERS 
AND 
TANKERS

Jet 950 1,025 1,100 1,100 900 800

Piston 400 300 150 — — —

TOTALS 1,450–
1,475

1,425–
1,475

1,350–
1,450

1,250–
1,350

1,100–
1,200

1,000–
1,100

150. Taking into account the complexities of the tasks which would 
have to be accomplished, we believe that the Soviets could achieve an 
operational capability with 500 ICBMs18 about three years after first 
operational capability date. Based on our estimate that a first opera-
tional capability will probably be achieved in 1959, we therefore believe 
that a capability with 500 ICBMs could be achieved some time in 1962. 
With overriding priority and exceptional success in the test and pro-
duction program, this capability might be achieved in as little as two 
years after first operational capability date, i.e., some time in 1961. 
Assuming a build- up in three years from first operational capability 
to a capability with 500 ICBMs, a capability with 100 ICBMs19 would 
be achieved in about a year and a half; assuming a two year build- up, 
100 would be achieved in about a year. The achievement of operational 
capabilities such as these within the time periods estimated would 
require an extremely high order of planning and accomplishment, and 
would also require an increase in the average rate of ICBM firings for 
test and training purposes.

151. There is evidence that mobility is an important consideration 
in Soviet ballistic missile development generally. For an ICBM system a 
degree of mobility could be obtained by use of rail transport to previously 
prepared launching sites, some of which would have only a minimum of 

18 These numbers of ICBMs are selected arbitrarily in order to provide some meas-
ure of the Soviet production and deployment capacity; they do not represent an estimate 
of the probable Soviet requirement or stockpile. [Footnote is in the original.]

19 These numbers of ICBMs are selected arbitrarily in order to provide some meas-
ure of the Soviet production and deployment capacity; they do not represent an estimate 
of the probable Soviet requirement or stockpile. [Footnote is in the original.]
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fixed equipment. This would provide flexibility and security through the 
use of relatively simple alternate launching sites which would be diffi-
cult to identify and locate. Our estimate of the Soviet capacity to acquire 
ICBM operational capabilities, given in the preceding paragraph, applies 
to either a rail- transportable system or a system of moderately hardened 
fixed launching sites, or a combination of the two.

152. Other long- range ballistic missiles. The Soviets probably consider 
ballistic missiles of 700 and 1,100 n.m. maximum range as contributing 
primarily to their capabilities to deliver nuclear payloads on distant, 
fixed targets in Eurasia and its periphery, although shorter- range ballis-
tic missiles could also be employed for this purpose within their range. 
We estimate that nuclear warheads would be provided for virtually all 
missiles of 700 and 1,100 n.m. range, but we do not exclude the possibil-
ity of CW use in some 700 n.m. missiles. On the basis of available intel-
ligence, we cannot judge the present scale of production and we have 
not identified any units equipped with these missiles. It is possible that 
at present the USSR has only a very limited capability to employ them 
in military operations. But considering such factors as estimated Soviet 
requirements, nuclear materials availability, and experience in shorter 
range missiles, we believe that the USSR may now have an operational 
capability with as many as several hundred ballistic missiles of 700 n.m. 
range, and with a few 1,100 nm. missiles.

153. The wide availability of medium and light bombers capable 
of reaching Eurasian targets probably reduces Soviet requirements 
for missiles of these ranges. Since the 700- mile missile has probably 
been operational since 1956, we believe that the Soviets may meet 
their requirements for this missile early in the period of this estimate. 
A build- up in 1,100 n.m. missiles would take longer. Missiles of these 
types are probably designed for road or rail mobility. They are probably 
not deployed in Satellite areas at present, but some operational units 
may exist within the USSR.

154. Missile- launching submarines. A few conventional submarines 
have probably been converted for topside stowage and launching of 
200 n.m. cruise- type missiles. The Soviets could convert a large number 
of existing submarines, but the problems involved lead us to believe 
that such conversion is not likely to be large- scale. A total of about 20 
long- range submarines could be converted within 4–6 months of a deci-
sion to do so. The USSR is probably also developing one or more new 
types of missile- launching submarines, designed for internal missile 
stowage. These types will probably include ballistic missile submarines 
for first operational use in 1961–1963, and possibly cruise- type missile 
submarines at an earlier date. If the latter are in fact developed and con-
structed, the USSR may have about 35 submarines, some nuclear and 
some conventional- powered, equipped for internal missile stowage by 
mid-1963.
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155. Capabilities for long- range attack. Present Soviet capabilities for 
attack on the continental US are limited by the relatively small num-
bers of operational heavy bombers, the requirement to stage most 
bombers through forward bases in the Arctic, and the lack of a sub-
stantial inflight refueling capability. Nevertheless; by employing their 
entire heavy bomber force, many of their medium bombers, and their 
small submarine- launched missile capability, the Soviets could mount 
large- scale initial nuclear attacks against retaliatory strengths and 
other war- making capabilities in North America. The actual weight of 
attack launched against the US would depend upon the Soviet judg-
ment as to the optimum combination of surprise and weight of attack 
against all areas where US and Allied nuclear retaliatory capabilities 
and other essential targets are located. Against those Western capabil-
ities deployed on the periphery of the Bloc, the Soviets could employ 
medium bombers, light bombers, and ballistic missiles with ranges up 
to 700 and probably 1,100 n.m. Bombs and air- to- surface missiles could 
be employed against Western naval forces possessing nuclear strike 
capabilities. All Western targets of importance in North America and 
overseas, as well as major naval operating areas, are within range of 
one or more of the Soviet weapon systems described above, although 
most of the Soviet bombers would have to be dispatched on one- way 
missions to reach targets in the continental US.

156. Soviet long- range striking capabilities will increase markedly 
as the stockpile of nuclear weapons grows, improved bombers are intro-
duced, the readiness and proficiency of the bomber force increases, and 
especially as the Soviet capability to deliver nuclear weapons by guided 
missiles expands.20 The USSR will rely increasingly upon missiles as 
long- range delivery systems as the period advances. While Soviet plan-
ners almost certainly recognize that ballistic missiles can impose max-
imum surprise and difficulty of interception, they probably consider 
that for some years the accuracy and payload capacity of such mis-
siles will be inferior to those of manned aircraft of comparable ranges. 
We therefore believe that through the period of this estimate, Soviet 
long- range striking capabilities will lie primarily in a mixed force of 
manned bombers (probably equipped increasingly with air- to- surface 
missiles) and ballistic missiles. The Soviets may consider that ballis-
tic missiles can best be employed to neutralize Western retaliatory and 
other capabilities temporarily in an initial blow, relying upon bomb-
ers for follow- up attacks of maximum weight. In any event, effective 
Soviet employment of long- range striking capabilities against Western 

20 The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, does not 
concur in this sentence. See his footnote to paragraph 22 of The Summary. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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retaliatory and other essential targets will still face great difficulties of 
timing and distribution of attack against widely deployed, mobile, and 
ready Western strengths. The USSR’s missile- carrying submarines will 
contribute further to its capabilities, but the scale of their use in an ini-
tial attack would depend upon the Soviet judgment of the risk of pre-
mature disclosure of intent.

Air Defense Forces

157. All Bloc forces useful for air defense are organized for partici-
pation in an integrated system which places primary emphasis on pro-
viding defense in depth for key administrative, industrial, and military 
centers within the USSR. We believe that air defense will continue to be 
given high priority.

158. Air defense weapons. The principal current weapon system for 
defense of Sino-Soviet Bloc targets against high- altitude attack is the 
high- performance jet fighter, of which there are over 14,000 in oper-
ational units throughout the Bloc. More than 10,000 of these fighters 
are in Soviet units, about 4,200 of them in units whose sole mission is 
air defense and the remainder in units with air defense as one of their 
primary missions. The principal day fighter in Soviet forces is the sub-
sonic FRESCO, although about 1,200 supersonic FARMER day fighters 
were in units as of 1 October 1958. Also in service are the FLASHLIGHT 
all- weather fighter, as well as the FRESCO “D” and FARMER “B” with 
limited all- weather capabilities, but their introduction has proceeded 
at a relatively slow pace. Total Soviet strength in the FLASHLIGHT and 
FRESCO “D” types was about 1,730 as of 1 October 1958, with some 
FARMER “B” types also in operational units.

159. Most Bloc jet fighters in operational units have combat ceil-
ings of 50,000–55,000 feet; FARMER and certain FRESCO versions 
probably have combat ceilings on the order of 60,000 feet. During 
1959–1963 the USSR will probably introduce new day and all- weather 
fighter types, whose characteristics will emphasize speed and altitude 
at the expense of combat radius. By 1962 the latest operational Soviet 
fighters will probably be capable of operating at altitudes up to 67,000 
feet, and of climbing to 40,000 feet in less than two minutes.21 Air- to- air 
missiles are probably now available to improve the kill capabilities of 
Soviet interceptors, although we have no evidence that they have as yet 
been supplied to operational units. Total numerical strength in fighters 
will probably decrease after another year or two, because of the grow-
ing destructive power of individual interceptors, greater demands on 
industrial capacity resulting from the advent of more complex fighters, 

21 For estimated performance characteristics of Soviet fighter aircraft, see Annex, 
Table 9. [Footnote is in the original.]
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and the increasing availability and capabilities of surface- to- air missile 
systems.

160. Surface- to- air missiles designed for optimum effectiveness at 
altitudes of 30,000–60,000 feet and probably having limited effective-
ness at 80,000 feet are now in operation in a dense and costly complex 
of 56 sites around Moscow. This complex, which could include a limited 
number of missiles with nuclear warheads, can probably direct a very 
high rate of fire against multiple targets under all weather conditions. 
It is probably ineffective against very low altitude attack, however. We 
believe the USSR may have altered an earlier intention to install a some-
what similar surface- to- air missile complex around Leningrad, and that 
the missile defenses of this and other critical Soviet targets will employ 
systems with greater flexibility and less cost than that at Moscow. There 
is now some evidence of the installation of surface- to- air missile sites in 
a few other key areas, such as Baku. We believe that more such sites will 
be built through the period of this estimate as improved systems for 
both high and low altitude defense become available, and that surface- 
to- air missiles will be provided for numerous Soviet fixed targets as 
well as field forces and naval vessels. Surface- to- air defenses in key 
areas will probably become effective both at very low altitudes and up 
to 90,000 feet during the period.

161. The Soviets continue to employ antiaircraft guns for defense 
of field forces and fixed targets, including airfields. More than 25,000 
light and medium antiaircraft guns are believed to be available to 
Soviet forces at present; in addition, about 5,000 are available to East 
European forces and nearly 4,000 to Communist China, North Korea, 
and North Vietnam. Large numbers of automatic antiaircraft machine 
guns are also available to field forces. As suitable surface- to- air missiles 
become available in quantity, a large portion of the medium and some 
light antiaircraft guns will probably be phased out of the air defenses of 
static targets in the USSR.

162. Air defense radar and control equipment. Radar coverage now 
extends over the entire USSR and East European Satellite area, except 
for certain inland portions of central and eastern Siberia; coverage 
also extends along the entire coastal region of Communist China. The 
long- standing gaps in radar coverage in the Soviet Arctic are now 
believed to have been filled, although this deployment is probably not 
as extensive as in many other areas. About 1,200 heavy prime radars, 
primarily of the TOKEN type, and about 3,000 light auxiliary radars 
are employed in various combinations at about 1,700 radar sites in 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Under average conditions, TOKEN radars can 
probably detect jet medium bomber aircraft, penetrating at alti-
tudes up to their combat ceilings, at distances between about 80 and 
about 180 n.m. from radar sites. New radars of much higher quality, 
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including radars capable of more accurate height- finding, are already 
in service and will probably be widely deployed during 1959–1963.22

163. For several years the Soviets have been developing comput-
ers and other components suitable for data- handling use. The use of 
such equipment will have a marked effect in increasing traffic- handling 
capabilities, reducing system reaction time, and improving coordina-
tion within the Soviet air defense system. For example, it is expected 
that data- handling equipment will increase the traffic capacity of each 
Soviet radar reporting site to at least 20 simultaneous tracks. We believe 
that an air defense system with some semiautomatic features, including 
a data- link system for vectoring interceptors, is being widely deployed 
in western USSR in association with early warning and GCI sites. This 
system is believed to be similar in concept to the US SAGE system, but 
less complex. It will probably come into use throughout the USSR and 
East Europe within a few years. The Soviets are also introducing a new 
IFF system which will probably be fully operational by 1960.

164. Air defense concentrations. The areas of highest concentration of 
Bloc air defense weapons and associated equipment include that por-
tion of European USSR from the Kola Peninsula to the Caspian Sea, 
East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the Maritime and Sakhalin 
areas of the Soviet Far East. High defense concentrations are also 
found at some specific locations outside these areas, such as Tashkent, 
Novosibirsk, and Khabarovsk. The approaches to Moscow are by far 
the most heavily defended of these areas, including (in addition to 
the surface- to- air missile complex mentioned above) about 1,100 day 
and 275 all- weather fighters as well as about 700 antiaircraft guns. We 
believe the Moscow defenses are a unique case, dictated by the impor-
tance of that area to the USSR.

165. Passive defense. Large passive defense organizations contribute 
to the air defense readiness of both military personnel and the civilian 
population. Civil defense training is a normal part of the program of 
DOSAAF, the Soviet paramilitary mass organization whose recruitment 
has been stepped up markedly in recent years. The incorporation of 
air raid shelters into newly constructed buildings is a program of long 
standing in the USSR. This program probably now affords some degree 
of shelter for roughly one- sixth of the urban population of the USSR, 
and this proportion will probably rise considerably during the period 
to 1963. Although most existing shelters were not designed for protec-
tion against blast from nuclear weapons, some newer building shelters 
are of heavier construction. It is probable that up- to- date protection is 

22 Estimated performance characteristics of Soviet early warning and ground- 
controlled intercept radars are given in Annex, Table 10. [Footnote is in the original.]
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available to selected elements of the government, but the general popu-
lation is inadequately prepared against large- scale nuclear attack.

166. Air defense capabilities. Present Soviet air defense capabilities 
against attack by aircraft and cruise- type missiles can be summarized 
in general terms as follows:

(a) Against penetrations conducted during daylight and in clear 
weather, at altitudes between about 5,000 feet and about 45,000 feet, 
capabilities are greatest.

(b) At altitudes above about 45,000 feet, capabilities would decrease 
progressively as altitude increased, except in the limited areas equipped 
with surface- to- air missiles where capabilities would be unimpaired to 
at least 60,000 feet.

(c) At altitudes below about 5,000 feet, capabilities would decrease 
progressively as altitude decreased, and would probably be seriously 
reduced at altitudes below about 1,500 feet.

(d) Against penetrations conducted at night and under condi-
tions of poor visibility, the capabilities of the system would be greatly 
reduced because of the limited availability of all- weather fighters and 
surface- to- air missiles.

(e) Against varied penetration tactics utilizing altitude stacking, 
diversionary maneuvers, decoys, and electronic countermeasures, the 
capabilities of the system would be diminished through disruption and 
saturation.

167. The amount of warning time available significantly affects the 
capabilities of air defenses in various areas of the Bloc. Early warning 
radar could now give Moscow and many other targets in the interior 
more than one hour’s warning of attacks made with present Western 
bomber types. The more limited early warning time available in Bloc 
border areas would reduce the effectiveness of the defenses of even 
heavily- defended targets in such areas. As the speeds of Western deliv-
ery vehicles increase, the problem of warning time will become more 
critical, despite probable Soviet employment of picket ships, airborne 
radar and other extensions of warning capabilities.

168. Over- all Bloc capabilities against aircraft and cruise- type mis-
siles will increase, however, through improvements in the performance 
characteristics of most Soviet air defense equipment and especially 
through the wide employment of semiautomatic air defense control. Air 
defense guided missile capabilities will increase. Higher- performance 
fighters will be employed, and the proportion of all weather fighters 
in Soviet forces may increase to about 60 percent. But the Soviets will 
continue to have difficulty in opposing very low altitude attack and air 
defense electronic systems will still be subject to disruption and satura-
tion. The USSR will probably not have an operational weapon system 
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with even limited effectiveness against ballistic missiles until the very 
end of this period or later.

Ground Forces and Tactical Air Forces

169. The Soviet ground forces represent the largest part of the 
Soviet military establishment and are closely supported by tactical avi-
ation, consisting of fighters trained in the ground attack role (in addi-
tion to their air defense role) and light and medium bombers trained in 
ground support bombing techniques. These forces are well- balanced, 
ably led, and equipped for the most part with excellent materiel of 
modern design. Units are distributed among 17 military districts in 
the USSR and three groups of forces in the European Satellites. The 
strongest concentrations are in East Germany, the western and south-
ern border regions of the USSR, and the Maritime area of the Soviet Far 
East. Stockpiles maintained in these areas are believed sufficient to sup-
port large- scale ground combat operations for several months without 
replenishment from current production.

170. The order of battle of Soviet Army ground forces is estimated 
at about 175 line divisions plus supporting units. These divisions prob-
ably average about 70 percent of authorized wartime strength, although 
the manning level in some interior districts may be as low as 30 per-
cent. All units probably have a high proportion of authorized officer 
strength, however, and full equipment is believed to be kept locally 
available. These peacetime manning practices, together with standard 
conscription and stockpiling programs, would probably enable all 
Soviet line divisions to be brought to full strength by M+10. Conversion 
to a war footing could be executed rapidly, and about 125 additional 
line divisions could be mobilized by M+30.

171. There has been an extensive program over the last several 
years to modernize and reorganize the Soviet ground forces to meet 
the requirements of modem warfare. More advanced designs of practi-
cally all types of equipment have appeared. The firepower of individ-
ual units has been increased markedly, additional vehicles (including 
amphibious vehicles) have been provided, and communications equip-
ment has been augmented.

172. A reorganization in the Group of Soviet Forces, Germany, 
during 1957 produced a new type of Soviet line division— the motor-
ized rifle division— which appears well- adapted for fast, hard- hitting 
action. The mechanized divisions were converted to the new motorized 
type by removing heavy tank and assault gun units, and the rifle divi-
sions were converted by addition of medium tanks, armored personnel 
carriers and rocket launcher. During the same period a resubordina-
tion of divisions resulted in the creation of “tank armies” composed 
exclusively of tank divisions to provide for rapid, deep exploitation 
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in enemy rear areas. The other units remain grouped into “combined 
arms” armies, now composed of motorized rifle and tank divisions. 
We believe that similar developments have been under way since 1956 
throughout the Soviet ground forces.

173. These changes are in line with revised Soviet tactical doctrine 
which emphasizes the need to supplement standard ground force tac-
tics and training in order to meet the conditions of nuclear warfare. 
New doctrine stresses firepower, mobility and maneuverability, greater 
initiative, deeper objectives, intensified reconnaissance and the protec-
tion of individuals and units against the effects of atomic and chemical 
weapons. It also envisages the tactical use of nuclear weapons in sup-
port of Soviet field force operations.

174. Surface- to- surface ballistic missiles with ranges of 100 n.m., 
200 nm., and 350 n.m. have probably been available for operational use 
since 1954. We believe these missile types are intended for mobile use 
in support of field forces, and for attacking fixed targets such as air 
bases. Depending upon operational considerations and the availability 
of nuclear warhead materials, nuclear, HE, or CW warheads could be 
employed. We have only a small amount of evidence of military units 
equipped to launch ballistic missiles, and it is possible that at present 
the Soviet capability to employ them in military operations is quite 
small. On the other hand, the Soviets have had experience in producing 
missiles in the 100–350 n.m. range class, probably have an extensive 
production capacity, and have had ample time to train troops in their 
use. Very recent evidence indicates that Soviet missile units equipped 
with 100 n.m. missiles may have been deployed to East Germany. It is 
possible therefore, that the USSR’s present operational capability in the 
100–350 n.m. range class comprises as many as several thousand mis-
siles, although in view of other Soviet requirements for nuclear materi-
als it is unlikely that many would be equipped with nuclear warheads 
at present. Missiles of these types may now be held in the high com-
mand reserve, but as their availability increases they will probably be 
organically assigned to field armies. Some 700 n.m. missiles may also 
be allocated to the support of Soviet field forces.

175. Air support for ground operations is provided mainly by 
Tactical Aviation, the largest single component of the Soviet air forces. 
Its units are assigned to the military districts and groups of forces. 
Tactical Aviation has acquired at least some nuclear delivery capability. 
It is now equipped (as of 1 October 1958) with jet aircraft estimated to 
include about 4,700 fighters and 2,800 light bombers. The fighter units 
are predominantly equipped with FAGOTs and FRESCOs; however, the 
more advanced FARMER day fighter and FLASHLIGHT all- weather 
fighter are also in service. Tactical bomber units are still equipped with 
the obsolescent BEAGLE, although a few units have received BADGER 
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jet medium bombers. Prototypes of several new fighter types and two 
new jet light bombers have been displayed since 1956, but none of these 
aircraft has been identified in an operational unit.

176. The increasing availability of nuclear weapons and guided 
missiles during 1959–1963 will bring further changes in equipment 
and organization of Soviet ground and tactical air forces and a steady 
improvement in their capabilities. We believe that these changes will be 
evolutionary in nature, and do not anticipate any major alterations in 
size or deployment. While nuclear weapons and guided missiles prob-
ably will be used in support of tactical operations, conventional field 
artillery and unguided rockets will continue to provide the major direct 
fire support for units in close combat. Tactical Aviation will probably 
receive new supersonic fighters and bombers, but both fighters and 
bombers are expected to decline in numbers as increasing reliance is 
placed on guided missiles.

177. The USSR has sizable airborne forces, estimated at 10 divi-
sions and a total strength of about 100,000 men. Airborne troops are 
well- equipped, but the air transport component has lagged far behind 
combat air units in the Soviet aircraft re- equipment program. Aviation 
of Airborne Troops now comprises approximately 500 light transports 
of the CAB, COACH, and CRATE types, 200 BULL medium bomb-
ers converted to transport use, 200 helicopters and 200 gliders. This 
strength could be augmented substantially by other military and civil 
transports.

178. The appearance of new transports and air- transportable equip-
ment indicates that the USSR is now paying increasing attention to the 
development of its airborne forces. Soviet airlift capabilities will prob-
ably increase considerably during 1959–1963 as additional helicopters 
and transports are introduced. The BULL will probably be employed as 
an interim medium transport until late in the period, when it will have 
been replaced by the CAMP twin- turboprop assault transport (which 
has, however, not yet appeared in units) and possibly other advanced 
types. Better auxiliary transport will also become available as improved 
aircraft are introduced into civil aviation. In 1957, a number of new 
transports were displayed, including the CAT and COOT turboprop 
medium transports, a four turbojet transport designated COOKER, 
and a turboprop heavy transport, the CLEAT. Of these aircraft, only 
the COOT is now in service, and there is some evidence that technical 
difficulties have caused the transport program to proceed more slowly 
than previously estimated.23

23 For estimated performance characteristics of Soviet transport aircraft, see Annex, 
Table 8. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Capabilities for Major Land Campaigns

179. Soviet ground forces are capable of conducting large- scale 
operations on several fronts into peripheral areas, separately or con-
currently. These operations could be supported by the large available 
air forces, but the high priority assigned to air defense would limit the 
availability of fighter aircraft for such support operations in the initial 
phase of a general war. Surface naval vessels, naval aircraft and subma-
rines would be available for operations in Bloc coastal areas in support 
of ground campaigns. The logistic environment is an important lim-
itation on these capabilities, and the capacities of military transporta-
tion systems have been considered in the following estimates of Soviet 
offensive capabilities against selected land areas. These estimates do 
not take into account the effects of an initial nuclear exchange, of direct 
Western opposition to advancing Soviet forces, or of Western interdic-
tion of essential logistic lines. Moreover, these are not estimates of the 
numbers of divisions the USSR would consider it tactically feasible or 
necessary to employ in the areas discussed.

180. Against Western Europe and Scandinavia. Without prior build- up, 
Soviet forces in East Germany and Poland could initiate an offensive 
campaign into Western Europe with 22 line divisions, half tank and 
half motorized, supported by about 1,400 tactical aircraft. To augment 
the strength of the initial attacks, a maximum simultaneous airlift of 
two lightly- equipped airborne divisions of 7,500 men each could be 
mounted by Aviation of Airborne Troops based in Western USSR. If 
approximately one- half of the civil transport aircraft normally in the 
area also participated in the airlift, the equivalent of an additional 2–3 
divisions could be lifted in a one- day operation. However, we doubt 
that the Soviets would risk loss of strategic surprise by assembling such 
a large number of civil aircraft prior to an initial attack. In addition to 
airborne reinforcements, a maximum of four divisions could be lifted in 
merchant ships across the Baltic Sea. Air reinforcement could be drawn 
from the nearly 2,000 aircraft of Tactical Aviation units in Western 
USSR, and ground reinforcements from the 56 divisions in Western 
USSR could be brought up rapidly. Lines of communication through 
the northern satellites are estimated to be capable of supporting a theo-
retical logistic maximum of about 160 divisions.

181. Soviet campaigns to seize Norway and Sweden could be 
launched from northwestern USSR through Finland and from west cen-
tral Europe through Denmark. Forces immediately available in north-
western USSR consist of nine line divisions and about 2,600 tactical and 
naval aircraft. Operations against Norway would be limited logistically 
in the north to four divisions over Finnish land routes plus one water- 
borne division, and in the south to a maximum of five divisions water- 
lifted from Denmark. If Sweden were also attacked, as many as six 
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additional divisions could be moved across Finland and a maximum 
of nine divisions could be ferried from Denmark to southern Sweden. 
Additional reinforcements might be water- lifted across the Baltic from 
the USSR to Sweden, and airborne forces could be used in securing 
debarkation facilities.

182. Against Greece, Turkey, and the Middle East. Forces available for 
operations in this area include 44 line divisions and 2,750 tactical and 
naval aircraft in southern and southwestern USSR. For operations west 
of the Black Sea, lines of communication would be adequate to support 
as many as 10 divisions against Greece or as many as 16 against Turkey, 
but not more than a total of 22 could be supported concurrently. At 
most, 14 of these divisions could be supported in an extension of this 
campaign into northwestern Anatolia, while seven divisions from the 
Caucasus could move against eastern Turkey. Three additional divi-
sions could be water- lifted to the northern Turkish coast, provided that 
port facilities could be secured. One or two airborne divisions could be 
employed in the area. Lines of communication could support a force of 
15–20 divisions in offensive operations against Iran.

183. In the Far East. The USSR has 31 line divisions, approximately 
2,350 tactical and naval aircraft and sizable naval forces available in this 
area. These forces could renew hostilities in Korea, either alone or in 
conjunction with North Korean and Chinese forces. One airborne divi-
sion could be employed against Japan. A seaborne force equivalent to 
three lightly- equipped divisions could be launched against Japan, using 
a mixed group of ships and other craft. Provided port facilities could 
be secured, fully- equipped forces equivalent to 5–6 divisions could be 
landed almost immediately in a follow- up operation. The same tech-
nique could be used in other areas of the Far East within range of land 
based aircraft. Adverse climate, terrain and logistic environment would 
probably limit operations in Alaska to one airborne division and a sea-
borne force of about 6,000 troops.

Naval Forces

184. During the postwar years, Soviet naval forces have been 
greatly strengthened by an intensive building program concentrated 
on light cruisers, destroyers and submarines. The Soviet submarine 
force is the largest ever assembled by any single power; over half of 
its present strength consists of long- range craft of postwar design and 
construction. Due to a recent slow- down in the naval construction 
program, which included a temporary halt in submarine production, 
there has been little quantitative change in Soviet naval forces since 
last year. We estimate Soviet naval strength as of 1 October 1958 at 28 
cruisers, about 140 destroyers and 80 destroyer escorts, and about 440 
submarines. These totals include vessels of postwar design numbering 
20 light cruisers, 110 fleet destroyers, 80 destroyer escorts, about 260 
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long- range submarines (18 “Z,” 4 “F,” and 237 “W” class) and about 35 
medium range submarines (“Q” class). They are grouped in four major 
forces: the Northern Fleet, located in the Barents Sea area; the Baltic 
Fleet; the Black Sea Fleet; and the Pacific Fleet, concentrated largely at 
Vladivostok.

185. The surface forces are supported by Soviet Naval Aviation, 
which comprises more than 15 percent of total Soviet air strength and is 
now the second largest naval air force in the world. Approximately 3,200 
aircraft are assigned to the Soviet fleets, including about 1,750 fighters, 
600 jet light bombers, 250 jet medium bombers and nearly 700 miscel-
laneous types. The combat aircraft are the same types as are assigned 
to Tactical Aviation: FAGOTs, FRESCOs, FARMERs, FLASHLIGHTs, 
BEAGLEs, and BADGERs. We believe that selected naval bomber units 
have been assigned an atomic delivery role and there is evidence of 
a developing air- to- surface missile capability in naval BADGER units. 
Lack of aircraft carriers limits the operational effectiveness of Soviet 
Naval Aviation to the combat radius of its shore- based aircraft.

186. The operating efficiency and equipment of Soviet naval forces, 
while still below US standards in some fields, are quite high and will 
continue to improve. The great increase in world- wide unidentified 
submarine contacts in recent years probably reflects the intensified 
training of the Soviet submarine force, particularly in long- range oper-
ations. In the naval weapons field, in addition to the development of 
submarine- launched guided missiles, the Soviets have vigorously 
pushed the production of more effective mines with magnetic, acoustic 
and pressure actuated firing devices. We estimate that the USSR has 
stockpiled mines of advanced types as well as conventional mines. It 
is technically capable of adapting nuclear warheads to mines, torpe-
does and depth charges. Nuclear tests in the Novaya Zemlya area have 
probably included the testing of naval weapons. The Soviet Navy has 
become increasingly aware of its initial failure to keep pace with the 
rapid postwar technological advances in antisubmarine warfare. In 
recent years there has been a steady improvement in its ASW tactics 
and equipment and a major effort has been made in the construction 
of escort ships in order to overcome this deficiency. The Soviet Navy is 
also quite limited as to amphibious capability. To meet the lift require-
ments of divisional-size units the USSR would have to rely almost 
exclusively upon merchant ships.

187. Several important developments in Soviet naval forces are 
likely during 1959–1963 as a result of changing weapon systems and 
new concepts of naval warfare. In addition to conversion of some sub-
marines for the launching of surface- to- surface missiles, new subma-
rines specifically designed for this purpose probably will enter serv ice. 
Some Soviet cruisers and destroyers will probably be equipped with 
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dual- purpose surface- to- air/surface- to- surface missiles. Nuclear pro-
pulsion will be applied to submarines, and improvements in sub-
marine hull design are expected early in the period. We believe that 
antisonar coatings have probably been applied to some Soviet subma-
rines. To meet the threat from US missile- launching submarines, the 
USSR probably will continue to emphasize improvement of its anti-
submarine warfare capability. This could include construction of new 
and better antisubmarine vessels including “killer” submarines, use of 
specialized aircraft and helicopters, development of improved detec-
tion systems (both sonar and radar) and more sophisticated antisubma-
rine weapons including guided missiles. Naval Aviation will probably 
receive aircraft of improved performance as they become available, as 
well as improved air- to- surface missiles.

188. Submarine construction. The USSR will probably continue to 
place primary emphasis on submarines in its naval construction pro-
gram. Since 1950 the Soviets have built about 290 submarines of the 
medium- range “Q” class and the long- range “W” and “Z” classes.24 
Construction of “Z” class submarines ended in 1955, but the “W” class 
and “Q” class programs continued into 1957. Their termination prob-
ably marked the initiation of new submarine programs. A new class 
of conventionally- powered long- range submarine has been in produc-
tion at Leningrad since the beginning of 1958. This class (designated 
“F”) is apparently a torpedo- attack type, larger than the “Z” class and 
with improved sonar. Four “F” class submarines are believed to have 
reached operational status. Additional submarine programs believed to 
be under way include a nuclear- propelled type and submarines specif-
ically designed to employ guided missiles.

189. Although the evidence is not firm, we believe that the USSR 
may already have commissioned one or more nuclear- powered sub-
marines. Soviet capabilities in this field have been indicated by the 
development of the icebreaker Lenin, which will probably become 
operational in 1959. The Lenin is powered by three nuclear reactors 
of a type which would be suitable, with some redesign, for use in a 
submarine. We estimate that by mid-1963 the USSR will have about 25 
nuclear- powered submarines.

190. Construction of conventional submarines will probably con-
tinue but, because of the greater complexity of nuclear- powered and 
missile submarines, annual submarine production almost certainly will 
not reach the high levels of recent years. Considering such factors as the 
decommissioning of obsolete boats, the possible conversion of some 
additional submarines to missile use, and the development of new 

24 For estimated characteristics and performance of these submarines, see Annex, 
Table 12. [Footnote is in the original.]
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propulsion and weapons systems, we estimate that the total force will 
approximate 470 submarines in mid-1963.

191. Capabilities for naval warfare. A grave threat to Allied naval 
forces and merchant shipping is posed by the Soviet submarine force, 
which is about eight times the size of the submarine force with which 
Germany entered World War II. In the event of war, Soviet submarines 
could conduct intensive operations against Allied sea communications 
in most of the vital ocean areas of the world. Mining could be under-
taken on a large scale and would constitute a serious threat to Allied 
sea communications. This threat is greatest in waters relatively close 
to Soviet- controlled air and naval bases, but Soviet submarines pro-
vide a distant minelaying potential of major proportions. Soviet Naval 
Aviation could attack Allied naval forces, shipping and port facilities 
within range using bombs, mines, torpedoes and air- to- surface mis-
siles. Soviet Long Range Aviation probably would also conduct attacks 
on naval targets, but its participation at the outset of a war presumably 
would be limited to missions of the highest priority. Although the pri-
mary threat to Allied naval forces in the Atlantic, the Pacific and the 
peripheral seas of Eurasia would come from Soviet submarines and air-
craft, the surface navy would play a role in preventing attacking forces 
from operating with impunity close to Soviet shores. Naval exercises 
of the last several years, stressing defense of the sea approaches to the 
USSR, indicate a strong defensive capability in the fleet operating areas.

192. The Northern Fleet, with more than 100 long- range subma-
rines and direct access to the open Atlantic, is considered the most for-
midable of the Soviet fleets. Northern Fleet submarines could deliver 
attacks throughout the North Atlantic and the large “Z” class subma-
rines could operate in the Caribbean. Soviet seizure of Norway would 
greatly extend the submarine and air offensive capability of this force. 
The geographic position of the Baltic and Black Sea Fleets limits their 
offensive capabilities. Seizure of the Baltic exits would allow the Baltic 
Fleet submarine force to join in the interdiction of Allied sea communi-
cations in the North Atlantic and would increase the potential of Baltic 
Fleet surface forces for operations in the North and Norwegian Seas. 
Similarly, seizure of the Turkish Straits would permit submarines of the 
Black Sea Fleet to range throughout the Mediterranean and threaten 
Allied sea communications in that area. Submarines from both the 
Baltic and Black Sea Fleets might also be deployed outside of home 
waters prior to the initiation of hostilities. Aircraft and submarines 
of the Soviet Pacific Fleet could attack Allied sea communications in 
the North Pacific and adjacent Far Eastern waters from the outset of 
hostilities.

193. The capabilities of Soviet naval forces will improve steadily 
throughout this period with the acquisition of more advanced 
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submarines, aircraft, and naval weapons. The principal weaknesses 
of the USSR as a naval power will continue to derive from the wide 
separation of its sea frontiers and its inability to control the sea routes 
between these areas, although improvements in inland waterways will 
increase its ability to interchange smaller vessels including submarines. 
The lack of adequate supply lines to its Northern and Far Eastern fleet 
areas and the land- locked position of its fleets in the Baltic and Black 
Seas are additional handicaps.

V. TRENDS IN SOVIET RELATIONS WITH OTHER  
COMMUNIST STATES

194. The USSR’s relations with other Bloc states continue to be of 
pressing concern to the Soviet leaders. During the past year Moscow 
has moved energetically to repair the damage done to its political con-
trol and ideological authority by developments of the last several years. 
To this end, it sponsored an international Communist conference— 
heralded as the most significant in more than 20 years—broke the three- 
year old rapprochement with Yugoslavia, ordered the execution of Imre 
Nagy, held a dual CEMA and Warsaw Pact meeting in Moscow, and 
began publication of an international Communist periodical designed 
to replace the defunct Cominform journal. The Moscow conference 
of Communist parties in November 1957 produced a codification of 
nine fundamental Marxist- Leninist “laws” to which all true (Soviet- 
oriented) “socialist” states must adhere. It was the signal for an inten-
sified drive against “revisionism” calculated to inhibit departures from 
the approved norms by member parties, especially those which might 
be infected by the spirit of nationalism.

195. These efforts have been intended to cope with what has become 
one of the fundamental problems in the Communist world: how to 
preserve ideological conformity and political unity. The Communist 
parties in the various states are confronted with quite diverse local con-
ditions in “building socialism;” they are tempted to resort to practical 
expedients which have no counterpart in Soviet experience and require 
ideological justification in terms close to “deviationism.” In addition, as 
parties now possessing state power they are bound to think in terms of 
their own state interests, not always identical with those of the Soviet 
state, and to show some deference to the national sensitivities of their 
peoples. Consequently, there are present within the Communist par-
ties elements and factions which harbor latent or open resentment of 
Moscow’s domination, and they are strengthened by the knowledge 
that within the general population anti-Soviet sentiment continues to 
be vigorous and widespread.

196. The tradition of the Communist movement took little account 
of localist proclivities or the autonomy of national parties; it was 
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“internationalist” and centralist. This tendency was enormously rein-
forced during the period of Stalin’s ascendancy. He rose to undisputed 
mastery of the Soviet party at a time when other Communist parties 
were weak and had little prospects of attaining power. His organiza-
tional controls, his unquestioned ideological authority made him as 
much the absolute dictator over them as he was in the USSR itself. Only 
the Chinese Communists, isolated in the interior reaches of China, 
established organizational and even some degree of ideological auton-
omy. In the postwar period, after the Communist parties gained power 
in Eastern Europe and China, Stalin had become a towering historic 
figure in the Marxist- Leninist hierarchy. Even where Moscow had other 
and more direct means of control over Satellite parties, its authority 
rested to a considerable degree on the magic of Stalin’s name and myth. 
Only the Yugoslavs challenged his authority and survived the assault 
of the whole Communist world, though they had to pay the price of 
exclusion. The Chinese, although able to go their own way, neverthe-
less accepted the ideological authority of Stalin.

197. Stalin’s death left a legacy in Eastern Europe of inefficient 
maladjusted economies and of hatred for Soviet domination; Moscow’s 
ideological and organizational control was crippled. The confusions 
resulting from divisions within the Soviet leadership, Moscow’s mod-
ification of Stalin’s oppressive controls and policies, the attempts to 
redefine ideological positions under new conditions, and the partial 
repudiation of Stalin himself contributed to factionalism in the Eastern 
European parties and facilitated the overt expression of latent popu-
lar hostility to Soviet domination. Communist China, which initially 
at least appeared to view with sympathy the desire of some Satellite 
regimes for greater local autonomy, emerged as a second ideological 
center within the Bloc. Since the events of 1956 in Poland and Hungary, 
the Communist leaders of all Bloc states, including especially the 
Chinese, have presumably recognized that the interests of all in the 
struggle against the non-Communist world depend upon preserving 
unity on essential issues. In Communist terms a necessary means of 
enforcing such unity is conformity to ideological programs. This was 
the point of the 12- party pronouncement of November 1957 and subse-
quent insistence on ideological conformity.

198. On the surface, unity has been restored and the leading posi-
tion of the USSR has been re- emphasized. But the unity of ideological 
program was achieved by collective discussion in which at least some of 
the parties evidently played an independent role, however heavy may 
have been the weight of Soviet views in the final outcome. We believe 
that the front of unity— both ideologically and in terms of state policy 
on the international stage— will be effectively preserved for some time. 
But over a longer period the divergence of state interests and the need 
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to develop policies in accordance with local conditions and nationalist 
sentiments will tend increasingly to dilute Moscow’s control over the 
Communist Bloc.

Relations with the Satellites

199. The Soviet approach to the European Satellites during the past 
year represents, in essence, an attempt to synthesize the post- Stalin  
trend toward greater autonomy with the post-1956 efforts to re- establish 
the stability of the Bloc structure. While this has meant renewed empha-
sis on Soviet hegemony, it has not led to a general resumption of police 
terror, nor has it involved an abandonment of Soviet economic aid and 
equitable trade relations. Further, the Soviet leaders— though now 
playing down the possibility of “many roads to socialism”— still con-
cede limited freedom of action to Satellite leaders and tolerate certain 
divergences—in the case of Poland substantial ones— based on differ-
ing internal conditions.

200. The Soviet leaders thus appear to retain their belief that Stalinist 
methods were inefficient and dangerous; even if they should want to 
return to Stalinist policies toward the Eastern European Satellites, the 
example of Communist China’s relative independence and the special 
position of Poland would make such a move exceedingly difficult. The 
Soviet leaders still have not discovered any definitive answers to the 
basic questions concerning intra-Bloc relations: How best to reconcile 
the contradictions between a policy toward Eastern Europe which is 
at once “soft” (designed to insure the Satellites economic and polit-
ical growth) and “hard” (intended to guarantee stability and Soviet 
overlordship); and how best to adjust to the changes since 1953 in the 
USSR’s position as Bloc leader.

201. With the exception of Gomulka in Poland, and possibly Kadar 
in Hungary, all of the Satellite leaders have responded with vigor to the 
Soviet call for ideological conformity and fealty to the USSR. Needing 
no encouragement to combat “revisionist” trends, they have been able 
to thwart those elements which have sought basic reforms. Moreover, 
their efforts to assure internal security have been successful; there has 
been no serious threat to the stability of any of these regimes during the 
past year.

202. Popular hostility to the Communist system and to the USSR 
has probably not been reduced, however, although there may have 
been some diminution in public resentment in countries where there 
has been a gradual improvement in living standards. Popular unrest 
does not appear to be an immediate problem except in Poland, where 
it still could lead to strikes and riots, and in East Germany, where con-
tinuing emigration to West Germany reflects active discontent and 
remains a seemingly insoluble problem.
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203. Prospects. A continuation of the current pattern of Soviet pol-
icy toward the Satellites for the next few years is probable so long as 
outside events or developments within the Satellites themselves do not 
force a change. In general, the USSR is likely to limit its direct interfer-
ence in Satellite affairs as much as it believes feasible, striving to give 
these regimes the appearance of full sovereignty. Most of the orthodox 
Satellite leaders will probably be allowed to exercise day- to- day control 
over internal affairs, provided they retain control over their own parties 
and conform to Soviet- established guidelines. The fact that these lead-
ers depend on Soviet support for their position and share many of the 
same interests tends to reduce the risk for the USSR in such a policy. 
The apparent right of Bloc leaders to speak relatively freely and frankly 
to the Soviets about their own problems and about intra-Bloc economic 
affairs will probably be maintained, although this right is undoubtedly 
viewed in Moscow solely as a consultative one. The renewed Soviet 
effort to push Bloc economic integration and to achieve a better divi-
sion of labor will receive continuing emphasis. But past resistance to 
this program, based on the national economic interests of the individ-
ual Satellites, has been stubborn and persistent and will almost cer-
tainly not be eliminated over the next few years.

204. We believe that the recurrence of popular revolt or of an 
attempt by a Satellite Communist party to defy Moscow on vital issues 
is unlikely at least over the next few years. Such developments are 
possible, however, and even probable if Soviet policies should again 
become indecisive, or if, because of Soviet internal or foreign policy 
considerations, controls should be significantly relaxed. In the event of 
a rebellion in the Satellites beyond the capacity of the local regime to 
repress, the Soviet leaders would almost certainly intervene militarily. 
Soviet reaction to an attempt of a Satellite to secede from the Bloc would 
probably be the same. In the event of another Satellite party “coup” like 
that in Poland— aimed at greater autonomy rather than secession— the 
Soviet response would be dependent on the particular local and inter-
national circumstances of the moment. One of the aims of the current 
“antirevisionist” campaign is to prevent any disaffected inner party 
faction from organizing a challenge to the official leadership.

205. We believe that the Soviet Union will almost certainly main-
tain or increase its efforts to reduce or eliminate the distinctive features 
of the Polish regime. But, since Gomulka would almost certainly resist 
pressures on any fundamental aspects of his policies and would have 
the support of the Polish people in doing so, we think that the Soviet 
approach will be cautious. If moderate pressure proves ineffective, 
however, the USSR might work for Gomulka’s ouster. Even in this case, 
we think that the USSR would resort to military intervention only if 
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developments in Poland were likely to jeopardize the political or mili-
tary security of the Bloc.25

206. Concerning East Germany, the Soviet leaders will almost cer-
tainly continue their campaign to build up the GDR as an ostensibly 
sovereign power. Internally, the political and economic weakness of 
the East German regime will continue to pose major problems for the 
Soviets. Attempts to give greater stability to the GDR through more lib-
eral internal policies would involve political risk and would probably 
require greater economic subsidy from the Soviet Union, something the 
Soviet leaders would be reluctant to give. On the other hand, turning 
up the screws to enforce popular submissiveness and to make the GDR 
more economically self- dependent has led to the mass flight of key pro-
fessionals, and may lead to other serious losses. Thus the Soviet tactical 
approach to the GDR regime will probably continue to show signs of 
vacillation and uncertainty.

Bloc Relations with Yugoslavia

207. Concern over their position as Bloc leader and prime center 
of Communist doctrine, and fear that the acceptance of Yugoslavia as 
a non-Bloc Communist power was at least potentially a serious dan-
ger to that position, were probably the principal causes of the Soviet 
leaders’ decision to break off the rapprochement with Yugoslavia. The 
Soviet effort to re- establish close relations with Tito in the summer and 
early fall of 1957 was aimed at inducing Yugoslavia to identify itself 
with the Soviet camp. When it became clear— as it evidently did at the 
International Communist conference in Moscow in November 1957— 
that Tito was unwilling to so align himself on Soviet terms, the break 
in the rapprochement was probably inevitable. The appearance of the 
“revisionist” Yugoslav Party program the following spring probably 
only helped to shape the nature and timing of the subsequent Soviet 
campaign.

208. For the foreseeable future, the USSR is unlikely to attempt 
any essentially new approach to its Yugoslav problem. The tenor of the 
Bloc anti-Yugoslav campaign, however, will probably vary somewhat 
with time and place, the greatest weight being given to it by Albania, 
Bulgaria, and Communist China. Moscow evidently does not intend 
to resume the program of development credits for Yugoslavia and 
will probably also hamper the normal flow of trade from time to time, 
while denying that these measures are intended as economic sanctions. 
Though it wishes to exert pressure on Yugoslavia in order to discourage 
independence- minded and revisionist elements in Poland and the other 
European Satellites, it is fearful that dramatic anti-Yugoslav measures 

25 See NIE 12.6–58: “The Outlook in Poland,” dated 16 September 1958. [Footnote 
is in the original.]
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would do real harm to Soviet relations with the uncommitted nations. 
However, the USSR will continue its attempts to discredit Yugoslav for-
eign policy, particularly in the Middle East and Asia, and will try to link 
Tito with the colonial powers in the minds of Afro-Asian leaders.

Relations with Communist China

209. Communist China over the past several years has emerged as 
a nearly- equal partner of the USSR within the Communist world. The 
preponderant influence is still in Moscow, but this appears to operate 
through discussion and persuasion rather than by the exercise of author-
ity or control. The foundations of the alliance remain unimpaired: a com-
mon ideology, which charts the broad course of domestic developments 
and posits hostility toward the capitalist enemy; a mutual dependence, 
economic and military in the case of China, political and strategic in the 
case of the USSR; and a shared realization that any major disruption 
of the alliance would probably have catastrophic effects on the future 
of the entire Communist movement. We thus believe that the bases for 
the Sino- Soviet partnership are compelling, that the two regimes will 
remain closely allied over the period of this estimate, and, indeed, that 
neither regime is likely to believe that it could afford a break even if 
serious divergencies arose.

210. We also believe, however, that there are certain differences 
between them which have perforce led to compromises or which have 
been glossed over. Such divergences are more likely to grow than to 
diminish over the next few years and we believe that because of them, 
and because of its growing power and prestige, the Peiping regime 
poses a potential threat to the kind of Sino-Soviet Bloc which the Soviet 
leaders would like to envisage for the future. Although the USSR will 
retain its senior position, it is possible that the process of reconciling 
differences between the two may increasingly involve compromises on 
the part of the USSR, with corresponding adjustments in Soviet policy.

211. Possible Chinese Communist differences with the USSR in 
policy or tactical approach— but not ultimate goals— have included the 
doctrinal innovations of 1956 and 1957 concerning the “100 flowers” 
concept and the possibility of “contradictions” between the party and 
the masses; and the apparent sentiment in 1956 that the USSR had over-
played its role of Bloc leader and was, in fact, guilty of “great power 
chauvinism.” At present Peiping and Moscow may view relations with 
the West somewhat differently; the Chinese Communists appear to be 
more militant than the Soviets and less fearful of the consequences of 
a “high risk” policy. In addition, there have been differences at least in 
propaganda emphasis concerning various international questions.

212. In the future, areas of friction may arise from the general ques-
tion of Communist China’s influence as an ideological and political force 
within the Bloc as a whole. The unprecedented Chinese organization 
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of “communes” must be a development ideologically embarrassing 
to the Soviets, since it implies that the Chinese are advancing toward 
Communism more rapidly than the Soviets themselves. There may also 
be Soviet concern over a Chinese tendency toward “adventurism” in 
pushing for Communist advances, and over the role to be played by 
Communist China in those areas of the Far East where it has independ-
ent interests. Thus far these matters do not seem to have occasioned 
serious difficulty, although even if they had every effort would cer-
tainly be made to conceal the fact. Peiping has been in the forefront in 
proclaiming Soviet leadership of the Bloc, the USSR has acknowledged 
Communist China’s high place in Bloc councils and its ability to make 
independent contributions to Marxism-Leninism, and to date Sino- 
Soviet interests in the Far East apparently have not clashed.

213. Problems associated with Sino-Soviet economic and military 
relations could also lead to friction. However, Soviet aid programs have 
apparently gone forward on the planned scale, and there is no evidence 
that the Chinese have sought more aid than they are getting; Peiping’s 
desire for more assistance probably has been counterbalanced by its 
wish to limit the degree of its economic dependence. The question of 
nuclear weapons may be a delicate one; the Chinese have presum-
ably sought them from the USSR, or will do so. The USSR is proba-
bly reluctant to supply them because of unfavorable repercussions on 
the Soviet disarmament position, the attendant loss of Soviet leverage 
over Communist China, and the potential military risks involved. We 
believe that nuclear weapons have not been given to China, but that 
the Soviets may make them available in the future under some form of 
Soviet control.

214. In sum, we believe that Communist China will attain over 
the next several years an increasing influence on general Bloc policy 
and Communist ideology. The Soviet leaders themselves are almost 
certainly aware of this likelihood and probably view it with concern. 
Moscow will wish to retain its pre- eminent position in the Bloc and, to 
the extent that it fears the eventual emergence of an actual rival, will 
attempt cautiously to minimize Peiping’s influence within the Bloc. On 
the other hand, Peiping’s growing stature strengthens the Bloc both 
internally and externally and in this respect is welcome in Moscow. 
Moreover, both partners recognize the importance of solidarity to over- 
all Communist objectives and realize that mutual adjustments are inev-
itable consequences of the alliance.

VI. TRENDS IN SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY

Introduction—The Current Conduct of Soviet Policy

216. Soviet foreign policy, over the more than five years since 
Stalin’s death and increasingly since the consolidation of Khrushchev’s 
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personal power, has acquired certain characteristics which are import-
ant to note in gauging the threat posed to US security. Though they 
relate more to manner than to content, these characteristics taken 
together are revealing as to the development of Soviet policy in recent 
years, and as to the changing assumptions about the world situation 
which underlie it.

217. Most striking perhaps has been the fact that the conduct of 
Soviet foreign policy has shown itself more energetic, assertive, and 
rapid both in response and in seizing the initiative. In part, of course, 
this reflects the impress of Khrushchev’s personal style of leadership, 
in part also Soviet consciousness of the USSR’s growing military and 
economic power. But it also reflects the Soviet belief, first, that a more 
dynamic posture would be effective in the present world situation, and 
second, that the main struggle with the West lies at present in the world 
political arena, rather than at the military frontiers between the power 
blocs. Soviet policy has come to employ its propaganda weapons with 
greater aggressiveness and shrewdness, attempting to build the image 
of a “peace- loving” yet formidable power, confident that by so doing it 
can effectively alter the alignment of political forces in the world.

218. Tactical and ideological flexibility has become another hall-
mark of current Soviet foreign policy. The Soviet leaders have shown 
themselves willing to entertain a variety of new policies without regard 
to positions taken up earlier and have accommodated ideology more 
and more to the changing requirements of policy. Thus in 1956, in 
support of the tactics of peaceful coexistence, they undertook a major 
revision in Communist doctrine: they found that war with capitalist 
states was no longer “fatally inevitable.” They also found it expedient 
to abandon Stalin’s rigid division of the world into the socialist camp 
and the capitalist encirclement; instead of assuming that all countries 
beyond the Bloc were tools of world imperialism, they came to discrim-
inate various shades of political alignment, even among allies of the US.

219. There has also been an extension of the scope of Soviet for-
eign policy. There are no longer any neglected areas in the world as 
there were in Stalin’s time. Since 1955 the Soviet leaders have taken 
major initiatives in the Middle East, and have become far more active 
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The Soviet press frequently tells its 
readers that no longer can any issue in the world be resolved without 
taking account of Soviet views. Doubtless there is an element of pro-
paganda bravado for domestic consumption in this, but it also reflects 
an increasing disposition to regard the USSR as now one of two great 
world powers, and therefore entitled to have global concerns. In situ-
ations of crisis everywhere there has been a tendency to put forward 
the Soviet view assertively and to refer to the factor of Soviet military 
power in a more blunt fashion.
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220. Finally, Soviet conduct is marked by an apparently high and 
genuine confidence. The Soviet leaders evidently believe that, despite 
the many and serious problems which face them, the movement of 
events increasingly justifies their long- held hopes for the ultimate tri-
umph of “world socialism” under Soviet leadership and tutelage. This 
mood probably reflects satisfaction with Soviet economic and scientific 
advances, and with the growth of Soviet military power, as well as grat-
ification over the sharpening difficulties for Western interests in certain 
areas of the world. While we do not conclude that the Soviet leaders are 
so overconfident that they would be tempted to incautious behavior, 
this is one of the hazards which might attend any striking new advance 
of Communist power or reversal for the West.

Current Soviet Objectives and Main Lines of Policy

221. How do the Soviet leaders view the outlook over the next 
several years and what are the immediate objectives which they con-
sider feasible to pursue in moving toward an expansion of Communist 
power? In broad terms, they probably believe that there is an acceler-
ating trend toward enhancement of the world power position of the 
Communist Bloc and a corresponding decline in that of the US and its 
allied states. This is the traditional view which springs from Marxism-
Leninism, but which they will see as confirmed recently by their own 
gains in economic power, their weapons advances, and the sharp polit-
ical disturbances in the non-Communist world. At the same time, they 
appear to believe that the strength of the Western states continues to be 
formidable and that it should not be frontally challenged.

222. Consequently, the main strategy of Communist policy contin-
ues to be that of reducing the Western power position by gradualist 
means and enhancing that of the Bloc. The Soviet leaders probably list 
their principal objectives over the next few years as follows: (a) reinforc-
ing the unity of the Communist Bloc and pushing rapidly its growth 
in military and economic power; (b) encouraging political divisions 
within the non-Communist world, particularly with a view to isolating 
the US and constricting the deployment of its military power and the 
extent of its political influence; (c) seizing whatever opportunities may 
offer for alignment of non-Communist states with the Bloc, and, where 
expedient, for outright territorial expansion of Communist power.

223. The means which the Soviet leaders intend to employ in pur-
suing these objectives are various. As indicated, they will of course 
push the actual expansion of their own economic and military power 
base as rapidly as they can. They see this as the foundation of their 
policy. But they will also use all the means at their command to make 
it widely believed that Communist power is great and growing, that 
in some important respects it already outpaces the West, and that the 
future belongs to their kind of society and their power system. To project 
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this image of themselves and of the world situation they will press the 
programs they have developed in recent years: an active diplomacy, a 
large- scale propaganda effort, trade and aid, and cultural exchanges.

224. Attitude toward war. We believe that at least for the period of 
this estimate the Soviet leaders will continue to put their main reliance 
in the struggle with the West on such political weapons. Despite the 
continuing growth of their military power, in particular their acquisi-
tion of growing capabilities for nuclear attack on the US, we continue 
to believe that they will not deliberately initiate general war. They will 
probably estimate that even with a lead in long- range missiles, they 
could not be certain of winning a general war, and that the scale of 
damage in such a war would threaten the survival of their society.

225. In the Soviet conception, military power should be used in 
the first instance and by preference as a political weapon. The enemy 
should be maneuvered into such a vulnerable military- political situa-
tion that he forfeits key positions without military resistance. Actual 
use of military power is envisaged only if there is confidence both that 
the gains will outweigh the losses, and that the risks are acceptable. 
Therefore, the immediate question posed by the growth of Soviet mili-
tary power is whether the Soviets will be increasingly tempted over the 
next several years to use the threat of their military power more overtly 
and boldly as a means of pressure on the West.

226. Another serious question arises from the increasingly aggres-
sive conduct of Soviet foreign policy on the one hand and the con-
tinuing growth of Soviet military power on the other: will the Soviets 
employ their own or other forces controlled by them in local military 
actions, estimating that the US will be deterred from making an ade-
quate military response by fear of general war or of adverse political 
consequences?

227. National Estimates have stated consistently over the last sev-
eral years that the Soviet leaders would try to avoid general war and 
that they would seek to avoid situations which in their view involved 
serious risk of general war. We believe that this estimate can be reaf-
firmed. However, we also believe that the Soviet judgment with respect 
to the kind of situations which do involve serious risk may be chang-
ing. The advance of their own military power, together with the grow-
ing political vulnerability of key Western positions, will probably lead 
the Soviet leaders to increase their general pressure on the West and to 
exploit local situations more vigorously. While we have always consid-
ered it possible that Bloc forces would be used in overt local aggression 
if this could be done without much risk of serious involvement with 
Western forces, we do not believe that the likelihood of such aggres-
sion has increased. However, we do believe that the Soviets will com-
bat more actively than hitherto the presence of Western influence in 
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contested areas, relying upon threats to prevent the West from taking 
counteraction to preserve its influence. In this sense, we believe that 
there is currently a tendency on the part of the Soviets to view the risks 
of a more aggressive policy as less serious than in the past. This ten-
dency could be reversed as a result of Western actions or as the result of 
a change in the Soviet leadership. But so long as this tendency persists 
we believe that the danger of war by miscalculation will be increased. 
At present, we believe that this danger is somewhat greater than our 
estimates in recent years have indicated.

228. A posture for “peace.” Even if Soviet political warfare does 
become more vigorous and increasing pressure is applied against 
the West, Soviet policy will continue to garb itself with the slogans of 
“peace.” It will not go over to an overtly and frankly aggressive pos-
ture. Rather it will continue to present itself as still striving for “peaceful 
coexistence” and as leading the “struggle for peace.” The Soviet leaders 
recognize that the world- wide fear of war is so intense that great polit-
ical strength is added to that side in the power struggle which can cap-
ture the force of this sentiment, and thus align large bodies of opinion 
with its own cause. Identification of the USSR with hopes for peace and 
the US with war and aggression will remain a principal aim of Soviet 
propaganda strategy.

229. To some extent, the desire to maintain the plausibility of 
this posture imposes inhibitions on the use of force; this is one reason 
for regarding open aggression by Bloc forces across state frontiers as 
unlikely. In general, Soviet leaders, believing they can continue to reap 
rewards with their “coexistence” tactics with little risk, are likely to 
view open military aggression as politically undesirable and unneces-
sary. Instead it will be their aim to create, mainly by political means, sit-
uations in which the West must either concede a Communist advance 
or resort to the use of force under unfavorable circumstances. Western 
concessions could then be construed by Soviet propaganda as bow-
ing to the Soviet deterrent. If the West elected to use force, it would be 
compelled to do so under political and perhaps military handicaps. In 
either case, the Soviets would expect to intensify divisions within free 
world alliances and to align the uncommitted more closely with the 
Communist camp.

230. The Soviets will probably continue also to display an apparent 
readiness to engage in direct negotiations to settle outstanding issues. 
Proposals for high level talks will probably be renewed at any junc-
ture the Soviet leaders find favorable to themselves. They will regard 
such meetings as primarily of a demonstrative character, intended not 
to result in freely negotiated settlements, but rather to force the Western 
Powers under pressure of world opinion to accede to Soviet- proposed 
formulas. They will attempt to pose the alternatives of “peaceful 
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coexistence” on the one hand, or of tensions bringing a rising danger of 
nuclear war on the other, hoping by occasional measured reminders of 
the latter to stimulate acceptance of the former on Soviet terms.

231. The underdeveloped countries in Soviet strategy. The effort to align 
the USSR in apparent support of broadly held popular aspirations takes 
its most general form, other than in peace propaganda, in identification 
with various “national liberation movements.” People in underdevel-
oped countries are being told that the USSR champions peace, progress, 
and national independence, while the West stands for war, reaction, 
and colonialism. Moscow clearly sees the underdeveloped countries— 
with their weak economic and political systems, strong nationalist and 
anticolonialist sentiments, neutralist tendencies, and resentment at 
past and present domination by Western European countries— as the 
most susceptible ground for expansion of Soviet influence at Western 
expense. It is this calculation which underlay the Soviet attack in recent 
years on Western interests in the colonies and former colonial countries 
of the Middle East, Asia, and Africa.

232. In part this campaign is intended to deny resources and bases 
in these areas to Western use. But the Communists have apparently 
come to believe also that it is precisely in underdeveloped and colo-
nial areas that the best prospects for Communist advances now lie. At 
a minimum, they hope to bring national movements and states in these 
areas under Soviet diplomatic and economic influence. By thus entering 
into what in current Soviet parlance is called the “zone of peace” these 
peoples would enhance the weight of the Bloc in the world political bal-
ance. At a maximum, the Soviet leaders hope that anti-Western national 
movements can with native Communist participation be given a gradu-
ally more radical complexion, a process which would result ultimately 
in the establishment of Communist or Communist- controlled parties 
in power. They anticipate that rising expectations in these areas will 
far outrun the possibilities of fulfillment, thus giving the Communists 
a chance to seize the revolutionary initiative. We believe that the effort 
to capture a dominant position in underdeveloped areas of the world 
will continue through the period of this estimate to be one of the main 
preoccupations of Soviet policy.

233. The USSR’s targets among the underdeveloped countries may 
shift considerably during the period under consideration, in accor-
dance with changing opportunities and local Communist successes 
and reverses. Frictions between Moscow and Afro-Asians will tend to 
arise in many countries— as they have already arisen in some instanc-
es— as the first bloom of friendly cooperation wears off. Moreover, 
the basic rationale for Moscow’s present collaboration with most 
Afro-Asian countries— their common anti-Western orientation— may 
even be somewhat eroded as some of the current points of difference 
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between the rising nations and the former imperial powers diminish. 
At the same time, Moscow will seek out new areas for the expansion 
of its political and economic influence, particularly in Latin America 
and Africa. In those countries where its efforts are most successful, the 
USSR may increasingly be tempted to resort to more direct means, that 
is, support of local Communists in attempts to seize power. But the 
Soviets would carefully weigh such gains against the harmful conse-
quences such a policy would inevitably evoke elsewhere.

234. Trade and aid. Soviet trade and aid programs are the economic 
adjunct to the strategy of penetration in underdeveloped areas. The 
underdeveloped countries, many of which are also politically uncom-
mitted, are generally receptive to Soviet offers of aid and offer the pros-
pect of high political gains in return for comparatively small economic 
investment. Rather than being widely dispersed, aid has been concen-
trated on countries which are especially susceptible to Soviet influence 
and also in most cases are of political or strategic interest to the West.

235. From January 1954 to June 1958 the USSR extended approx-
imately $1.2 billion in credits to underdeveloped countries in the free 
world, of which $300 million has already been used. Credits and grants 
by other Bloc countries bring the total to more than $2 billion, of which 
$1.3 billion has been obligated and $740 million has been expended. 
About three- fifths of the total Bloc credits expended have been in 
the form of arms deliveries to Syria, Egypt, Yemen, Afghanistan, and 
Indonesia. These same countries plus Ceylon, India, Burma, and 
Cambodia have received the major part of the economic aid. During 
the first half of 1958 there were at one time or another an estimated 
3,700 Bloc technicians (including military specialists, totaling about 
one- third of this number) in 17 underdeveloped countries, representing 
an increase of more than 50 percent over the preceding six months. In 
magnitude these programs are relatively small compared with Western 
efforts on a global basis, and the burden they impose on the Soviet 
economy is slight, annual expenditures thus far being only a few tenths 
of one percent of Soviet national product.

236. Attitude toward the UN. To the extent that the Soviets succeed 
in gaining influence over the policies of underdeveloped and neutralist 
countries, and as the number of Afro-Asian members increases, the UN 
will become a more attractive forum for them. They probably expect 
ultimately to find issues on which they can align majorities against the 
US and obtain endorsement of Soviet policies. They calculate that such 
a demonstrative isolation of the US would disturb US- allied relations 
and curtail US influence in many areas. If the UN then became an issue 
in US domestic politics, the repercussions abroad would compound the 
Soviet advantage. We believe that the Soviets consider the chances for 
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political warfare victories within the UN framework to be sufficiently 
promising so that they will continue to give that body major attention.

237. Disarmament. The Soviet leaders evidently believe that by 
showing an active interest in disarmament they can enhance their claim 
to leading in the cause of peace. More specifically, they hope to neutral-
ize Western nuclear striking power by intensifying the stigma attached 
to nuclear weapons and thus inhibiting their actual or threatened use 
by the West. They may also believe that disarmament negotiations can 
help to reduce the chances of nuclear war. They will almost certainly, 
when circumstances seem to them appropriate, press for a continuation 
of such negotiations.

238. It is possible that the Soviets will conclude limited agreements 
in the field of disarmament, even if these involve some limitations on 
their own military capabilities, in order to gain what they would con-
sider to be a net advantage. Probably they have not yet resolved on 
the precise shape of agreements which would meet this prescription. 
We believe that their deep suspicion of the West and their aversion to 
extensive inspection in the USSR will forbid their acceptance of any 
truly comprehensive disarmament scheme, and will make negotiations 
on even the most limited measures highly complicated and drawn out.

Soviet Policy in Particular Areas

239. The Middle East. This area has offered since 1955 the most strik-
ing example of the attempt by Soviet policy to support anticolonialism 
and nationalist movements against Western interests and influence. The 
USSR did not create the Arab nationalist movement, but in providing the 
political backing of a great power, together with substantial military and 
economic assistance, it has enormously increased the power and effec-
tiveness of the movement.

240. The immediate Soviet aim is to deny this area to the West and 
to expand Soviet influence there, rather than to gain direct control of it. 
If Soviet policy can deepen the conflict between Arab nationalism and 
the West to the point of irreconcilability, several results follow: closer 
association of Arab states with the Bloc tends to alter the world political 
alignment in the latter’s favor; Western military bases in the Arab states 
are eliminated; Western control of the oil resources becomes tenuous. 
Consequently, we believe that Soviet policy will continue to present itself 
in the Middle East as the friend and supporter of Arab nationalism in 
the latter’s struggle against Western “imperialism,” and more particu-
larly, will for the present support Nasser as leader of the Arab nationalist 
movement. Further military and economic assistance will be made avail-
able to the United Arab Republic; UAR positions on Jordan, Lebanon, 
the Aden Protectorate, and other trouble spots involving Arab-Western 
conflict will be supported in Soviet propaganda and in the UN.
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241. The Soviet leaders probably believe that at some stage the 
Arab nationalist movement can be given a revolutionary turn toward 
Communism and brought under Soviet control. They believe that a 
sharpening of the Arabs’ conflict with the West, to which their propa-
ganda and Communist subversive elements in the area can contribute, 
will facilitate this development. To the extent that such a revolutionary 
turn towards Communism actually takes place, the basic incompatibil-
ity of Soviet aims with those of the present leaders of Arab nationalism, 
whom the Communists regard as “bourgeois nationalists” playing a 
transient historical role, will emerge. Communist penetration and sub-
version of the nationalist movement may occur unevenly in different 
Arab countries and the Soviets may at some point be tempted to aban-
don their restraint and encourage a Communist takeover in some key 
Arab state, provided they consider the stakes high enough to compen-
sate for the resulting damage to Moscow’s relations with other Afro- 
Asian neutrals.

242. Insofar as Western influence is eliminated from the area the 
Soviets will seek to reduce Nasser’s pretensions and to make him 
increasingly their prisoner. They will try to deny him the opportu-
nity to pursue a truly neutralist policy in which he tries to keep lines 
open to both power blocs. They will seek to displace his influence over 
other Arab states with their own and to prevent the consolidation of 
Arab unity under his aegis. They will oppose his suppression of local 
Communist parties and try to bring these into the open as leaders of 
the nationalist movement. There are already some signs, in Iraq for 
example, that the Soviets are opposing Nasser’s leadership of the Arab 
nationalist movement in these ways. We believe, however, that they 
will be extremely cautious in their efforts to undermine Nasser and, 
before moving openly against him, will await a time when they believe 
that the local Communists have captured control of the mass movement 
or when Nasser has so isolated himself from the West that he can no 
longer hope to get its support against the Soviets and the Communists. 
An open conflict between Nasserism and Communist expansionism 
seems unlikely in the immediate future, but it might develop during 
the period of this estimate.

243. The Soviet leaders must be aware that the Western Powers 
are bound to attach the highest importance to the protection of their 
interests in the Middle East. How do they evaluate the possibility that 
their pledges of support to the leaders of the Arab nationalism, who 
cannot be fully controlled by them, may entrain the USSR in situations 
of great risk? Developments in the area over the past few years have 
probably led Moscow to place considerable confidence in the growing 
effectiveness of a Soviet deterrent against Western use of force to over-
throw an Arab government friendly to the USSR. The Soviet leaders 
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probably also believe that the Western Powers in most instances would 
be restrained from such action by the unfavorable political reactions 
that would follow, both in the area and in the neutralist countries 
throughout Asia and Africa. Nevertheless, the intervention of the US 
and UK in Lebanon and Jordan demonstrated that there are circum-
stances in which Western powers would be willing to use military 
force. If the Western Powers became involved in conflict in the area, the 
Soviet leaders would probably not engage Soviet forces openly or take 
other actions which involved in their view serious risk of expanding 
hostilities. However, we believe that the Middle East is one of the areas 
where the danger of war by miscalculation has increased.

244. While Soviet policy in the Middle East is not aimed primarily 
at military gains, the Soviet leaders probably view the developing situ-
ation there as offering opportunities to build potential military assets. 
They undoubtedly calculate that in the event of Soviet military opera-
tions in this area they would benefit from their earlier peacetime intro-
duction of military technicians, Soviet type weapons, fuel and materiel, 
from their increased capabilities for espionage and subversion, and 
from the improvements which have been made in local airfields, har-
bors and other facilities. The Soviet leaders probably also contemplate 
the eventual achievement of a long- sought Russian goal— land access 
to the strategic areas of the Middle East. To this end, they will continue 
to encourage and support such movements as that for an independent 
pro-Soviet Kurdish state and for a pro-Communist government in Iraq, 
and will also continue pressures against Iran and Turkey.

245. Asia. The USSR will probably rely on its current policies— 
propaganda about the successes of Communism, support of national 
independence against Western imperialism, and offers of trade, aid, 
and cultural exchange— to sustain and deepen neutralism, promote 
pro-Soviet alignments, and gradually to erode Western influence in 
Asia. Further increase in the strength of the Communist parties in 
Indonesia and India might induce the Soviet leaders to switch to open 
support of them, but it is more likely, in the case of India at least, that 
for the next several years Soviet policy will find greater advantage in 
cultivating the existing governments. In Asia, it is probably these two 
countries which are of primary interest to Communist policy at present.

246. Policy toward Japan will probably continue along the routine 
line laid down over the last several years— propaganda to stimulate 
Japanese neutralism, disturb Japanese-American relations, and main-
tain pressure for denial of bases to the US. The Soviet leaders probably 
do not believe that they have the means to alter the situation in Japan in 
any important way for the present. Likewise, they probably regard the 
situation in Korea as stalemated, although they will continue to agitate 
for withdrawal of US forces.
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247. Soviet policy in Southeast Asia appears to operate jointly with 
that of Communist China on the principle of shared influence. The 
Soviets will probably continue to give primary emphasis to cultivating 
closer relations with neutralist governments in the area. They will main-
tain their effort to disrupt SEATO and to align uncommitted states with 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc on all broad international issues. They will also 
stress their willingness to extend economic aid to the Southeast Asian 
states and will tout the value of Communist methods as the best way 
to achieve the economic development these countries so desperately 
seek. However, we believe that, should favorable opportunities arise 
and should they estimate that the gains would outweigh the losses, the 
two Communist powers might support a local Communist party in an 
attempt to seize power. At present, Indonesia or Laos seem the most 
likely places for such a development eventually to occur.

248. Africa. As part of its effort in the underdeveloped areas, the 
USSR will almost certainly increase its activities in Africa during the 
next five years. It is already developing diplomatic and economic 
relations with the newly independent states of Morocco, Tunisia, and 
Ghana, and is devoting somewhat greater efforts to Libya and the 
Sudan. It has offered trade, aid, technical assistance and, in some cases, 
arms. Although Soviet policy is somewhat constrained by the desire 
not to appear to compete too obviously with Nasser in the primarily 
Arab and Moslem areas in which he hopes to extend his influence, the 
USSR will almost certainly expand its efforts to establish its diplomatic 
and economic presence on the continent, to encourage nationalist and 
anticolonial movements, and to attempt to end the exclusiveness of 
Western influence in most of the area.

249. Up to the present the USSR has followed a policy of restraint 
toward North Africa, largely out of regard for Soviet relations with 
France and for the position of the French Communist Party. At some 
point, however, the USSR may abandon this policy. Internal develop-
ments in France or in Algeria might convince the Soviet leaders that 
they would gain more from open support of North African national-
ism. In any case, material support may be given to the Algerian nation-
alists, though probably through Egypt rather than directly. Arms and 
economic aid offers will probably be pressed on the Tunisian and 
Moroccan Governments.

250. Western Europe. Current Soviet policy in Europe appears to 
be aimed more at consolidating the USSR’s position in Eastern Europe 
than at an early expansion of Soviet power beyond the present fron-
tiers of the Bloc. In order to achieve greater security for Communist 
control of Eastern Europe, as well as to weaken the position of Western 
Europe, the Soviets are bound to regard the dissolution of the NATO 
alliance and the withdrawal of US military power from Europe as 
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basic objectives of their policy. These are the main purposes of all their 
maneuvers and proposals aimed at achieving “European security.” 
The more immediate Soviet objectives are to prevent an increase in 
West German military strength and the establishment of additional 
missile bases in Western Europe. Soviet disarmament policy and its 
attendant propaganda is directed largely at these targets. Moreover, 
the Soviet policies in the Middle East, Asia, and Africa, apart from 
their intrinsic importance, are themselves calculated to impose mate-
rial and political losses on Western Europe and to encourage divisions 
there.

251. The current Soviet diplomatic offensive over the status of 
Berlin is the most striking example of Khrushchev’s activist foreign 
policy. The Soviet leader must be aware that there is virtually no point 
of controversy between East and West on which the West has so thor-
oughly committed itself, and that there can scarcely be a more danger-
ous international issue to push to the point of crisis. In raising the issue, 
the Soviets have had in mind the achievement of a number of major 
objectives. They seek to compel the Western Powers to deal with East 
Germany and thus to accord at least tacit recognition to the GDR. This 
in turn would constitute an important step toward a ratification of the 
status quo in Eastern Europe, a development which the Soviets have 
long sought. Further, the removal of the Western presence from Berlin 
would permit the Soviets to handle the escapee problem and generally 
to reinforce the internal security of their East German Satellite. They 
probably further calculate that the Berlin initiative, even if only par-
tially successful, will stimulate a more receptive atmosphere for other 
Soviet proposals on Germany, particularly disengagement and peace 
treaty negotiations. In addition, the Soviets probably expect that a seri-
ous Western retreat on Berlin would bring into question for many West 
Germans the desirability of the NATO alliance.

252. It is not clear why the Soviets have chosen the present 
moment to raise the Berlin issue, but their action is certainly in accord 
with the generally hardening tone of their foreign policy. This in turn 
is related to their growing conviction, manifest over the last year or 
so, that their relative power position has improved. They are presum-
ably acting on the assumption that what they describe as “a shift in 
the relation of forces in the world arena” in their favor gives them an 
opportunity to test the solidarity of the Western Alliance over a major 
issue. The Soviet leaders probably intend to be cautious and tactically 
flexible. We believe that they will try to direct Soviet and East German 
maneuvering in a manner which will avoid military conflict with the 
Western allies, while at the same time they will be prepared to take 
advantage of any signs of weakness on the part of the West, or of 
inclinations to compromise on major issues. Nevertheless, they have 
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already committed themselves considerably, and we believe that the 
crisis may be severe, with considerable chance of miscalculation by 
one or both sides.

253. We do not believe that the raising of the Berlin issue signal-
izes a Soviet willingness to move toward a settlement of the German 
problem as a whole on other than Soviet terms. We foresee no change 
at present in the USSR’s adamant opposition to German reunifica-
tion despite the handicaps this imposes on Soviet maneuverability in 
Western Europe. The Soviet leaders cannot contemplate abandonment 
of East Germany because of the threat which would probably develop 
to their whole position in Eastern Europe, beginning with Poland. Over 
the longer run, a major political change in West Germany, such as might 
develop after the death of Chancellor Adenauer, could lead to a new 
and seemingly more flexible Soviet and East German approach to Bonn 
and to the reunification problem. The Soviets probably believe that a 
period of political uncertainty would ensue, and that party realign-
ments would give them new opportunities to promote West Germany’s 
separation from NATO and the withdrawal of Allied military forces, 
to achieve international recognition of East Germany, and eventually a 
reunification scheme acceptable to the USSR.

254. Moscow probably has come to view the Communist Parties in 
Western Europe more as a vehicle for propaganda and agitation than 
as the basis for revolutionary action, at least for the next several years. 
While the long- range subversive and political potential of these Parties 
will be cultivated, their present role is mainly to support Soviet for-
eign policy objectives, such as arousing popular concern against West 
German nuclear armament and the stationing of missiles in Europe.

255. Latin America. The trend noticeable in the last year of 
increased Soviet attention to Latin America will continue during the 
coming five years. The USSR apparently estimates that current eco-
nomic and political differences between the US and Latin America 
and the elements of political instability in certain countries provide 
a promising opportunity to expand Soviet influence. In the immedi-
ate future, Moscow will concentrate on broadening its diplomatic and 
cultural relations and on trade or economic assistance offers in selec-
tive, politically sensitive situations in order to expand Soviet influ-
ence on the governmental level and to facilitate both the overt and the 
subversive activities of local Communists. The most significant recent 
Soviet economic moves in Latin America have been the conclusion in 
October 1958 of a $100 million credit to Argentina for the purchase of 
Soviet petroleum equipment (the largest Soviet credit offer extended 
to any non-Communist country outside the Afro-Asian Bloc), large- 
scale Soviet purchases of Uruguayan wool, and the conclusion of a 
barter deal with Brazil.
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135. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 9, 1959, 10:30 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
Major Eisenhower

General Twining opened by telling the President of the visit of 
General Norstad, who had been in Washington for the week end. The 
purpose of his trip had been to testify before the Mahon Subcommittee 
(Defense) of the House Appropriations Committee. On Saturday morn-
ing General Norstad met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The subject at 
that time had been the current U.S. position on contingency plans for 
Berlin, which General Norstad had thought was very fine. To this the 
President added Secretary Dulles had had a successful trip to Europe 
and had reported that the French are taking a much more positive view 
on the Berlin question. (The Secretary had pointed out, however, that 
despite their resolution, the French have very little capability available 
in Europe itself.)

General Twining then mentioned the idea of a military represent-
ative to the tripartite meetings which are being held in Washington 
between Alphand, Caccia and Murphy. (These are being held in 
response to De Gaulle’s desire for tripartite discussions within NATO.) 
Specifically, Admiral Dennison had been present at the first meeting, 
held recently, to brief on the subject of the Far East. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff desire to terminate this procedure of providing a military repre-
sentative at first chance, fearing that too many political problems will 
be pushed off on the military. General Twining promised that he would 
see Mr. Murphy on the subject. He added, however, that at the meeting 
between Secretary Dulles and General De Gaulle it had been helpful to 
the Secretary to be able to state that we provided a military representa-
tion to this tripartite meeting. General Twining believes that he has now 
arrived at an estimate of what De Gaulle wants. Primarily, he desires to 
have a veto over the use of our Strategic Air Command.

*  *  *
General Twining then brought up the matter of personnel changes 

in Europe. General Norstad had voiced the desire to remain in his pres-
ent job to the end of this Administration; specifically, he feels he should 

1 Source: Senior military personnel appointments, publicizing defense efforts; 
Congressional hearings. Top Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE 
Diaries. Drafted on February 10.



National Security Policy 643

wait until after the 1960 election. General Norstad had pointed out that 
he desires to retire rather than continue on active duty, since his invest-
ment in the European job in so heavy as to practically cut him off from 
any terms of reference of a job in the U.S.

The President was in general agreement with General Norstad’s 
desires, although he feels that late summer of 1960 would be a prefera-
ble time for the switch. He stated that he would like to make the change 
about three or four months before the end of the Administration. He 
would like General Norstad to remain on active duty after his return to 
the U.S.; but he fully realizes the difficulty in readjusting from a posi-
tion of SACEUR to any other. He asked General Twining to request 
General Norstad to come and visit him next time he is in Washington.

As to the timing of a departure by General Norstad, the President 
sees no problem. General Schuyler’s changeover will occur in June 
1959. His replacement will eventually become SACEUR. This will 
make June 1960 the first time in which General Schuyler’s replacement 
could take over from General Norstad, since it would require at least a 
year for an officer in the Chief of Staff position to “sell himself” to the 
European nations. The President pointed out that he had followed this 
procedure with General Gruenther, and that only in the case of General 
Ridgway had an officer been sent in from another area to take over that 
command.

General Twining then stated that General Norstad would favor 
General Taylor as his replacement, although they all realize that 
General Taylor has completed his tour as Army Chief of Staff, and the 
Secretary of Defense thinks it unwise to appoint him for a third term. 
Accordingly, General Twining feels that General Taylor could take over 
the position of Deputy CINCEUR, now held by General Palmer. On 
this the President reviewed some names of officers he would nominate 
for this position. He agrees with the difficulties in the appointment of 
General Taylor, but feels (and General Twining agrees) that the offi-
cer should come from the Army. Specifically, the President mentioned 
General Decker, General Davidson, and General Lemnitzer. In response 
to General Twining’s statement that General Lemnitzer is slated to 
be Chief of Staff, the President answered that that officer should be 
groomed for General Twining’s position, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. Some discussion of individual officer qualifications then fol-
lowed, with General Twining expressing the view that if SACEUR is to 
be an Army officer, then the position of Deputy CINCEUR, presently 
held by General Palmer, should be held by an Air Force officer. He also 
stated that General Norstad is making every effort to consolidate some 
Army headquarters in Europe. To this the President responded with 
enthusiasm.

*  *  *
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The President then brought up the matter of a recent Air Force pro-
motion list which had been sent to his desk. The promotion of the five 
officers involved (to three star general) would have resulted in exceed-
ing current vacancies; however, the recommendation had included no 
notation to that effect.

As a corollary to this matter, the President expressed the opinion 
that there are too many high ranking slots in all three Services. He told 
the story of a colonel in North Africa who had recommended his own 
promotion to brigadier general on the basis that he could not do his job 
as a colonel. When informed that he could then be sent home, the officer 
changed his mind. Further, the President pointed out that he had been a 
three- star general with a five- star British admiral under his command.

General Twining stated that they are working on a study in this 
connection and will make recommendations in the near future. He rec-
ognized that the President had normally been prompt in signing pro-
motions, and had recommended in the strongest terms that under such 
circumstances any promotion should be accompanied by an analysis of 
the necessity for exceeding the quotas and a complete presentation for 
the President. General Twining had stated that the President should not 
be hit cold on these matters. The President admitted that he had been 
somewhat shocked by the fact that there had been no indication on this 
promotion list that the quotas had been exceeded.

*  *  *
The President now brought up the matter of publicity in connection 

with our defense posture. Specifically, he has been advised by General 
Persons that the American public should know more about missiles 
and armaments. In order to give proper publicity in this matter, General 
Persons feels that we should do something a little different. Speeches are 
inadequate. Accordingly, it has been recommended that the President 
make a trip to a Strategic Air Command base, to Cape Canaveral, and to 
a NIKE site, and at each location, he should make an appearance to the 
press and attempt to give some understanding of what our defense struc-
ture is all about. Accordingly, he requests a restudy of our public infor-
mation policies on the part of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to determine what 
type of facts the President might give out under these circumstances.

General Twining, while he expressed approval of this scheme, 
pointed out that facts and logic are often wasted when the opposition 
employs tactics similar to those of Senator Symington on the matter 
of airborne alert. While testifying before Congress, General Twining 
had been asked by Senator Symington how many aircraft were on air-
borne alert that particular day. There had been a recent exercise which 
involved an airborne alert in SAC, but that exercise having been ter-
minated, General Twining so advised Senator Symington. As a result, 
Senator Symington had made a great issue of this matter to the effect that 
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it is a shame that none of our aircraft are on airborne alert and blamed 
the budget for this deplorable fact. Senator Bush had also expressed 
shock. When General Twining mentioned this later to General Power, 
he learned that Senator Symington had telephoned General Power that 
morning and asked how many aircraft were on airborne alert. General 
Power had given him the facts. As the result, General Twining has 
received a volume of mail, and in his answers, has cleared the record. In 
General Twining’s view, we have no need for an airborne alert and our 
capability to respond with SAC on fifteen minutes warning is adequate 
for our military posture. General Twining then proceeded to describe 
the tendency on the part of some people to discount everything but rel-
ative ICBM capabilities. He pointed out that our Air Force is four times 
the size of that of the Soviets and ten times as good. It does execute 
airborne alert exercises from time to time to keep the Soviets uncer-
tain. General Twining expressed admiration for the performance of the 
Secretary of Defense in his testimony before Congress.

The President stated that he had spoken before about self- 
appointed military experts. He is considering another statement about 
neurotics— either honest or dishonest neurotics— who are so fearful 
that they advocate taking the entire SAC into the air and keeping it 
there. He conceded that these people realized the aircraft must come 
down occasionally to gas up. General Twining expressed the view that 
the public must realize that the USSR has a capability to hit the U.S. and 
to live with this realization. It is a hard fact of life. The President agreed 
except that he pointed out that our estimates for the last four years have 
included the Soviet capability to destroy the U.S. 100%. This was first 
based on one- way bomber missions and is now based on the ICBM. He 
reiterated his stand for a reasonably adequate program.

General Twining continued the discussion on enemy capabilities by 
stating that in his testimony before Congress he personally admitted that 
he had previously fought for more bombers. He had been concerned over 
the Soviet capability to build BISONS and BEARS. However, as it had 
turned out, the Soviets had not built these aircraft and now possess only 
100–115 heavy bombers. He had further pointed out to Congress that mis-
siles are only as good as their launching sites. We have not as yet obtained 
any hard intelligence on any launching sites in the Soviet Union.

The President and General Twining then reviewed the concept of 
a trip by the President to SAC, to a NIKE site, and to Cape Canaveral, 
and to issue statements at each location. General Twining stated he 
would open a study on what might be said at these locations. In this 
connection, he made mention of the successful flight of the TITAN 
on February third, adding that this is the first missile which had been 
successful on its first launching. The President observed that manu-
facturers in Denver had predicted this.

*  *  *
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General Twining then completed his report on the Congressional 
hearings by describing the question on the subject of the missile gap. 
When asked how to remedy the missile gap, he had answered that we 
should merely produce lots of big ATLAS missiles. However, he does not 
advocate this: The ATLAS is not the weapon that we would ultimately 
like, and, therefore, large quantities of this weapon would be obsolete 
soon. He does not believe the USSR is in a mood for general war, par-
ticularly in view of the pride that they take in having rebuilt their cities 
from World War II. He repeated the desires on the part of fearful people, 
stating that if we bought everything they advocated we would wind 
up spending $70 billion for defense alone. Finally, he had suggested to 
the Congress that they employ the word “operational” when discussing 
missile sites. He pointed out that there is no glamor to the subject of base 
building, only to the production of missiles. The President suggested we 
might mention to the Congress that every missile site near a city makes 
that city a prime target. General Twining now reiterated his admira-
tion for the performance of the Secretary of Defense before these hear-
ings. In this connection, the President expressed the view that Secretary 
McElroy, while he should not be made to look too partisan, possesses 
talents which are such that he should not be lost to Government service 
when this particular job is terminated.

*  *  *
As a matter of interest, General Twining then mentioned the atti-

tude of the Congress relative to jurisdiction, which had caused consid-
erable disturbance for a couple of days during the hearings. Primarily, 
Congress fears that the Executive is taking over prerogatives which are 
provided theoretically by the Constitution to them. In particular, the 
prerogative of raising and maintaining “armies.” The main problem is 
that of personnel strengths of the Army, the Marines, and the Reserve 
components. In the course of these discussions, General Twining 
mentioned that the Secretary of Defense had been grilled extensively. 
Finally, he had stated flatly that he did not pretend to be a lawyer, but 
that whatever the President had done in this matter he concurred in 
and thought it was right. Although the President had not been aware 
that the prerogatives question had been a major issue recently, he was 
quite familiar with the pattern. The Army, Marines, and Reserve com-
ponents would be, in his view, the only logical areas in which the pol-
iticians would be concerned, primarily because these are the areas in 
which the Administration is cutting back. When an installation is cut 
out it does injury to some locality.

This resulted in some discussion of the motives of individ-
ual Congressmen, particularly in the matter of interfering with 
Administration plans for projected force structures. In this connection, 
General Twining mentioned that Representative Arends had come and 
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hit hard on the side of the Administration, stating that it is not the func-
tion of the Congress to interfere in military strategy. Even Mr. Vinson 
had added some words of help in this regard. Here the President stated 
that he was not overly concerned with this particular item since he felt 
he could handle it. He digressed to point up that in the matters of hous-
ing and depressed areas, where the Congress appears determined to 
expend large sums in excess of those recommended, he must win. If 
not, he fears the most serious consequences to the value of the dollar. He 
pointed out an article he had read today in the New York Times finan-
cial section which indicated a movement of U.S. capital overseas which 
is reaching the proportion of a “flight from the dollar.” Apparently pri-
vate investors are convinced that the Europeans are building a more 
viable economy than ours and will overtake us.

*  *  *
General Twining then mentioned a matter pertaining to command 

structure of Unified Commands. In the old law the term “operational 
control” had been employed, implying only the vaguest type of com-
mand. The new law has undergone a change in wording which now 
substitutes the term “operational command.” In the course of the pro-
ceedings, the term of operational command had been defined the same 
as the old operational control. Based on this, the Marines have com-
plained to the Congress about the definition of operational command as 
employed by the Department of Defense, and which, by the President’s 
desires, gives the Unified Commanders complete command responsi-
bility except for technical administrative matters. In the course of the 
hearings, Mr. Vinson had asked General Twining for the Department 
of Defense definition. General Twining had explained the difference. 
Mr. Vinson had then requested that the new definition be incorporated 
into the Congressional Record. This has been done. In this matter, the 
President stated he was not concerned, for he is the Commander- in-
Chief and can construe the wording as he sees fit. He can be called to 
account for this matter only by the courts.

*  *  *
As General Twining was departing, the President asked that 

he take a check into the matter of comparative grades and position 
vacancies among the three Services. This had come to the President’s 
attention primarily through briefings that had been held by the Navy 
requesting new legislation to overcome their rather considerable World 
War II hump. He cited certain cases with relation to promotion inequi-
ties within and among Services. General Twining said he would check 
into the matter with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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136. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 12, 1959, 10:40 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Secretary Quarles
General Twining
General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

The President called this meeting to discuss the 1968 projection 
of our atomic weapons requirements. In particular, he is concerned, 
in making our long- term estimates, over the use of the actual term 
“requirements.” He feels that when we deal with numbers in these cir-
cumstances we should call them “estimates under bad conditions.”

The President stated that he is not addressing right now the matter 
of $145 million for a plutonium reactor with a convertible feature. We 
are far enough down the road now that he is not going to fight that 
project. He dislikes, however, the process in which the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff state so- called “requirements” to the Congress, causing the figures 
so listed to practically govern our future actions.

The President emphasized that in this meeting he is merely desir-
ous of expressing his doubts and is not issuing a directive. He fears that 
we have developed a shibboleth which we are then required to live by. 
In short, we are not being governed by common sense.

Mr. McElroy agreed that the difference between “requirement” 
and “estimate” is a technical question. However, the President pointed 
out that the use of the term “requirement” invites demagogues to treat 
these figures with the sanctity of the psalms and parables.

Mr. McElroy expressed general agreement with this approach and 
pointed out that the figures ultimately used in this connection were 
greatly reduced from the original service submissions and were indeed 
considerably reduced from the requirements as stated by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. The President, however, continued by recalling to mind a graph 
on our 1968 atomic weapons figures which indicated a stockpile which he 
considered astronomical. These figures as the President recalled, would 
be attained by July 1, 1958, if a certain new plant were installed. Without 
that plant, the figures would be reached by January 1, 1969. Some of 
these days, in his view, we are going to realize how ridiculous we have 
been and at that time we will try to retrench. In particular, the President 

1 Source: Projected nuclear weapons requirements for 1968. Top Secret. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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pointed out that the Executive Branch itself has been fairly sensible, but 
has been pushed by demagogues and special interests.

The President expressed understanding of the problems of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in testifying before a hostile Congress. He agreed 
with Mr. McElroy that the best way for a hostile Congress under these 
circumstances to attack the Administration is to attack it for not fulfill-
ing its military requirements. Mr. McElroy pointed out that the concept 
of efficiency in government represents the “hard sell” rather than the 
“easy sell.”

Mr. Quarles then offered certain background in this area. He stated 
that the Department of Defense had resisted the AEC on the matter 
of forecast of requirements so far in advance as ten years. The AEC 
feels, however, that it is necessary to forecast requirements this far in 
order to plan efficiently the construction of our production capacity. Mr. 
Quarles and Admiral Radford had taken the initial position that our 
plutonium supply is adequate. However, this position had been over-
taken by service requirements for the DAVY CROCKETT and for small 
nuclear warheads for air defense. These two programs require much 
plutonium. The second position then taken by Mr. Quarles and Admiral 
Radford had been that a certain amount of additional plutonium was 
needed, but not in large quantity since we would have the opportunity 
to increase efficiency by continued testing. Upon the implementation 
of the current test suspension, the Department of Defense could not see 
any further position beyond that of moderate increases in plutonium.

Mr. McElroy then outlined the tack which the Department of 
Defense follows on these matters. Since the estimated requirements of 
the Department of Defense always exceed the amount of available plu-
tonium by large amounts, the Secretary of Defense had estimated that 
in order to obtain a small bite we must raise our estimated requirements 
considerably. He pointed out the relationship between requirements 
and time. If we are given a few more years, our annual production can 
be considerably reduced. He added, however, he realizes that the term 
“requirements” is a poor word.

The President again focused on the term “requirements” with a 
thought that the number of weapons actually required in 1968 is proba-
bly required in 1961. Therefore, a statement of figures as 1968 require-
ments would invite an emergency mobilization in order to produce 
them quickly.

Mr. Quarles, in this connection, pointed out that the progression 
from 1963 to 1968 does not represent significant increase in the number 
of weapons or in yield; what it does represent is an increase in tactical 
weapons. This progression is more expensive in terms of plutonium. 
He admits we would like to reach these levels in 1963 but reasonable 
production rates require a stretch- out to 1968.
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In connection with small weapons, Mr. Quarles continued, the mil-
itary has stated before Congress that we need a figure much higher 
than that submitted by the Department of Defense. This has made the 
Joint Committee highly critical of us.

The President again repeated his concern with the impact on 
Congress. If we state that we have a requirement now which will 
not become available until 1968, Congress will be tempted to spend 
$20 billion this year in this field alone. The President understands the 
need for small weapons in air defense and missile defense, although 
he pointed out that the three scientists who had visited him the day 
before (Drs. Land, Purcell and Killian) had shown less enthusiasm 
than he has heard at other times in this area. The President continued 
that when we come to supplying small yield weapons for the Infantry 
and the Marines we are getting in to the area of marginal utility. 
He does not visualize great stockpiles of these weapons around the 
periphery of the USSR. He pointed out further that our total current 
megaton capability is estimated so high that if we should employ this 
quantity of atomic weapons, the fallout from our own weapons could 
destroy our own country, and indeed the entire Northern Hemisphere. 
He further expressed the view that we are taking council of our fears. 
He reiterated that we should push atomic weapons for air defense 
but be more moderate in development of tactical atomic weapons. He 
suggested that we indoctrinate ourselves that there is such a thing as 
common sense. Mr. McElroy agreed and stated that the Department 
of Defense had fought this line of reasoning when they cut service 
requests.

The discussion then turned to the subject of military experts, with 
the President expressing the view that if you try to fight a war with a 
Board of Political Directors, you will soon find all military command-
ers being told by Congress exactly what they need. Mr. McElroy also 
pointed out the number of military “experts” available in Congress. 
The President illustrated the types of difficulties under which the mil-
itary works in wartime, citing anecdotes from his own experiences 
in the Operations Division of the War Department right after Pearl 
Harbor.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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137. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 100–59 Washington, February 17, 1959

Estimate of the World Situation
[Source: Department of State, INR–NIE Files. Secret. 17 pages of 

source text not declassified.]

138. Memorandum From Gray to McElroy1

Washington, February 18, 1959

SUBJECT

Defense Presentations to the President

Pursuant to the understanding reached during discussions with 
you, Mr. Quarles, and General Twining on February 6, I plan to sched-
ule a series of special meetings with the President which will be devoted 
to a discussion of major policy questions with respect to military mis-
sions and related weapons systems. Attendance at such meetings will 
be restricted to the following:

The President
The Vice President
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Director of Central Intelligence— for item 1 only

Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
(Dr. Killian)

Special Assistant to the Presidential for National Security Affairs 
(Mr. Gray)

White House Staff Secretary (General Goodpaster)
Assistant White House Staff Secretary (Major Eisenhower)
Executive Secretary, National Security Council (Mr. Lay)

1 Source: Proposes series of meetings with Eisenhower to discuss policy related 
to military missions and weapons systems. Top Secret; Restricted Handling. 5 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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These meetings will be held in the Cabinet Room.
The following four major areas will be considered in these special 

meetings:

(1) Strategic nuclear striking force requirements and capabilities, 
including the “optimum mix” both of weapons systems and of targets. 
(References: NSC Actions Nos. 1846, 1994, 2009)

(2) Continental defense against aircraft and missiles (excluding 
antisubmarine warfare). (References: NSC 5802/1; NSC Action No. 
2009)

(3) Control of the seas, with particular reference to antisubmarine 
warfare. (References: Report by the Panel on Antisubmarine Warfare of 
the President’s Science Advisory Committee dated December 1, 1958; 
Study being prepared for the President by the Comparative Evalua-
tions Group, pursuant to NSC 5815)

(4) Tactical forces and requirements for tactical weapons systems. 
(References: Paragraph 14, NSC 5810/1; NSC Action No. 1934)

I must say to you that as to the fourth area, I myself am not satis-
fied with the description of it and it may be that we should talk further 
about the scope and nature of this part of the overall study. However, 
I feel that it should be included and it seems to me that the kinds of 
questions asked with respect to it are appropriate.

A useful procedure might be for you to have prepared a concise dis-
cussion paper on each topic which could be circulated in advance on an 
“Eyes Only” basis, one copy each, to those who will attend the special 
meetings. Any further reproduction and circulation would be subject 
to your determination. I should hope you would identify major issues 
and cast them in a form appropriate for discussion and consideration by 
the President. It would seem probable that major national security pol-
icy issues identified during these discussions would later be taken to the 
National Security Council.

I am attaching a list of some of the kinds of policy questions which 
might be considered. I shall be glad to discuss with you further, as nec-
essary, the scope of coverage of the four topics.

It would be helpful if you could indicate feasible target dates for 
each topic.

I wish to confirm the withdrawal of the request contained in my 
memorandum of January 17, 1959, subject, “Presentation to the National 
Security Council on Aircraft Programs,” inasmuch as its purpose will 
be served by the plan above set forth.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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Enclosure

Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense

Washington, undated

Questions for Consideration

1. Strategic Nuclear Striking Force
a. What will be the effect of the appraisal of the relative merits of 

alternative target systems, directed by NSC Action No. 2009, upon the 
size and composition of the striking force?

b. In the light of the appraisal referred to in a above, what is the 
most desirable mix of missile systems from the point of view of our 
optimum strategic nuclear striking capacity on the one hand, and from 
the point of view of the greatest degree of invulnerability on the other 
hand, and can these be easily reconciled?

c. Is there a valid requirement to develop another generation of 
strategic bombers, taking into account the probable capabilities of 
enemy defenses and the problems of maintaining such aircraft in an 
alert status?

d. Would it be desirable to extend the effectiveness of POLARIS 
missiles by adapting them for use on surface vessels, and on land bases, 
assuming the development of an appropriate mobile launching unit?

e. Should further priority be given to MINUTE MAN by the ear-
lier establishment of a production capability and by seeking to afford it 
more mobility? What effect would further emphasis on MINUTE MAN 
have on the TITAN and ATLAS missiles program?

f. What is the proper balance between procurement of additional 
retaliatory weapons and expenditures to protect those now available 
against surprise attack?

2. Continental Defense
a. What are the best means for defending the striking force? What 

mixture of active defenses, hardening, dispersal, and quick reaction 
leads to the greatest certainty of survival for the striking force? How 
does this best mix change with Soviet capabilities?

b. Assuming that point defenses will be required, what areas are to 
be protected—SAC bases or urban industrial areas, or both?

c. In the light of the changing nature of the Soviet attack capability, 
how should air defenses be allocated as between the manned bomber 
threat and the ballistic missile threat?

d. Are our present programs for early warning against aircraft and 
missiles adequate to the changing threat? Will our communications 
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have the certainty and reliability to insure that all forces can respond 
when warning is received?

e. What facilities have we now for determining that our bases are 
under attack? What facilities for disseminating this information?

f. Will the concept of perimeter, area and point defense continue to 
have validity in the 1960–65 period?

g. What is an appropriate balance between manned interceptors, 
interceptor missiles and ground- to- air missiles?

h. To what extent do our present continental defenses meet the 
threat of missiles launched from submarines? What measures have 
promise to be effective against this threat?

i. Is there a need for more centralized management of the various 
aspects of continental air defense?

3. Control of the Seas—Antisubmarine Warfare
a. In what ways can our present ASW capability be improved?
b. Should further emphasis be placed on methods for broad ocean 

surveillance?
c. Is the effort currently being devoted to ASW commensurate with 

the threat:

(1) against the continental U.S.?
(2) against task forces and against shipping?

d. Is there a need for more effective, centralized direction of the 
ASW effort?

4. Tactical Forces
a. In the event of general war involving a nuclear exchange, is 

it assumed that there will be a requirement for further deployment 
of ground forces overseas? If so, can the probable requirements be 
determined?

b. Taking into account our commitments and the nature of the 
threat with respect to hostilities short of general war, do our tactical 
forces have adequate mobility, flexibility and readiness? Should this 
requirement have priority over mobilization reserves for general war?

c. Do present programs provide aircraft and weapons wholly 
appropriate to such tactical combat?

d. Is there a need for so many different tactical weapons (i.e., the 
280- mm gun, the 8- inch howitzer, the 155- mm howitzer, HONEST 
JOHN, LITTLE JOHN, LACROSSE, SERGEANT)?

e. Is there an element of overlap between the Army’s growing arse-
nal of short- range missiles and the Air Force’s tactical aircraft; and if so, 
is this desirable?
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f. What will be the requirement for small nuclear weapons to equip 
ground forces? Can this requirement be met by our programmed pro-
duction capabilities?

g. Is there an appropriate balance between the amount of resources 
being devoted to BW–CW procurement and those devoted to research?

139. Briefing Note for the February 26 NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 25, 1959

SUBJECT

Port Security (NSC Meeting, 2/26/59)

1. The next item for consideration is a report to the Council in 
response to an NSC Action of 2/19/58 in connection with the approval 
of U.S. Policy on Continental Defense. At that time, Treasury and Justice 
were requested to seek new legislation, and draft a new Executive 
Order. The objective was to increase the effectiveness of that portion of 
the Port Security Program which provides for the exclusion of subver-
sives from employment on U.S. merchant vessels, and from restricted 
port areas and waterfront facilities.

2. For reasons which Treasury and Justice may wish to elaborate 
upon today, they have recommended against the obtaining of legisla-
tion and the issuance of the Executive Order called for in the previous 
NSC Action.

3. The considerations which prompted the Council’s action of a 
year ago were as follows:

a. Under a present law passed in 1950, the President is empowered 
to adopt measures and issue regulations for the protection of vessels, 
ports, and waterfront facilities against sabotage and other subversive 
acts.

b. Pursuant to the 1950 statute, Executive Order 10173 was issued, 
providing in effect that no person shall be employed as a seaman on a 
U.S. merchant vessel, nor shall any person be given access to a restricted 
waterfront facility unless the Commandant of the Coast Guard is sat-
isfied that such persons are not security risks. This Executive Order is 
still in effect.

c. By 1956, the Coast Guard had checked hundreds of thousands of 
seamen and dockworkers against U.S. agency files, with the result that 

1 Source: Port security. Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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the Commandant denied seamen’s papers and dockworkers cards to 
over 3000 individuals (some 400 of whom the FBI had listed for possi-
ble detention in the event of a wartime emergency).

d. In 1956, a Federal Circuit Court ruled (Parker v. Lester) that the 
denial and revocation procedures followed by the Coast Guard under 
the Executive Order failed to meet the constitutional requirements of due 
process, including the right to confront and cross- examine Government 
witnesses. The Commandant of the Coast Guard was ordered by the 
Court to issue seamen’s papers, forthwith, to those persons previously 
denied them. As of 6/30/58, the Commandant had complied with the 
Court order by granting applications of over 300 persons whom he had 
previously denied papers because he considered them to be security risks.

e. Treasury previously pointed out several practical problems posed 
by the Federal Court ruling, including the following: (1) the Commandant 
of the Coast Guard is compelled by Court order to take action contrary to 
that required of him under the present Executive Order, (2) it may not be 
possible to produce certain confidential informants as witnesses in hear-
ings to revoke the papers of a subversive, and (3) witnesses who might be 
available for testimony are scattered, and funds for witness fees are lack-
ing. (As of 6/30/58, Coast Guard had revoked papers in 2 cases; hearings 
were pending in 4 cases; the availability of witnesses who could appear 
to testify was being examined in 65 cases; witnesses were unavailable 
in 4 cases; data and witnesses were considered to be insufficient at this 
time in 99 cases; and 105 cases remained to be processed with a view to 
determining whether bearings should be instituted).

4. Against this background, the Council adopted and the President 
approved, as part of U.S. Continental Defense Policy (NSC 5802/1), a 
Port Security section which provides that the various measures for the 
protection of U.S. ports and vessels shall include: “such exclusion of 
subversives from vessels and waterfront facilities as is feasible, hav-
ing due regard for legal procedures and rights”. Based on that policy, 
Treasury submitted and the President approved on 4/21/58 the details 
of an overall Port Security program which includes a screening pro-
gram under which the Coast Guard will (a) request FBI name and fin-
gerprint checks of applicants for seamen’s papers and dockworkers’ 
cards, (b) keep a list of the persons on whom derogatory information is 
obtained, and (c) on a selective basis, hold hearings to revoke the papers 
and cards of persons considered to be security risks, in those cases 
where action can be taken with a reasonable probability of success, in 
accordance with procedures acceptable to the courts.

5. Meanwhile, Treasury and Justice were asked to propose legis-
lation, and draft an Executive Order, to strengthen the approved Port 
Security screening program. As reflected in the Justice transmittal 
which has been circulated to the Council, both Treasury and Justice rec-
ommend against seeking additional legislation in this field because it 
would not stand the test of constitutionality and would raise “broader 
issues” which might reduce the effectiveness of the program. With 
respect to the drafting of the Executive Order called for by the NSC 
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Action, Treasury proposed an amendment to the present Order which 
would require the Coast Guard to observe due process in the holding 
of revocation hearings; however, Justice recommends to the Council 
that an Executive Order not be issued “pending legislative and judicial 
developments with respect to other personnel security programs”. In 
discussions at the Planning Board, and in conversations which I have 
had with the Attorney General, it has been indicated that Justice is pri-
marily concerned over the prospect that new legislation or Executive 
Order provisions which would open up the issue of the right to con-
front witnesses and thereby prejudice the outcome of present Court 
proceedings involving the Industrial Security Program.

6. Both of the NSC’s Internal Security Committees (which are rep-
resented here today) have submitted views on the position taken by 
Treasury and Justice. The IIC has stated that (a) it is concerned over the 
apparent trend toward backing away from various security programs as 
a result of recent court decisions, (b) in spite of the difficulties presented 
by those decisions, the Executive Branch should nevertheless do all that 
it can to preserve necessary security procedures, (c) the Port Security 
Program is but one of the security programs considered necessary to 
protect essential industry and other facilities, and (d) it is necessary to 
take a long, hard look at what appears to be a softening of our attitude 
toward necessary security measures, and an aggressive policy should 
be followed to implement them within the framework of constitutional 
requirements. The ICIS has advised that (a) it does not object to hold-
ing a new Executive Order in abeyance, on the understanding that the 
Coast Guard is presently proceeding under discretionary authority to 
proceed in selective cases against seamen and dockworkers on whom 
there is derogatory information, and (b) although proposed legislation 
is necessary in the countering of the clandestine introduction of nuclear 
weapons and other subversive activities, it is recognized that the neces-
sary legal procedures must meet constitutional issues already passed on 
by the courts.

7. Based on all of the above considerations, the Planning Board 
recommends that the Council adopt and the President approve the fol-
lowing action:

1. Agree that the submission of the draft legislation and Executive 
Order called for in NSC Action 1862– f be held in abeyance by Treasury 
and Justice pending the “legislative and judicial developments with 
respect to other personnel security programs” referred to in the Justice 
memorandum which was circulated to the NSC on 1/7/59.

2. Note that the Treasury Department will continue to implement, 
to the best of its ability, the provisions of Par. 19 of NSC 5802/1, and 
of Par. 8 of the Port Security program approved by the President on 
4/21/58, concerning the exclusion of subversives from vessels, ports 
and waterfront facilities.
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3. Note that, although recent court decisions make it impossible to 
carry out certain internal security programs effectively, it is neverthe-
less important that the responsible agencies of the Executive Branch 
make every effort to implement necessary internal security measures 
within the framework of constitutional requirements.

8. CALL ON the Attorney General.
9. CALL ON the Acting Chairman of the IIC, Mr. Al Belmont, 

Assistant to the Director, FBI.
10. CALL ON the Chairman of ICIS, Mr. Walter Yeagley, Assistant 

to the Attorney General in charge of the Internal Security Division.

Attachment

Letter From Rogers to Gray

Washington, February 25, 1959

Dear Mr. Gray:

I am enclosing, for your information, a copy of a letter which I 
have addressed to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, follow-
ing the discussions of the Port Security Screening Program in Secretary 
Anderson’s Office.

Sincerely,

/s/ William P. Rogers
Attorney General

Attachment

Letter From Rogers to Stans

Washington, February 25, 1959

Dear Mr. Stans:

Under date of November 24, 1958, I returned, without my approval, 
a proposed Executive Order entitled, “Amending Regulations 
Relating to the Protection and Security of Vessels, Harbors, Ports and 
Waterfront Facilities.” In doing so I recommended that further consid-
eration of this proposed Order or any other order proposing changes 
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in the Port Security Program be held in abeyance pending legislative 
and judicial developments with respect to other personnel security 
programs.

The problem of strengthening the Port Security Program has been 
re- examined within this Department and has been the subject of a dis-
cussion with the Secretary and Under Secretary of the Treasury. The 
proposed Executive Order, by conforming the provisions of Executive 
Order 10173 to the program conducted by Treasury under that Order 
subsequent to the Ninth Circuit decision in Parker v. Lester, would have 
served to eliminate a dilemma which has faced the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard, in that the Commandant has been forbidden by court order 
from discharging fully his responsibilities under Executive Order 10173. 
However, it is agreed that the proposed Order would not have enabled 
Treasury to conduct a more effective screening of merchant mariners and 
dock workers than that currently being conducted under the limitations 
imposed by court decision. It is also agreed that because of the prob-
lem of confrontation it does not appear possible at the present time to 
strengthen the Port Security Screening Program either by legislation or 
executive order.

Final resolution of the issue of confrontation in one Personnel 
Security Program will logically lead to insistence, judicial or other-
wise, that the same rule be applied in the other programs. Since the 
Port Security Screening Program involves persons who are neither 
employees of the United States nor employees of contractors of the 
United States, it would appear that security interests would be better 
served if this issue were to be considered in connection with the more 
critical Federal Employees or Industrial Personnel Security Programs. 
As a practical matter it appears that some resolution of the confron-
tation issue may be fast approaching. Already a number of bills have 
been introduced this session of Congress relating to various aspects 
of Personnel Security Programs and the Supreme Court is expected to 
hear argument during March on the case of Greene v. McElroy which 
will test the validity of the Industrial Personnel Security Program.

Sincerely,

Attorney General
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140. Memorandum of Discussion at the 397th NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 26, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 397th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, Febru-
ary 26, 1959

Present at the 397th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense; 
and Mr. John S. Patterson for the Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization. Also present and participating in the Council actions 
below were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget; the Acting Secretary of the Interior (Item 1); the Administrator, 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Item 1) and the 
Attorney General (Item 2). Also attending the meeting were Mr. Alan N. 
Belmont for the Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference 
(for Item 2); the Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security (for Item 2); the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; 
Admiral Arleigh Burke for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Director, U.S. Information Agency; 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and for 
Security Operations Coordination; Assistant Secretary of State Gerard 
C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin, II; the Chairman, 
Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence Committee; the White 
House Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the 
Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here is agenda item 1.]

2. PORT SECURITY
(NSC 5802/1; NSC 5819, part 9; NSC Action No. 1862– f; Memos 

for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated January 7 and 
January 26, 1959)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the background of the problem 
and referred to a letter from the Attorney General to the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget dated February 25, 1959 which was handed out 
by Mr. Lay. (Copies of the briefing note, portions of which Mr. Gray 
used at the Council meeting, as well as copies of the Attorney General’s 

1 Source: Agenda item 2: Port Security. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—5 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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letter are filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and are also attached to 
this Memorandum). After summarizing the views of the two Internal 
Security Committees (the IIC and the ICIS) and after reading the Council 
action proposed by the NSC Planning Board, Mr. Gray suggested that 
the Council hear from the Attorney General.

Apropos of the adverse effect on the Port Security program of deci-
sions of the lower courts, the President asked whether any thought had 
been given to taking such decisions to the U.S. Supreme Court or were 
we proposing to give up the fight in the face of the Circuit Court deci-
sion? The Attorney General replied that there was already a case, that 
of Greene v. McElroy, on this subject which would be argued before 
the Supreme Court in March and which the Attorney General hoped 
would have the effect of clarification.

The President then asked specifically why the decision in Parker 
v. Lester had not been taken to the Supreme Court. The Attorney 
General replied that this case had not been considered to be a good 
one for a test. He added that the Department of Justice also felt that we 
should give very serious consideration to what Mr. J. Edgar Hooever, as 
Chairman of the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference (IIC), had 
said about the apparent trend toward backing away from various secu-
rity programs as a result of recent court decisions. There might indeed 
be something of a tendency to beat a retreat in the face of difficulties 
posed by the courts. While there might be some things that we could do 
in a positive way to arrest this trend, there was not much hope of signif-
icant action until the case of Greene v. McElroy was finally decided by 
the Supreme Court in March, particularly the issue of confrontation of 
witnesses by the accused.

Mr. Gray pointed out that the Acting Chairman of the IIC, Mr. Alan 
Belmont and the Chairman of the ICIS, Mr. Yeagley, were present in 
the room and might wish to say a few words. Mr. Belmont pointed out 
that the concern of the IIC had been expressed in its memorandum of 
January 26, 1959 to the Executive Secretary. He would, however, like 
to pin point the problem in order to illustrate it for the Council. Mr. 
Belmont then supplied figures to show that 357 individuals who had 
been barred, prior to the Parker v. Lester decision, from the waterfronts 
have since succeeded in obtaining their papers. The records of the FBI 
indicated that these individuals were very dangerous to the national 
security and included saboteurs whom we would feel compelled to 
“pick up” in case of war.

The President said that it did not seen reasonable to him that the 
U.S. should be so confoundedly limited by its Constitution in trying to 
keep out such undesirables as these. The Attorney General agreed with 
the President’s point but repeated that we should know better how to 
proceed after the case of Greene v. McElroy had been decided.
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Mr. Yeagley said that he had nothing to add on the subject beyond 
what had been contained in the memorandum of the ICIS to the 
Executive Secretary dated January 26, 1959.

Mr. Gray commented that all of us shared with the President a cer-
tain sense of frustration between the two horns of the dilemma but he too 
put hope in the outcome of the Greene v. McElroy case. If the decision of 
the Supreme Court should be adverse, he wondered whether new legis-
lation might help to remedy the internal security situation. The Attorney 
General replied that if the decision of the Supreme Court in Greene v. 
McElroy went the wrong way, new legislation was not likely to help any.

The President inquired whether the subversive people we were 
talking about were all citizens of the U.S. The Attorney General replied 
that in most cases he understood that they were. The President added 
that if they were not citizens they could presumably be deported. The 
Attorney General agreed but again pointed out that most of them were 
citizens and added that we faced the same problem in industrial secu-
rity programs that we were facing in the matter of the Port Security 
program. Mr. Gray suggested that the Council take another look at the 
problem after the Supreme Court decision. The President concluded 
the discussion by stating that if he had his way, the retreat would be a 
slow one if the decision of the Supreme Court were unfavorable in the 
case of Greene v. McElroy.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of the report by the 
Department of Justice on the implementation of NSC Action No. 1862– f  
(transmitted by the reference memorandum of  January 7), the views 
of the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepart-
mental Committee on Internal Security (transmitted by the reference 
memoranda of January 26), the letter from the Attorney General to the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, on the subject, dated February 25, 1959 
(circulated at the meeting), and the discussion in the Planning Board 
(presented orally at the meeting by the Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs).

b. Agreed that the submission of the draft legislation and Exec-
utive Order called for in NSC Action 1862– f should be held in abey-
ance pending the “legislative and judicial developments with respect 
to other personnel security programs” referred to in the memorandum 
by the Department of Justice enclosed with the reference memorandum 
of January 7 and the letter from the Attorney General to the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, dated February 25, 1959.

c. Noted that the Treasury Department will nevertheless continue 
to implement, so far as possible, the provisions of paragraph 19 of NSC 
5802/1, and of paragraph 8 of the Port Security program approved by 
the President on April 21, 1958, relating to the exclusion of subversives 
from vessels, ports and waterfront facilities.

d. Noted that, although recent court decisions make it impossible 
to carry out certain internal security programs effectively, it is never-
theless important that the responsible agencies of the Executive Branch 
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make every effort to implement necessary internal security measures 
within the framework of constitutional requirements.

NOTE: The above actions, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney 
General for appropriate implementation, and to the Interdepartmental 
Intelligence Conference and Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security for information and guidance.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason

141. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Herter1

Washington, March 2, 1959

[First page missing from microfiche.]
say he will leave the actual putting into operation of this scheme to his 
successor and the Secy agreed saying President only had another year 
and a half in office and might consider this something not necessarily 
to do himself but to leave to his successor. Secy said he just wanted to 
let CAH know about his concern on this matter.

CAH said he was sorry he missed the Secy’s earlier call and under-
stood Secy had reached Mr. Merchant. Secy said he was just checking 
in on the Soviet response. CAH reported on President’s latest message 
to Macmillan and said the reference to Dieffenbacher sitting in with 
President and Macmillan had been knocked out at suggestion of Mr. 
Merchant. Secy thought this was good; said he thinks Macmillan cher-
ishes the sort of tete- a- tete relationship with the President and the Secy 
and would not like the idea.

Discussed Secy’s health.

1 Source: Proposed Office of Executive Management. No classification marking. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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142. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Anderson and 
Herter1

Washington, March 3, 1959

[Omitted here is a record of another conversation.]
5:00—Secy Anderson telephoned to say he understood CAH is 

lunching with Arthur Fleming on the organization plan. He just wanted 
to be sure CAH is aware of Secy Dulles’ deep concern about it, as his own 
is; he thinks it would be a very bad mistake. CAH said he does know 
how Secy Dulles feels and discussed it with him only yesterday. Secy 
dwells particularly on the political weakness in it. Anderson said he had 
told the President about the lunch (although he himself can’t come) and 
that he had grave misgivings, and Pres. has said he would not want to do 
it unless it is the right thing to do. In any event, he just wanted to be sure 
CAH was aware of Secy Dulles’ feeling about it.

[Omitted here is a record of another conversation.]

1 Source: Executive branch reorganization plan. No classification marking. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.

143. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 3, 1959

SUBJECT

NSC 5904

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5904, NSC 5410/1, NSC 5810/1
B. NSC Action No. 2039

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the reference 
report (NSC 5904) are transmitted herewith for the information of the 
National Security Council in connection with its consideration of the 
subject at its meeting on Thursday, March 5, 1959.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

1 Source: Transmits JCS views on NSC 5904. Top Secret. 7 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–
NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum From Burke to McElroy

Washington, March 2, 1959

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy in the Event of War (NSC 5904)(C)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the draft statement of 
policy, subject as above, prepared by the NSC Planning Board, for con-
sideration by the NSC at its meeting on Thursday, 5 March 1959.

2. Subject to the comments contained in Appendix “A” hereto, it is 
recommended that you concur in the draft of NSC 5904 to supersede 
NSC 5410/1.

3. Additional information considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
be suitable for your talking purpose, with regard to paragraph 15 on 
pages 4 and 5 of NSC 5904, is contained in Appendix “B” hereto.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

/s/ Arleigh Burke
Chief of Naval Operations

Appendix A

Paper Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Washington, undated

COMMENTS ON NSC 5904

1. Reference Paragraph 2—Page 1. Support the view of the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of the Treasury and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff.

REASON: U.S. policy is based upon the assumption that any war 
with the USSR would be general war. It must be presumed that the 
Chinese Communists will be in any general war as an active ally of the 
USSR, or will be a power center capable of assuming world leadership 
when the U.S. and the USSR have so weakened themselves that they 
cannot maintain their power positions. It is improbable that any of the 
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other Bloc nations could maintain a non- belligerent status in a general 
war. Therefore, the qualifying phrases as applied to subparagraphs 2 
b, c and d are misleading. Furthermore, these phrases are inconsistent 
with the Heading of Section A of the paper.

2. Reference Paragraph 6—Page 2. Support Defense, Treasury and 
Joint Chiefs of Staff views.

REASON: The phrases recommended for deletion are unnecessary 
and in the context of the paragraph weaken the guidance the paper 
is developed to provide. It is almost a certainty that the USSR and 
Communist China will be in a war together; therefore, the phrase is 
unnecessary in 6 b. In c and d the phrase is redundant in view of the 
limiting words “requisite”, “selected” and “as necessary” already in 
the paragraph.

3. Reference Paragraph 7—Page 2. Support Defense, Treasury and 
Joint Chiefs of Staff views, and delete.

REASON: The paragraph is inappropriate in the present paper. It 
might be proper and desirable in a paper dealing with pre- war prepa-
rations. The subject paper (NSC 5904) deals with war situations. Under 
war conditions, an attempt by Government departments and agencies 
to carry out the policy stated in this paragraph would divert effort and 
resources from the vital active military role. While the United States 
must be able to absorb and recover from a nuclear onslaught, to adopt 
this paragraph as a wartime philosophy would in effect channel U.S. 
resources and efforts to activities that cannot win the war. The first two 
words of the first U.S. general war objectives are “to prevail.” This is 
defined as “to win mastery,” “to triumph,” “to succeed,” and “to pre-
dominate.” This objective cannot be attained by the policy stated in 
paragraph 7.

4. Reference subject, Section “B”—Page 4. Suport the JCS view.
REASON: The majority view would restrict limited war policy to 

Soviet satellite states. Neither the recent U.S. action in Lebanon nor 
the British, French, Israeli venture into Egypt involved a satellite state. 
Therefore, it would appear that if the United States is to have a policy 
for limited war, it should permit policy guidance for any limited war 
situation and not be restricted to Soviet satellites.

5. Reference paragraph 13, page 4. Delete.
REASON: While this is a valid statement, it does not materially 

contribute to the policy statement. Moreover, it does not properly 
belong under “Objectives.”

6. Reference paragraph 15, pages 4 and 5.

a. Delete the JCS proposed wording in lines 1 and 2 of paragraph 15.
b. Support the position of the JCS Alternative.
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REASON: The phrase recommended for deletion is redundant. At 
the same time it can be interpreted to mean that political and military 
factors are not all examined and weighed in every decision to commit 
United States forces to war.

The proposed JCS Alternative is the only one of the three proposals 
that is consistent with the remainder of the paragraph.

The danger of general war being initiated by the USSR is present 
in any conflict in which the United States or its Free World allies are 
involved. Therefore, this risk must have been assessed and accepted 
before any U.S. forces are committed to war in support of U.S. national 
objectives. It is impossible to know what U.S. action would cause the 
USSR to enter the conflict and thus broaden it into general war. Since 
a policy to provide guidance to the departments and agencies of the 
Government of the United States must have a reasonably finite founda-
tion, it cannot be based upon an unknown.

Further, including in a policy statement the thought that the United 
States, to avoid a general war with the USSR, would revise downward 
or would abandon part or all of the political and/or military objectives 
for which it was then engaged in a war with a country other than the 
USSR could lead to fatal consequences in terms of the U.S. national 
existence, since it would:

a. Foster indecision in the planning of political and military actions 
and in the utilization of the U.S. armed forces in war in support of these 
plans;

b. Place the decision of war or peace completely in the hands of the 
USSR regardless of the importance of that decision to the United States;

c. Open the way to a series of political- military defeats like Korea 
and Vietnam;

d. Seriously, if not fatally, weaken the U.S. position as leader of the 
Free World; and, as a consequence,

e. Destroy the world- wide systems of military alliances so pain-
fully erected by the United States.

Appendix B

Talking Points Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Washington, undated

Policy Guidance

Recognizing that the prompt and resolute application of the degree 
of force necessary to defeat local aggression is the best means to keep 
such hostilities from broadening into general war and that any decision 
to commit U.S. forces to war would be taken only after consideration of 
all factors, including probable Soviet reaction, the United States should 
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utilize all requisite force to attain its objectives, opposing the aggres-
sion with clear determination despite the risk of general war. If during 
the course of hostilities general war becomes a clear probability, the 
U.S. will have to decide in the light of the circumstances then existing 
whether it is in the U.S. interest to alter its original objectives.

144. Notes by Killian for Presentation to the President1

Washington, March 4, 1959

In some respects, the analysis we present to you is a follow- up on 
the report that the Technological Capabilities Panel made in 1955— the 
report in which we recommended that our ballistic missile program be 
given top national priority.

The preparation of the analysis which Dr. McMillan is going to pre-
sent to you was initially prompted by a technical appraisal which the 
Science Advisory Committee has been making of our anti- ballistic mis-
sile program, including the technical aspects of early warning. Among 
the conclusions reached by the Panel studying this complex technical 
problem are the following:

“1. The Nike-Zeus system cannot be a factor in protecting the retal-
iatory force before 1964 or 1965.

“2. In general the tactics of dispersal, hardening, concealment 
through mobility, and quick reaction upon early warning, all seem 
more certainly effective, and more inexpensively effective, than active 
defenses, for protecting the retaliatory force. Furthermore, these tactics 
are available and can be implemented to an effective degree relatively 
soon.

“3. The Panel believes that these ‘passive’ tactics should be con-
sidered as the basic anti- missile defenses for both the aircraft and the 
missiles of the U.S. retaliatory force. We urge in the strongest terms that 
they be exploited more fully, and more rapidly than present plans call 
for.”

The analysis also reflects our interest in techniques and principles 
for achieving a greater degree of stability in our deterrent position in 
a period when possible uncertainty in intelligence and in estimates 
of relative strength, together with rapid technological change tend 
to augment the uncertainties in our deterrence. Of course, one of the 

1 Source: Anti- missile program and maintaining deterrence. Top Secret. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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major factors introducing a greater degree of instability is the possi-
bility of impending achievement by the USSR of a substantial ICBM 
capability.

I would stress that the material which we present represents an 
analysis of one part of our military problem. It is the opinion of the 
Science Advisory Committee, however, that this analysis, limited as it 
is, presents certain principles and concepts which appropriately can be 
weighed anew along with the many other factors involved in formu-
lating military policy. In making this analysis we have been concerned 
with measures which increase the sureness of our retaliatory power. 
It is not our purpose to suggest increases in our military budget, even 
though we recognize the large budgetary implications involved. It is 
our purpose to suggest that we need to give higher priority to certain 
kinds of military programs. This could be achieved by reducing the 
emphasis on certain other programs, or if that is not possible alternately 
by increased expenditure. I suggest further that any implications for 
our military budget or for our military policy which may be inherent 
in this presentation have to do mainly with the future, not necessarily 
with the present.

In the report of the Technological Capabilities Panel in 1955, we 
presented a time-table which identified a transitional period reflecting 
our military position relative to that of the Soviet Union when we might 
find our position changing from one of very great offensive advantage 
to one in which our situation would be relatively less advantageous.

The report described the effects of this period as follows:

“Deterrent effect of U.S. power dangerously lessened if Soviet 
production of multimegaton weapons and an adequate… delivery 
capability is achieved prior to the development of an adequate U.S. 
warning and defense system and before we have achieved a reduc-
tion of the vulnerability of our strategic delivery systems. Under these 
conditions, Soviet possession of such weapons and delivery capabil-
ities would place the U.S. in danger of surprise attack and possible 
defeat.

“The situation might develop as early as 1958. If we permit our 
military position to worsen to this extent, we will be in a poor position 
to ward off Russian political and diplomatic moves or to make such 
moves of our own.

“The intercontinental ballistic missile can profoundly affect the 
military posture of either country with respect to Period III… If the U.S. 
were to achieve an intercontinental ballistic missile capability first, it 
could maintain [a]2 position of advantage… so long as the Soviets did 
not have this missile capability. If the Russians achieve an interconti-
nental ballistic missile capability first, they might gain a comparable 
position of advantage.”

2 Brackets are in the original.
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It was suggested that this period might be followed by another 
when both the U.S. and Russia would be in a position in which neither 
country could derive a winning advantage because each country will 
possess enough multimegaton weapons and adequate means of deliv-
ery, either by conventional or more sophisticated methods, through the 
defenses then existing.

While we do not suggest that either of these periods exactly fits our 
present situation, we do emphasize that the impending advent of sub-
stantial ballistic missiles capability raises again with greater urgency 
the question.

In concluding this introduction, may I also note that the views on 
hardening and on dealing with the problem of instability and uncer-
tainty reflected in this analysis have been consistently held by your 
Science Advisory Committee and emphasized in all of its reports 
beginning with the Technological Capabilities Panel in 1955. We would 
stress again the great importance of achieving a secure— and sure— 
retaliatory capability.

145. Presentation by McMillan to Eisenhower1

Washington, March 4, 1959

An Analysis of Technical Factors in the Strategic Posture of the  
United States—1956–64

What I have to present is an analysis— illustrated with charts— 
relating to our strategic posture over the next few years.

The particular material we will see today has developed out of a 
study by the Panel of the Science Advisory Committee concerned with 
anti- ballistic missiles, a study of the technical possibilities for defend-
ing our striking force. I think you will see, however, that what we 
have to say falls into the pattern of earlier conclusions of the Science 
Advisory Committee about the influence of continuing technological 
change upon our strategic position, and about the steps we must take 
to keep technically abreast of this change.

In looking at ways of defending the striking force, the anti- missile 
Panel was forced to consider two related, but nevertheless distinct, 

1 Source: “An Analysis of Technical Factors in the Strategic Posture of the United 
States—1955–64.” Top Secret. 18 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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questions. We have organized our presentation around these two 
questions.

The first question is: what array of targets does the continen-
tal United States present to the Soviet attacker, and how much force 
would the attacker need to destroy or neutralize these targets? This is 
a natural question to ask in examining the defense of the striking force. 
An answer to the question would show the extent to which defensive 
measures might be useful in increasing the enemy’s force requirements 
against us. Indeed, one would like to find, or to bring about by defen-
sive measures, that the attack the enemy would need to destroy our 
striking force is much larger than any attack he could possibly mount. 
In such a case, one could be fairly sure, without further study, that an 
enemy aware of the circumstances would not attempt an attack except 
under extreme provocation.

Should it appear, in looking at force requirements, that the enemy 
might possibly have a force large enough for a completely destructive 
attack against our strategic bases, then one must probe more deeply 
into the situation. This possibility raises the second question: what 
retaliatory force can we muster even if our bases are attacked with the 
enemy’s best capabilities? A later part of our discussion is devoted to 
this second question.

For the purpose of our discussion, it has been necessary to pre-
pare charts illustrating both some facts and some estimates we have 
made. It is in the nature of such graphic presentations that they tend 
to make all data look like fact— even mere estimates— by emphasizing 
exact numerical values. We ask you to bear with us in this, because we 
do not wish to present our charts as exactly descriptive of the strategic 
position of the United States. Rather, we wish to use them as a basis for 
discussing some uncertainties in that strategic position. Perhaps our 
main message is that, because of changing technical factors, the strate-
gic position of the United States is now subject to a range of uncertainty 
and that this uncertainty can lead to a condition of instability interna-
tionally. We hope we can also show that there are some relatively sim-
ple things that this country can do to reduce uncertainty and increase 
stability.

We can turn now to the first of our two questions— how much force 
would the Soviets need to destroy as completely as possible the ability 
of the continental United States to mount retaliation? The first chart 
sets a scale by picturing something of the range covered by recent and 
current intelligence estimates. Specifically, the numbers on the vertical 
scale represent operational intercontinental ballistic missiles— missiles 
produced, deployed, and supported by trained troops with the neces-
sary logistics. The dots show specific capabilities discussed in recent 
intelligence estimates. The August, 1958, national estimate, for example, 
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grants the Soviets the capability to begin deployment during 1959, to 
reach 100 missiles one year later, and to reach 500 a year after that. The 
estimates are not committal as to when, during 1959, one should reckon 
the starting date. A supplement to this August estimate was issued in 
November, emphasizing that dates about a year later than the original 
ones seemed more probable for the Soviet capability to reach 100 and 
500 respectively. This supplement also emphasized the difficulties the 
Soviets might encounter in reaching even these objectives. What has 
been drawn on this chart are then two curves which include between 
them something of the range of possibilities allowed by the August and 
November estimates. They picture, of course, a range of estimates; not 
the whole range allowed by the published NIE. They illustrate one of 
the variable factors that enter into an examination of the strategic situa-
tion. These same curves have been repeated on some of the subsequent 
charts.

The second chart, plotted to the same scale, shows for comparison 
the present United States intercontinental missile programs. As you 
well know, these have proceeded rapidly in the recent past, and oper-
ational intercontinental missiles will begin to appear in 1959. Present 
programs terminate in early 1964 with 180 Atlas and Titan missiles on 
site, and nine Polaris submarines capable of carrying a total of 144 mis-
siles. All 144 Polaris missiles have been shown, even though, typically 
not more than half of them will be at sea at one time.

We turn specifically now to the question of the force needed by the 
Soviets to attack us. The third chart shows, against the background of 
the intelligence estimates, an estimate of the number of aiming points 
we present in the continental United States, and an estimate of the num-
ber of intercontinental ballistic missiles the Soviets would need against 
them. The lower curve counts the targets the Soviets would have to 
attack in order to destroy or neutralize:

1. all SAC air bases in the United States,
2. key air defense installations in the United States,
3. all missile bases in the United States.

This curve begins with about 40 targets at the present time and grows to 
about 140 as we add SAC bases, missile bases, and air defense control 
centers.

The blue curve above estimates the number of Soviet missiles 
needed to attack these targets. In addition to these missiles, the Soviets 
would probably wish to bring over some aircraft in a follow- up blow, 
but at no time would he need more than [text not declassified] over the 
United States to complete the destruction of all strategic targets.

The number of intercontinental ballistic missiles here estimated as 
his needs makes generous allowance for unreliability and aiming error 
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in his missiles. It is assumed that these missiles are only 60% reliable 
with an aiming error—CEP— of 3-1/3 miles. Thus, five missiles are 
directed at each SAC base, and up to 30 missiles at each hardened mis-
sile site. Fifty to 100 attacking missiles are allotted to installations other 
than bases of retaliatory force, e.g., air defense and communication cen-
ters. It is felt that an attack by even half this many missiles could deal 
us a destructive blow.

Using this generous basis of estimate, the chart shows the Soviet 
needing 200 missiles to attack us in 1959. The figure then increases with 
time as we activate more SAC bases, add SAGE centers, and later add 
missile sites to our target system.

One cannot, from this chart, draw with certainty the conclusion he 
would like to draw— namely that the Soviet force will always be inade-
quate for a decisive attack against our continental forces.

This is a rather weak conclusion— the conclusion that one can’t 
conclude— and is not the primary reason for setting up this chart. 
Rather, we would like to pursue the argument on force requirements 
beyond this point, in order to illustrate some of the technical possibili-
ties. We would like to discuss here how to get out of the red.

In looking at defense against ballistic missiles, our Panel was 
impressed by the relative simplicity and effectiveness of certain passive 
means available to our striking forces. For example, using the kind of 
missile postulated for the construction of this chart, the Soviet attacker 
needs five missiles to be certain of destroying an array of SAC aircraft 
on the ground or a cluster of three Atlas missiles of the early type. These 
are targets which can be destroyed by a one megaton bomb burst, 3-1/2 
miles away. If these targets are sheltered to withstand 100 pounds per 
square inch of blast pressure, a one megaton bomb would need to burst 
within ¾ of a mile. Correspondingly, the Soviet would need almost 200 
of the missiles postulated to be certain of destruction— in other words, 
he wouldn’t even attempt direct destruction with such a missile. He 
would have to await a better missile, or resort to artillery tactics and 
pin his target down until he can kill it with his aircraft. Even pinning 
his target down would cost him 20 to 40 missiles, in place of his original 
five.

It has seemed to the Panel that there are no technical reasons why 
this tactic of hardening cannot be used as a means for greatly increasing 
the enemy’s force requirements against us. If we could harden effec-
tively overnight, for instance, the Soviets would now, in 1959, need 
something more than 1000 missiles to neutralize our SAC.

In terms of an example more practical than hardening overnight, 
the overlay shows an estimate of the effect on the Soviets force require-
ments of what appears to be a reasonable series of steps for sheltering 
of SAC aircraft and further dispersal and hardening of missile sites. 
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To develop this rapidly rising curve of Soviet needs, it was assumed 
that some construction could begin at SAC bases late in fiscal 1960; this 
then first bears fruit in calendar 1961. Also in 1961, our present Atlas 
and Titan programs begin to add to the target system bases hardened 
in differing degrees. Here it has been assumed that about 1/3 of the 
Titan missiles— all of which are expected to be hardened to 100 pounds 
of blast— would be deployed to individual aiming points, rather 
than sited in groups of three. It has also been assumed that the Atlas 
missiles— now expected to appear in groups of three hardened to 25 
pounds— would either be deployed to individual sites or else hardened 
to 100 pounds. We have just heard that Defense has been examining the 
possibility of further dispersal within present programs, and we are 
encouraged.

There isn’t room on the chart to show the full effect of a pro-
gram of this kind; and certainly not room to show the effect of a more 
ambitious program of sheltering and dispersal. What has been shown 
is in fact a conservative estimate of the effect of the program I have 
described. It shows the steps toward stability which even a relatively 
simple program of passive protection can bring about. Until such time 
as the Soviets have a highly advanced missile, one hardened aiming 
point added to our target system costs the Soviets from 10 to 20, or even 
many more, missiles to negate. This factor applies to every missile of 
ours we can add to the system.

In sum, with respect to the question of force requirements, we find 
the situation now unclear. There seems to be no technical obstacle to 
creating a picture both more clear and more favorable; indeed, this 
appears possible by steps relatively much simpler than the creation of 
new weapons systems.

We can turn now to the second question— what kind of retaliatory 
force can we get off against the USSR if he does elect to attack us? We 
have prepared a chart which attempts to answer this question under 
different a assumptions about the size of the Soviet attack.

You will observe that this chart, except in its reference to Polaris 
missiles, is directed specifically to the state of affairs in the continen-
tal United States. It is recognized that the United States does have ele-
ments of force elsewhere in the world that could, potentially, contribute 
further retaliation. However, virtually all of these forces are within the 
reach of Soviet tactical air and missiles. The intelligence has been clear 
for sometime that the Soviets have a tactical air force and tactical mis-
siles adequate to cope with any targets we may present to them. There 
is no basis for assuming that this circumstance will change under our 
present programs.

In the presence of this Soviet superiority in the tactical theater, if 
we are to make our overseas forces effective when the Soviets initiate 
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intercontinental war, we must achieve, between our continental and 
our overseas forces, a very high degree of coordination. In fact, the tech-
nical conditions imposed upon us in this situation seem much more 
stringent than those imposed upon the Soviets if they choose to negate 
our efforts by careful coordination of their own attack.

We can see no technical obstacles to prevent the Soviets from 
attaining the kind of coordination they would need. Therefore, in fix-
ing our attention in the next chart upon forces in the continental United 
States, plus Polaris, we feel that we are not presenting an inaccurate 
description of our whole strategic position.

Two different estimates are here shown of the retaliatory force which 
we might be able to mount after a Soviet attack upon us. In presenting 
these estimates I must emphasize how many assumptions one must 
make to arrive at them, and how difficult it is to verify these assump-
tions. For example— how does one know how fast SAC can take off air-
craft in 1961? We have access to, and have used, the figures they have 
developed for planning purposes, but there is no possibility of testing 
these against fact. Similarly, we have had to postulate a rate of arrival for 
an initial salvo of Soviet missiles. So as not to be guilty of painting too 
black a picture, we have assumed for this chart a rather ragged initial 
salvo against SAC— a full hour’s duration for the attack, with three quar-
ters of the attack arriving in the first half of the hour.

The estimates given on the chart then correspond to attacks based 
on the two curves projecting Soviet capabilities as displayed earlier. 
That is, the upper curve in this chart assumes that the Soviet missile 
force builds up with time in the manner of the smaller intelligence esti-
mate and the lower curve assumes an attack based on the larger intelli-
gence estimate. Thus, for example, in mid 1961, an attack by 100 Soviet 
missiles allows us the upper estimate of retaliation, an attack by 500 
missiles, the lower estimate.

It will be helpful first to examine the effect upon our strategic air-
craft of a Soviet attack; the important relations are best displayed by 
looking first at the lower blue curve.

Prior to mid 1959, the intelligence estimate allows the Soviets no 
significant force of missiles. Therefore, during this period the Soviets 
first blow upon the continental United States would be an attack by 
aircraft and something like two hours warning would be available to 
all SAC bases. During 1959 then, the curve of aircraft available follows 
SAC’s present estimates of the number of aircraft they will have avail-
able in two hours. The rise in the curve reflects SAC’s expectations 
for improving readiness. By the end of 1959 the intelligence estimate 
allows the Soviets a significant force of missiles and an attack under 
these conditions would take its toll of our aircraft. This curve reaches 
its minimum during 1961, at a time when the Soviets are estimated to 



676 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

have about 500 missiles and before our Ballistic Missile Early Warning 
System is in full operation. Thereafter, the curve rises again under the 
assumptions that the BMEWS system will be installed as scheduled, 
and will be operational.

The smaller intelligence estimates of November lead to the upper 
estimate of aircraft available. Here, because until 1961 there is no sig-
nificant force of Soviet missiles, the upper curve continues to follow 
SAC’s present estimates of the number of aircraft to be available in two 
hours. The continued rise in the curve reflects SAC’s expectations for 
improving readiness.

After January 1961, the Soviet missiles begin to take their toll, 
while, on our side, BMEWS is going into operation.

So far we have been discussing the force of aircraft which we could 
mount in retaliation. As our missile forces build up, they contribute to 
the picture, as shown on the overlay. Following the lower curve, we 
find a final total of about 70 missiles surviving and available for retali-
ation. These correspond to that half of the Polaris force which, because 
it is at sea, escapes attack.

Under the lighter Soviet attack of the upper curve, a fraction of the 
hardened Titan missiles also are likely to survive attack. This fraction 
diminishes as the forces available to the Soviets increase.

We find, in the end of the period, a retaliatory force estimated at 
about 700 bomb carriers. Such a force is not to be dismissed lightly, but 
we must recognize that there are many factors which can influence the 
actual size of this force and cause it to differ from these estimates. We 
will want to discuss some of these factors, not with the aim of degrad-
ing these curves to a more gloomy picture of our condition, but in order 
to illustrate our main thesis.

As we said at the start, our main thesis is this: that our true stra-
tegic position is unclear, and that our estimates of it are set about by 
doubts. Our actual position is greatly sensitive to factors over which 
we have no control, necessarily then our estimates of this position are 
sensitive to the assumptions we make about these factors.

We feel that there are several things further that this country can 
do to remedy the situation, but before discussing solutions, I would like 
further to explore the anatomy of the problem.

What are the main sources of uncertainty in our situation as illus-
trated by these charts?

First, we are greatly dependent upon warning and upon decisive 
and impressively rapid response thereto.

Every blue aircraft on this chart is one that took off after a decision 
that attack was imminent or that war was unavoidable. When the real 
attack comes, every minute of indecision costs us about 40 bombing 
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aircraft; five minutes of indecision cost us 200 bombing aircraft; every 
SAC base covered with snow costs us about one aircraft per min-
ute. A complete failure of BMEWS— perhaps because of jamming or 
spoofing— would cost us about 450 bombers.

It is worth noting also that, especially in the early period, as we 
respond to the immediate warning that an attack is in progress, those 
aircraft which escape destruction do so by winning a race against 
the attacker. The force that escapes, therefore, is not exactly of our 
choosing, but is selected by the fortunes of war. It may not therefore 
conform in its structure to a pre- determined war plan; it may have to be 
regrouped and re- directed to targets for which it is adequate, according 
to information and a plan developed during the attack.

It may be felt that the emphasis in this chart upon warning is 
unrealistic because the chart assumes an attack which, apart from 
the last minute warning we get from BMEWS or a bomb burst, takes 
us completely by surprise. But the situation postulated here is really 
quite otherwise. In fact, this chart assumes a great deal of strategic 
warning; indeed a background of international tensions so ominous 
that the United States has undertaken to bring the whole of SAC to 
a peak of readiness. There remains only enough equivocation in the 
picture of Soviet intent to keep us hopeful that war can be avoided. 
In such a situation, we cannot respond freely to possible false alarms, 
lest we on the one hand fall victim to a feint and get caught on the 
ground after our forces are recalled, or on the other hand provoke 
an otherwise avoidable attack upon us. We must then await a clearly 
overt act by the Soviets to remove our doubts. This act could be the 
penetration of BMEWS, or the burst of a bomb on one of our bases. In 
sum, the assumptions here about our readiness seem to be favorable 
to us rather than otherwise.

A second important feature of our position is that we are greatly 
sensitive to the mass, coordination, and technical excellence of a Soviet 
missile attack. Sensitivity to mass hardly needs more emphasis than the 
difference between the upper and lower curves already gives it. Let us 
also recognize that the lower curve does not call for a Soviet attack as 
large as the national estimates leave room for. Sensitivity to coordina-
tion prevails throughout the period.

To see the sensitivity of these estimates to the coordination of the 
Soviet attack, we have tried to estimate what would happen to our air-
craft if the Soviets mounted a perfectly coordinated missile attack— by 
perfectly coordinated, I mean an attack in which 100 to 300 missiles 
arrived in the first five minutes. In mid 1960, the lower blue curve 
would be depressed to about 130 aircraft. In mid 1961 it would go vir-
tually to zero. In late 1963, even with the full operation of BMEWS, the 
curve would go to less than 200. At the other extreme, of course, in a 
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ragged and very poorly timed attack we could expect to get off almost 
all of our available aircraft— from 300 to 800 bombers.

The disparity between these two extremes is impressive. This dis-
parity is the measure of our sensitivity. Whatever one’s private judg-
ment about where, between these extremes, reality lies, it is clearly 
evident that a tremendous premium is being offered to the Soviets for 
skill in coordinating their forces. Again, we can find no basic technical 
reasons for assuming that the Soviets cannot reach a high degree of 
coordination, particularly in the initial salvo of an attack for which they 
had long prepared.

Sensitivity to technical excellence is similar to sensitivity to coordi-
nation. If the Soviet missile had a one mile aiming error, rather than the 
two to three miles assumed in constructing the chart, we would get off 
less than 400 aircraft in 1963.

A third important feature of our position as shown by this chart 
is that the bulk, if not the total, of our potential retaliation is borne by 
aircraft. We know that the USSR has an extensive and improving air 
defense system. We must assume that this system will in time include 
nuclear weapons. It is difficult to know exactly how effective this sys-
tem will be against our aircraft, and even more difficult to guess how 
effective the Soviets think it will be. Therefore, it is hard to know exactly 
how impressed the Soviet planner will be with our ability to do him 
retaliatory damage.

It is fairly certain, however, that if we are to do him much damage 
with our aircraft it will be because we have been able to get off a fairly 
large and well coordinated attack. One need not count the trees in order 
to see the outline of the forest: we are not only dependent upon aircraft 
for the bulk of our retaliation, but also we are dependent upon their 
ability to survive as a coordinated military unit.

In mentioning these sources of uncertainty, we are not calling into 
question the value to the United States of current programs to provide 
warning of attack and to accelerate reaction to that warning. Indeed, the 
discussion of the uncertainties should serve to emphasize the presently 
supreme value of these measures. But, as long as the success of these 
measures is sensitive to factors over which the United States has little 
control, it is in the nature of the measures themselves to create a condi-
tion of instability. For in relying upon warning and rapid response, we 
offer to pay a great premium to the Soviets— in fact, either to ourselves 
or to the Soviets— for haste in reacting to a threat.

To restore stability one needs certainty. To create certainty, one 
needs a retaliation which is inevitable, is inevitably decisive, and is 
clearly recognizable as such by a potential attacker. In the long run, 
to do this requires a force which is large enough, is so secure against 
attack that it neither provokes attack nor need react in haste, and is 
insensitive to defensive action.
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The United States is, of course, building the foundation for such 
a retaliatory force through its missile programs. It seems to us, in fact, 
on technical grounds, that a force of the right kind of missiles, ade-
quately dispersed and protected by sheltering or mobility, can always 
be relied on as a prime deterrent: it is relatively insensitive to attack and 
to defensive action, and is therefore able to react deliberately and— if in 
sufficient force— decisively.

In the meantime, major reliance must remain upon aircraft. Here 
we feel that there are some further simple steps that the United States 
can take to increase the certainty of its retaliation.

First, we have already mentioned the possibility of sheltering air-
craft to increase the Soviets’ force requirements. Sheltering also increases 
the survivability of a useful fraction of the force, and decreases depend-
ence upon haste.

Second, we can rather easily do more toward getting, or toward bet-
ter insuring, warning. It may be possible to hasten the Ballistic Missile 
Early Warning System; it appears possible, and indeed attractive, also 
to supplement this radar system with an airborne infra- red system 
capable of detecting missile launchings. We refer here to a simple sys-
tem that might be implemented soon— not to more remote satellite- 
borne system. The United States can also simply, and therefore soon, 
provide SAC bases and other key centers with automatic bomb alarms 
tied together by communications to warn all bases immediately and 
certainly when any one base is attacked. This could be a very simple 
system indeed. It appears that it could be available by the end of fiscal 
1960; there is no funded program for such a system at the present time.

The Panel also recognizes the value of more certain strategic warn-
ing and would encourage any steps in this direction.

Third, we can increase the ability of SAC to take off rapidly by the 
simple step of providing more runways.

Such further measures as these just mentioned pay off well. In 
talking earlier of hardening, for example, we noted that each hardened 
aiming point, when added to our target system, costs the Soviet from 10 
to 20 or more missiles to negate. This rate of exchange would apply, for 
example, to every new missile that we could add to the force in a hard-
ened configuration.

We can also estimate the effect of better warning in the same 
terms used to develop the present chart. For example, and to set 
the scale, in 1963 the difference between having a fully functioning 
BMEWS system— as postulated for the chart— and no such system, is 
about 450 aircraft. A similar difference prevails on the lower curve as 
early as 1961. Presence of an infra- red system alternative and supple-
mentary to BMEWS is therefore insurance for a precious possession. 
It also insures against under- shooting BMEWS on low angle trajecto-
ries. Furthermore, since an infra- red system is alerted by launchings, 
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rather than by penetration during flight, it can be expected to speed 
up our responses; if for example it added ten minutes to our warning 
time in mid 1961, this would be worth 120 aircraft. A similar value 
attaches to a bomb alarm system in this period. Either type of warning 
would have a much greater effect were we to assume a more sharply 
timed Soviet attack.

Doubling SAC’s take- off rate would add 100 or more aircraft in 
1961, perhaps 50 in 1963, under the attack postulated for this chart. It 
could have more value in a more highly coordinated attack, and it is 
always insurance against damage to, or accidental clogging of, runways.

To summarize our views then:
We feel that it is very clear, and for good technical reasons, that the 

most effective way for the United States now to invest its resources in 
military measures is to proceed in the direction of hardening, dispersal, 
and increasing dependence upon protected forces of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. For the near future we must also look to further meas-
ures for the protection of our aircraft. There are programs now in the 
Department of Defense aimed at increasing our security, which simply 
do not attack the heart of the problem as we see it. We have raised ques-
tions about some of these programs in an earlier discussion of techni-
cal factors relating to the Defense budget. We feel that if some of these 
programs were given their proper emphasis, most of the steps that we 
have here emphasized as important could be implemented effectively 
and without adding to the Defense budget.

146. Briefing Note for the March 5 NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 2, 1959

MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES AND POLICIES, 
1958–1963

AND

ESTIMATE OF THE WORLD SITUATION

In the Planning Board we are now starting upon the annual review 
of Basic Policy. As a first step, and by way of background, we have been 
discussing two National Intelligence Estimates—Main Trends in Soviet 

1 Source: NIEs 11–4–58 and 100–59. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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Capabilities and Policies, 1958–1963 (NIE 11–4–58) and Estimate of the 
World Situation (NIE 100–59).

This morning Mr. Allen Dulles is going to summarize the two 
estimates for the Council, after which there will be an opportunity for 
questions and discussion. No policy issues are being put forward for 
decision at this time.

(CALL ON: ALLEN DULLES)

(Note: To the extent that Allen Dulles does not cover or adequately 
highlight them, you may wish to mention the following 5 points which 
were identified in the P/B)

The Planning Board noted five respects in which the estimate of 
the world situation this year differs from last year’s:

1. More emphasis on Soviet Bloc confidence.
2. Decline of Communist influence in Western Europe.
3. Strengthened cohesion of NATO.
4. The restoration of faith as to U.S. leadership, in Western opinion.
5. The lack of Communist success with immediate objectives in 

under- developed areas.

It was noted that these developments of 1958 seem to look favor-
able when compared to the rather gloomy developments of 1957. 
However, it was pointed out that the East-West struggle continues and 
indeed during 1958 “took on a somewhat more ominous character.”

(Para 6, NIE 100–59)
(Note: If adequate Council discussion is not generated, you may 

wish to mention some of the following issues which were indentified 
at the P/B.)

The Planning Board indentified five longer- range developments 
which it thought should be called to the Council’s attention:

1. The rise in scale and intensity of the Soviet threat: the new confi-
dence of the Soviet leaders; a more assertive and challenging policy; the 
continuing increase in military power; and an already powerful econ-
omy, growing faster than ours

2. The continuing chance of general war occurring through misin-
terpretation of the opponent’s acts in a major international crisis

3. The growing challenge to the West of the Soviet increased 
emphasis on trade and aid, and particularly the impact upon under- 
developed countries

4. The long- range implications of the growing strength of Commu-
nist China

5. The conclusion on the part of some members of the intelligence 
community (although, of course, there is a split) that “the Soviet lead-
ers feel freer to adopt an aggressive posture in peripheral areas, and 
probably feel somewhat freer to encourage or instigate armed conflict 
in those areas, although probably not initially with overt Soviet forces.” 
(Para 16, NIE 100–59)
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147. Briefing Note for the March 5 NSC Meeting1

Washington, March 4, 1959

NSC 5904

At its meeting on January 22, the Council discussed NSC 5401/1, 
“U.S. Objectives in the Event of General War with the Soviet Bloc”, in 
the light of a series of questions sent forward by the Planning Board. 
With the guidance from the Council discussion, the Planning Board has 
drafted a new statement of policy, NSC 5904, which is before you today. 
The new paper is entitled, “U.S. Policy in the Event of War”, and is 
divided into two separate sections: a first section (Section A) deals with 
general war; then, because some Planning Board members felt that the 
paper should also give policy guidance for limited war, a second section 
(Section B) was written addressed to other kinds of war than general 
war.

Taking up Section A, then, there was general agreement as to the 
first objective.

(READ Para 1)
There was also agreement as to the second objective and the policy 
guidance to carry it out, insofar as the USSR is concerned.

(READ Para 2a with last 2 lines,  
Para 6a with last line)

There was a split as to whether the same objective and guidance 
that apply to the USSR should automatically apply to Communist 
China; the European Bloc countries, such as Albania or Poland; and the 
non-European Bloc countries, such as North Viet Nam, North Korea or 
Outer Mongolia. As indicated by the bracketed clauses in Paragraph 2 
and Paragraph 6, some members of the Planning Board believed that 
the guidance should apply to those other Bloc countries only if they 
were “involved in the hostilities.”

Other members of the Planning Board pointed out the difficulty of 
determining whether a Bloc country was “involved in the hostilities” 
once general war was upon us. There was a strong feeling that whether 
or not we were “at war” with Country A or Country B in the classical 
sense would be academic; and that the purpose of the policy guidance 

1 Source: NSC 5904. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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was to authorize, in advance, the use of requisite military force against 
selected targets in the country or countries listed.

(CALL ON: GOVERNOR HERTER
GENERAL TWINING
SECRETARY McELROY 

and attempt to resolve splits)
The objective in Paragraph 3 follows generally the language of 

the old paper except that the language “over their own peoples” is an 
addition.

(READ Para 3)
The objective in Para. 4 is the same as in the old paper except that the 
word “effective” before allies has been omitted.

(READ Para 4)
Paragraph 5 is now and provides:

(READ Para 5)
The other split in Section A is a proposal by State and OCDM for a 
Paragraph 7 of the Policy Guidance to read:

(READ Para 7)
The remainder of the Planning Board felt that guidance on developing 
a recovery capacity was out of place in a paper on policy in the event 
of general war, that is, after general war has started, and believed that 
the proposal should be advanced in connection with the review of Basic 
National Security Policy.

(CALL ON: GOVERNOR HERTER
GOVERNOR HOEGH)

Paragraph 8 is new.
(READ Para 8)

There are four paragraphs (Paras 9–12) on Post-War Objectives. 
These are necessarily stated in the most general terms, but could serve 
as a basis for forward planning by the responsible agencies.

Turning next to Section B, the majority of the Planning Board would 
entitle the section, “U.S. Policy in the Event of War with a Sino-Soviet 
Bloc State (or States) Other Than the USSR.” I call particular attention 
to the footnote at the bottom of page 4 which reads:

(READ Footnote)
The JCS propose a different title, on the grounds that Section B 

should cover any limited war and not be restricted to limited war with 
a Sino-Soviet Bloc state. I shall later call on General Twining to explain 
their position.

In their written comments, the JCS withdraw their proposal for a 
Paragraph 13.
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There is agreement on the rather general objective in Paragraph 14:
(READ Para 14)

There is also agreement on the first part of the Policy Guidance in 
Paragraph 15, the JCS in their written comments having withdrawn the 
bracketed phrase.

(READ first 3 sentences, Para 15)
A real difference of opinion developed as to our policy after U.S. 

forces are once committed, as indicated in the splits at the end of 
Paragraph 15 (Page 5). The majority proposal is:

(READ Majority Proposal)
The JCS have an alternative which would say:

(READ JCS Alternative)
Defense proposed still a third alternative, which I shall ask Mr. McElroy 
to explain in a moment. Since the paper was written, the JCS have pre-
pared language for a fourth alternative (Appendix B, JCS comments). 
But first let us hear an explanation of the JCS splits, beginning with 
the title.

(CALL ON: GENERAL TWINING
GOVERNOR HERTER
SECRETARY McELROY)

148. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 9, 1959, 10:30 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster (for discussion of airborne alert exercise)
Major Eisenhower

General Twining initially brought up the question of the proposed 
airborne alert exercise to be executed by the Strategic Air Command. 
This would be directed primarily toward the testing of procedures for 
airborne alert and would be done on a relatively modest basis. The 
Secretary of Defense approves of the conducting of such an exercise. 

1 Source: SAC airborne alert exercise; JCS support for Mutual Security Program; 
Berlin; JCS-Congressional relationship. Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, DDE Diaries.
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The President had certain reservations with respect to this exercise, 
primarily in the light of the possibility that it might be construed as 
developing a continuing requirement. Therefore, representatives from 
the Departments of State and Defense and the AEC will meet with the 
President this afternoon at 2:30 for a complete briefing on this question.

*  *  *
The President then brought up with General Twining a report 

which the President had seen in the newspapers relative to a written 
submission by the individual service chiefs concerning their additional 
needs at this time. This causes the President considerable concern in that 
he views this Congressional inquiry as a potential threat to a full prom-
ulgation of the mutual security program. He asked General Twining 
why it is not possible for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to speak out in more 
positive terms in favor of the mutual security program in order to keep 
our overall security needs in perspective. The discussions of individual 
service needs, without a positive support of the mutual security prob-
lem would destroy the perspective of our overall requirements.

General Twining expressed complete agreement with this view-
point and told the President that he would bring this up with the Joint 
Chiefs in his meeting with them this afternoon. He expressed concern 
over the fact that the Chiefs of Staff are being required to appear before 
the Senate Military Preparedness Committee as a corporate body.

General Twining then informed the President that some members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (General Twining does not concur) fear that 
we are not going far enough in responding to the Berlin crisis. Some of 
the Chiefs have recommended actions which General Twining considers 
provocative. The Joint Chiefs are going to see the Secretary of Defense 
prior to testifying before Congress and will benefit from his guidance 
at that time. General Twining remarked that Secretary McElroy’s views 
on this matter are identical to those of the President.

The President then stressed the necessity to avoid over- reacting. 
In so doing we give the Soviets ammunition. The President stressed 
the view that Khrushchev desires only to upset the United States. He 
expressed once again his view that we must address this problem 
in terms, not of six months, but of forty years. During this time the 
Soviets will attempt continually to throw us off balance. First, they 
will hit the situation in Berlin. They will then go to Iraq, then to Iran, 
and then will attempt to worry us over the situation of the Kurds. 
They would like us to go frantic everytime they stir up difficulties in 
these areas. The President feels that we should stand on our program 
which we consider to be adequate. This program is based primarily 
on deterrence, our air power, our missiles, and our allies. We maintain 
at the same time the capability to deal with brush fire actions. The 



686 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

President admitted that we may miscalculate and become involved in 
a general war. However, he questioned the effectiveness of any crash 
military measures to alleviate this current Berlin situation. He feels 
the measure of raising the levels of Army forces in Europe by 10,000 
over that currently planned is useless, except perhaps as a psycho-
logical measure. He feels that this is primarily going to give General 
Taylor ammunition for avoiding his programmed cut of 30,000. 
General Twining confirmed that General Taylor desires to keep those 
10,000 men in Europe.

General Twining then referred again to the nature of the hearings. 
The President instructed him to caution the Joint Chiefs that the mili-
tary in this country is a tool and not a policy- making body; the Joint 
Chiefs are not responsible for high- level political decisions. General 
Twining agreed, and again expressed his displeasure at the idea of the 
Joint Chiefs being called as a corporate body to testify before Senator 
Johnson’s Committee. He is certain that Senator Johnson’s lawyer will 
ask policy type questions of the Joint Chiefs. He went on to say that he 
has his own lawyers working on the legality of the Joint Chiefs being 
called as a body before Congress. Legally, the Joint Chiefs as a body 
are required to advise only the President and the Secretary of Defense. 
General Twining is perfectly willing to walk out of the meeting; how-
ever, he has discussed the matter with his own lawyers and has con-
cluded that it is necessary to respond to this call to appear before the 
Johnson Committee. The Joint Chiefs well not discuss military planning 
or any other matters which are not Congressional prerogatives. He said 
again that Secretary McElroy is going to have a talk to the Joint Chiefs, 
while remarking that this procedure has not been uniformly successful 
in the past.

As the meeting was coming to a close, the President philosophized 
briefly on the difficulties of a democracy running a military establish-
ment in peacetime. He reiterated his conviction of the value of mutual 
security and expressed as his greatest cause of concern the prospect 
that the Congress will twist the testimony of the Joint Chiefs as a pre-
text for cutting this vital program.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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149. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 9, 1959, 2:30 p.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Secretary Quarles
Secretary Murphy
General Twining
General LeMay
General Loper
General Persons
General Goodpaster
General Starbird
Mr. Vance
Major Eisenhower
Colonel Brown (briefer)
Lieut. Colonel Meade (briefer)

The first part of this meeting was comprised of a briefing on the air-
borne alert exercises entitled Headstart I and Headstart II. The first of 
these exercises had been conducted between September and December 
1958. The essence of the briefing was as follows:

1. Security of the Strategic Air Command from attack may be 
attained by any one of a combination of the four following measures:

(a) Ground alert
(b) Dispersal
(c) Hardening
(d) Airborne alert

2. Headstart I had maintained an aircraft airborne for twenty- four 
hours a day. This had involved four B–52 flights per day, each aircraft 
carrying two atomic weapons. Each aircraft had received one refueling 
during the time of flight. The exercise had been based off Loring Air Force 
Base, and the route chosen had been such that each aircraft would have 
been effective for an attack on the Soviet Union during most of its route.

3. Headstart I, as an exercise, had been considered 92.5% effective. 
It had indicated the following conclusions:

(a) Airborne alert is feasible.
(b) It is possible to attain increased alert status with the same num-

ber of personnel.
(c) It is possible to increase combat efficiency.

1 Source: SAC airborne alert exercises. Top Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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(d) It is possible to maintain aircraft in the air for twenty- four 
hours a day.

(e) The operation of KC–135s at accelerated rates is feasible.
(f) Command control and weapons safety were proven to be 

effective.
(g) By conducting lengthy fights at optimum altitude, the B–52 had 

reached greater efficiency levels cost- wise.

4. The following were not achieved by Headstart I:

(a) Determination of the maximum capability for airborne alert.
(b) Determination of the supply support required.
(c) Adequate crew training.
(d) Firm cost data.

5. Further exercises would accomplish the following:

(a) Determine the maximum capability for airborne alert.
(b) Develop new concepts of operation.
(c) Achieve a greater degree of crew training.
(d) Achieve better cost data.

6. Headstart II, if approved, would be conducted along the follow-
ing lines:

(a) The test would be conducted over a four- month period, from 
March to June. In March, there would be eight B–52s and twelve 
KC–135s aloft per day; in April there would be eleven B–52s and 
seventeen KC–135s; in May and June, sixteen B–52s and twenty- four 
KC–135s.

(b) The objectives of Headstart II would be to further investigate 
manpower and cost figures, to develop an optimum ground and air- 
borne alert ratio, to develop a manning doctrine, to refine maintenance 
data, to improve operational readiness, and to improve methods of 
positive control.

(c) To attain these objectives, the problems of maintenance, mate-
rial, real facilities, fiscal matters, and operations would be emphasized. 
The cost of Headstart II would be $20 million over costs for ground 
alert during this period.

(d) The following flight patterns would be followed:

(1) The 28th Bomb Wing, located at Ellsworth Air Force Base 
would send one sortie at 2000 hours daily. Its route, generally in 
the Eastern United States and Canada, would involve support by 
KC–135s from Loring Air Force Base. Canada has granted overflight 
permission.

(2) The 92nd Bomb Wing, located at Fairchild Air Force Base, 
would send three sorties at 1700 hours daily and three sorties at 
2300 hours daily. These aircraft would be in the air for twenty- four 
hours and would receive two refuelings. This route would involve a 
flight from Fairchild to Kodiak Island in the Aleutians as the initial 
leg of the journey.
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(3) The 4238th Strategic Wing at Barksdale Air Force Base would 
conduct an exercise involving one of the B–52 squadrons. This would 
involve one sortie daily, which would receive two refuelings from Westo-
ver Air Force Base.

(e) This exercise would be conducted under current manning 
levels.

7. The briefer then requested approval of the conducting of 
Headstart II.

*  *  *  *
In discussing the briefing, the President questioned the proposed 

direction of flight of the 92nd Bomb Wing from Fairchild toward the 
Aleutians (Headstart II).This, he feels, is a bad direction since it is head-
ing directly toward the USSR. General LeMay said this can be easily 
fixed. He pointed out that this flight is not within known Soviet radar 
range nor within an area where Soviet reconnaissance aircraft might be 
operating. However, Secretary McElroy and Secretary Quarles were of 
the view that this route should be pulled back closer to the American 
Continent, and the promise to do so satisfied the President.

The President then questioned the matter of the flight routes. In 
view of the fact that for a certain portion of each sortie an aircraft would 
be incapable of diversion to strike the USSR, it appeared to him that our 
overall capability during this ineffective period would be lessened. He 
asked why we do not shorten these routes to eliminate the ineffective 
time. General LeMay answered that the purpose of this exercise is to 
determine the best flight time. If we do not stretch these flights to the 
maximum, it will not be possible to determine the optimum. To this 
Colonel Brown added that the efficiency of the B–52 is increased due to 
increased length of time in the air. This fact is the result of the greater 
proportion of time at optimum altitudes per flight. General Lemay also 
added that another purpose of this test was to determine data on metal 
fatigue. These answers appeared to satisfy the President.

The President then questioned the effect of this exercise on the 
calendar life of the aircraft involved. Mr. McElroy added that we will 
probably discard most of these aircraft before they are worn out.

The President inquired of General LeMay whether provisions are 
made for the crew to be rested while airborne, and General LeMay 
answered in the affirmative. The crew is organized so as to allow ade-
quate rest.

The President now turned to a political question which is of some 
concern to him. In the light of the pressures from Congress to maintain 
an “air- borne alert,” the President dislikes that name. He is concerned 
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over the possibility that once this exercise is conducted, it will establish 
a requirement for its continuance; and the implication will be that at the 
end of the test we will no longer be alert. The President pointed out his 
mentioning in press conference that a continuous airborne alert may 
become essential during certain phases of the missile age, but it is not 
essential now. He therefore desires that a training name be placed on 
this exercise, in order to alleviate the effect of possible leaks. A training 
name would emphasize that we are only preparing to do what we need 
to do in the future. Mr. McElroy pointed out that this will go under the 
code name of Headstart II; but this did not satisfy the President in itself. 
He desired that we have a name in case we are asked for a description 
of this exercise. Mr. McElroy voiced his agreement that there is no cur-
rent military need for an airborne alert.

(The President then digressed for a moment to tell of an episode 
reported by Macmillan on his recent trip to Moscow. Khrushchev had 
apparently dropped the thought that the Soviets have no interest in 
small bombs. Further, their large bombs have now been developed sat-
isfactorily and they have adequate weapons in the megaton class in 
their stockpiles. Consequently, the Soviets claim they have little interest 
in conducting tests and are actually shutting down some nuclear reac-
tors. Mr. Quarles stated that recent Soviet tests have verified that their 
main interest lies in large bombs.)

In conclusion, the President approved the conducting of exercise 
Headstart II. In describing this operation, he directed that it be called 
“advance training” rather than an “airborne alert exercise.” Further, he 
understood that the route of the 92nd Bomb Wing from Fairchild to the 
Aleutians would be modified so as to avoid frightening the Soviets in 
the event they picked it up.

*  *  *  *
The President then questioned Secretary Murphy about political 

aspects of this exercise with the Canadians. Mr. Murphy pointed out that 
although the Canadians had granted permission for overflights, they had 
done so in a somewhat negative fashion. They had denied having a right 
to withdraw their approval for such an exercise if it involved the effi-
ciency of SAC. However, they had expressed some fears and had desired 
no publicity and no tie- in to Berlin. They also expressed the view that in 
the light of their cooperation in military matters, the United States should 
see fit to improve its cooperation with them on the matter of oil quotas. 
According to Mr. McElroy, the military side of the Canadian Government 
seems easier about this exercise than the civilian side. (General LeMay 
here indicated that the Canadian Government has been briefed on this 
exercise.) In connection with the oil quotas, however, the Canadians are, 
at the appropriate time, going to “explode.”



National Security Policy 691

This latter fact diverted the discussion briefly to the matter of oil 
quotas. The President expressed the desire that advanced informa-
tion be delivered to Diefenbaker on this subject. He pointed out that 
these oil quotas are not injurious to Canada. It is important that the 
Canadian Government know this in the light of the quid pro quo 
(which approaches blackmail) which they are apparently attempting to 
implement in this matter.

Mr. Murphy confirmed that the planned oil quotas will result rather 
favorably for the Canadians; it will be the Venezuelans who will be hurt. 
Here Mr. Quarles stated that Canada’s fears are not for the present but 
for the future. Mr. Murphy agreed, stating that the principle of a quota 
is what disturbs the Canadians. They have announced that any restric-
tion on oil imports from Canada will create such surplus in their Western 
Provinces as to necessitate their constructing a pipeline from West to 
East. This the President considers highly undesirable. Accordingly, 
he requested Secretary Quarles to get together with Secretary Seaton 
to devise some scheme to insure that it does not become necessary for 
Canada to build a pipeline. He feels that such construction would be 
a waste of resources and should be avoided. He further requested Mr. 
Murphy to designate an official to visit Diefenbaker as a personal repre-
sentative of the President to explain the real facts of the oil import quotas.

*  *  *  *
The President then brought the meeting back to the subject of 

Headstart II with a warning that if this exercise is leaked, it will proba-
bly have to be stopped, due primarily to the political impact in Canada 
and other nations. General LeMay pointed out here that the only thing 
new in this exercise is the regularity of dispatch of the aircraft, but the 
President pointed further to the magnitude and scope of this exercise.

Mr. Murphy pointed out a peculiarity of the Canadian require-
ments. Whereas the clearance of these flights is normally on a service- 
to- service basis (USAF to RCAF), the Canadians have specified that the 
RCAF is responsible for obtaining “ministerial clearance.” Secretary 
Quarles expressed considerable doubt as to the significance of this 
wording. He does not feel that the Canadians are going to require any 
exceptional clearance for this exercise. General LeMay concurred in 
Mr. Quarles’ view, stating that the other test had required no change 
from normal clearance procedures. The President remarked that the 
greatest danger to the entire exercise lay with the politicians— in this 
case the Canadian politicians.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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150. Memorandum From Gray to Quarles1

Washington, March 12, 1959

SUBJECT

Defense Presentations to the President

REFERENCE

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, subject as above from the Chairman, JCS 
dated 21 February 1959 (Attached)

1. In my conversation with you and General Twining yesterday 
I failed to remind you of the suggestion that I made in my memoran-
dum for the Secretary of Defense dated February 19, 1959, that there be 
prepared a concise discussion paper on each study area which could be 
circulated in advance on an “Eyes Only” basis. I expressed the hope that 
the major issues could be identified and cast in a form appropriate for 
discussion and consideration by the President. I also suggested the kinds 
of policy questions which might be covered in such a discussion paper.

I raise this in connection with the first study area to be presented 
which we agreed would be “Control of the Seas with Particular Reference 
to Antisubmarine Warfare.” I am aware that we are planning to present 
the Comparative Evaluations Group study but I would also hope that 
there might be related to this presentation the pertinent results of the 
report by the Panel on Antisubmarine Warfare of the President's Science 
Advisory Committee dated December 1, 1958. Moreover, it seems to 
me that in preparation for such meetings we should have a discussion 
paper with some advance circulation. Therefore, the schedule of the 
meetings might well depend on the circulation of such a paper. I should 
appreciate a word from you on this matter.

In this connection I am prompted to observe that you may wish to 
include in the overall presentation to the President some of the prob-
lems which should be discussed in the broader subject of “Control of 
the Seas.”

2. We agreed that the presentation on “Tactical Forces and 
Requirements for Tactical Weapons Systems,” could be made about the 
middle of April. Again, I feel that a discussion paper could be useful. I 
think we also agreed that this presentation might perhaps serve only to 
open issues for later study.

1 Source: Question of defense presentations to the President on military missions 
and weapon systems. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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3. With respect to the study on “Continental Defense Against 
Aircraft and Missiles (excluding antisubmarine warfare)”, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had recommended a schedule date of about 
15 August. We agreed that it would be desirable to advance this date 
if possible and that you and General Twining would keep under study 
the possibility of such a change.

4. With respect to the fourth study, “Strategic Nuclear Striking Force 
Requirements and Capabilities” including the “optimum mix” both of 
weapons systems and targets, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
had indicated that the staff of the NESC had been assigned this project 
with a due date of 31 October 1959 followed by comments by the JCS, the 
presentation being ready by about December 1, 1959. I think we all agreed 
that whereas it is vital that adequate time be allowed for the study, it was 
desirable to try to advance each of the dates. It was my understanding 
that General Twining will talk to General Hickey in this connection.

I return herewith General Twining’s memorandum.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Incl-Memo for SecDef
frm Chairman, JCS
dtd 21Feb59 subj as above.

151. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, April 21, 1959

SUBJECT

Status of Military Mobilization Base Program

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5810/1
B. NSC Action No. 2019

The enclosed memorandum on the subject from the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 2019–  b–(1) 

1 Source: Transmits a memorandum from Quarles to the NSC on “Status of Military 
Mobilization Base Program.” Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 
5810, 5906.
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and – (2), is transmitted herewith for the information of the National 
Security Council.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum From Quarles to Lay

SUBJECT

Status of Military Mobilization Base Program (U)

NSC Action No. 2019 requires that the Department of Defense 
report to the National Security Council on developments in the review 
of its Mobilization Base planning concepts.

In reference to paragraph b– (1) of NSC Action No. 2019, the 
Department of Defense is now reviewing the validity of the assumption 
of a mobilization period of six months prior to D- Day. The results of 
this review will be incorporated into our recommendations to be made 
in connection with the current review of Basic National Security Policy 
(NSC 5810/1).

In reference to paragraph b– (2), the Department of Defense, in 
cooperation with the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, has just 
completed the first in a series of hazard probability studies for use in 
identifying logistics problems which might reasonably be predicted in 
connection with the initial phase of a General War. These studies consti-
tute an important initial step in giving us a capability for taking bomb 
damage into account in future mobilization base planning.

/s/ Donald A. Quarles
Deputy
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152. Memorandum of Discussion of the 403d NSC Meeting1

Washington, April 23, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 403rd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
April 23, 1959

Present at the 403rd NSC meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
State (Item 1); the Under Secretary of State (Items 2 and 3); the Secretary 
of Defense; and the Acting Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization. Also present and participating in the Council actions 
below were the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget. Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; Assistant Secretary of State 
Gerard C. Smith; Mr. Robert Amory, Central Intelligence Agency; Special 
Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs; for Science and 
Technology; and for Security Operations Coordination; the White House 
Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the Executive 
Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here is agenda item 1.]

2. U.S. OVERSEAS MILITARY BASES
(NSC Actions Nos. 1876 and 2034; SNIE 100–10–58; SNIE 100–3–59; 

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated March 17, 
1959)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the problem of U.S. Military Bases 
overseas and noted that the last time the Departments of State and Defense 
had reported to the Council on various U.S. Bases (January 15), they had 
covered everything except our bases in Brazil, the Caribbean area, and the 
Philippines. He understood that the Secretaries of State and Defense were 
now prepared to render a supplementary report covering these areas.

The report was summarized for the Council by General Twining 
who indicated that the Memorandum addressed to the Council by the 
Secretaries of State and Defense on these bases showed no apparent 
adverse factors sufficient to over-ride the desirability of continuing to 
maintain these bases and their facilities. However, the Secretaries of 

1 Source: Agenda item 2: U.S. Overseas Military Bases. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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State and Defense in their Memorandum did indicate that it would be 
desirable to review carefully U.S. military requirements prior to renew-
ing the existing agreements with Brazil and the Dominican Republic. 
It was likewise indicated that certain facilities in the Philippines and 
Caribbean areas could probably be released because there was no clear 
military need for them. Similarly, with respect to the Philippines it was 
planned that areas no longer required by U.S. forces would be released 
during the current negotiations.

Secretary Dillon, who had taken the place of Secretary Herter at 
the beginning of discussion of this item, said that the State Department 
had found this review of our base requirements a very useful exercise 
indeed. In the course of the review, it had become obvious that the 
State Department lacked important information on a number of bases. 
Accordingly, the Department was instructing the appropriate embassies 
and legations to report regularly on U.S. bases within their jurisdiction.

The Vice President inquired specifically about the U.S. base at 
Guantánomo Bay in Cuba. He wondered whether it might not be a 
good idea for us to withdraw from this base in view of Fidel Castro’s 
suggestions and the rash statements which he had been making in criti-
cism of the U.S. The Vice President said that he did not imagine that the 
Guantánomo base was very important to U.S. security.

General Twining replied that on the contrary this base was consid-
ered the key to the whole military defense of the Caribbean. We should 
certainly not abandon the base at Guantánomo Bay if we could avoid 
doing so.

Mr. Gray then raised the question originally posed by the President 
as to the necessity for the U.S. to continue to maintain base facilities 
at Sangley Point in the Philippines. General Twining replied that the 
Department of Defense had a report in response to the President’s 
question which they would send to General Goodpaster. The President 
said that it would be sufficient for this report to come to him and that it 
need not be brought up in the Council.

Mr. Gray then inquired about the report requested by the President 
with respect to the feasibility of concentrating U.S. military installations 
on Okinawa in a single area. General Twining said that this problem 
was still under active consideration in the Defense Department and 
that a report on it would be forthcoming soon.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject by the Acting Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Defense pursuant to NSC Action 
No. 1876, transmitted by the reference memorandum of March 17, 1959.

b. Noted an oral report by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, that:

(1) A report was being submitted to the President pursuant to NSC 
Action No. 2034– c– (1), stating that the Sangley Point naval base in the 
Philippines was still considered militarily important.
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(2) The study as to the feasibility of concentrating U.S. military 
installations in Okinawa in a single area was being actively conducted 
by the Department of Defense pursuant to NSC Action No. 2034– c– (2).

NOTE

Immediately preceding the above regular meeting, the President held 
a special NSC meeting to note and discuss two studies analyzing possible 
contingencies relating to the maintenance of Western access to Berlin.

S. Everett Gleason

153. Letter From Herter to McElroy1

Washington, April 25, 1959

Dear Neil:

On February 26, 1959, Deputy Secretary Quarles and I agreed that 
Assistant Secretaries Irwin of Defense and Smith of State would consult 
together on the problems of US strategy raised in Secretary Dulles’ let-
ter of January 24, 1959 before the military paragraphs of NSC 5810/1, 
“Basic National Security Policy”, were taken up by the NSC Planning 
Board in the 1959 annual review of that paper.

In the course of a preliminary discussion on April 16 Mr. Irwin sug-
gested to Mr. Smith that it would be helpful if this Department could 
provide a brief statement of foreign policy requirements bearing upon 
military strategy. I am accordingly sending you the enclosed paper.

I recognize that there are various considerations in addition to those 
of foreign policy that must bear upon the formulation of our military 
strategy. I hope, however, that the enclosed paper will be of assistance 
to your Department in its re- examination of the military paragraphs of 
NSC 5810/1.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

/S/ Christian A. Herter

1 Source: Transmits a paper on foreign policy considerations bearing on military 
strategy. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Enclosure

Staff Paper Prepared in the Department of State

Washington, April 24, 1959

Summary Statement of Foreign Policy Requirements  
Bearing upon US Strategy

US strategy should serve our national policy objectives of main-
taining the cohesion of the Free World and influencing the policies of 
the Communist empire in directions compatible with US national secu-
rity interests. From the point of view of foreign policy this requires:

1. An evident, secure nuclear retaliatory capability and an acceptable doc-
trine for its use. This capability is the primary requirement. Its existence 
does not, however, solve all problems. We need to reassure our allies 
that this capability would be used only in defense of vital interests and 
that its use would be consistent with their continued survival.

2. An evident, adequate and flexible capability for military operations short 
of general war and an acceptable doctrine for its use against the range of possi-
ble Communist aggressions. This requirement is of increasing importance. 
As Soviet nuclear capability grows, so does Free World and Communist 
questioning that the US would use its strategic nuclear capability in any 
situation that did not clearly and imminently endanger vital US secu-
rity interests. Deterrence of Communist limited aggression, and Free 
World confidence that such aggression will be deterred, will depend 
more and more on the strengthening of US limited war capability. The 
present degree of US reliance on nuclear weapons for this purpose dis-
turbs large segments of the Free World and impedes the fulfillment of 
our national policy objective of maintaining the cohesion of the Free 
World. We need from the point of view of foreign policy a capability 
and a doctrine that are flexible enough to enable us to deter and to 
defeat limited Communist aggression in ways that are acceptable to 
Free World public opinion and that minimize the danger of expanding 
local war into general war.

The foregoing generalizations apply to the deterrence and defeat 
of three categories of Communist aggression as follows:

1. Substantial Soviet aggression against the NATO area would mean 
general war.

2. Overt Soviet non-nuclear aggression against non- NATO areas. For 
deterrent purposes we must retain the threat of nuclear response. In the 
event of such aggression, however, it would be preferable if our initial 
response were non- nuclear. Should the USSR persist in its aggression, 
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limited and local use of nuclear weapons against military targets would 
be acceptable from the foreign policy point of view.

3. All other kinds of Communist aggression. For deterrent purposes 
we should not explicitly deny ourselves the use of nuclear weapons. 
It should, on the other hand, be evident to the Free World that we are 
not overly dependent on these weapons for deterrence or actual mili-
tary operations. In the event of such aggression, recourse to the use of 
nuclear weapons would, in most situations, have highly adverse con-
sequences from the foreign policy point of view. We should, therefore, 
plan and be prepared for a non- nuclear response in these situations. 
The use of nuclear weapons should be regarded as a last resort.

154. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, May 4, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Mr. Harr
General Goodpaster

Mr. Harr said he had asked to see the President because the 
changes incident to Mr. Herter’s assuming the Secretaryship of State 
provided a point in time for review of OCB affairs. A key question 
is that of State’s chairmanship of the Board. He recalled that this 
question had been considered with the President, at several times 
in the past, and that because of this consideration the President had 
appointed Mr. Herter as Chairman not ex officio but as an individ-
ual. The points of concern are first as to State Department domination 
and lack of impartiality in the conduct of the affairs of the Board (the 
consequence of which is that other agencies tend to “dry up”), and 
second that it has been difficult in the past achieving a proper coordi-
nation of Mutual Security affairs by the Board with the Board’s chair-
man being the number two man and the Mutual Security coordinator 
being the number three man in the State Department hierarchy. With 
these two posts now reversed, it seems even less likely that effective 
coordination will be achieved.

1 Source: Relationship of State and OCB. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on May 5.
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The President spoke at some length on his concept of State 
Department primacy in matters of foreign policy, indicating that the 
other departments have more the role of instruments of policy. He 
recalled that the OCB had been set up to follow through on NSC pol-
icies once established—to assure coordinated operations and also the 
carrying out of policy decisions. The President also noted that the OCB, 
having taken over from the PSB, is concerned with psychological ques-
tions and efforts. In pushing these, he recognized that they verge on 
foreign policy at times.

As to the Chairmanship, the President said that the only other 
possibility that came to his mind was that of having Gordon Gray 
chair the OCB. He would have objectivity and could review its actions 
from the standpoint of policy considerations. The President then 
asked me for my view on the matter, and I told him that the essential 
point, in my opinion, was to establish the need for objectivity as well 
as the relationship of the Board to the Mutual Security Program; I 
also mentioned that there is some possibility that the OCB mechanism 
may lose its steam, and that consequently a push to keep up its vital-
ity would be valuable.

I also commented that there is some natural overlapping between 
foreign policy, which the President views as the affair of the State 
Department, and security policy, with which the OCB is more directly 
concerned. Some would feel that the State Department itself is an instru-
ment of security policy, charged with the narrow function of diplomatic 
activity. This may be extreme view, but the opposite—that any matter 
that can be classed as foreign policy is primarily the business of the 
State Department, even though it affects security—is also an extreme 
view. The President pointed out that the State Department is more than 
a diplomatic instrument. The Secretary advises him and formulates 
matters for his consideration. After further discussion he agreed that 
there was a considerable area of overlap.

The President said he would talk to Mr. Herter about this. Later in 
the morning he did so.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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155. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, May 4, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Herter
General Goodpaster

The President said he had asked Secretary Herter to come over in 
order to talk about the set- up for the OCB. Mr. Harr had been in earlier 
in the morning, expressing essentially a concern that the OCB should 
not run out of steam, and that the shifts of top State personnel should 
not contribute to such a process. The President said he had given some 
consideration as to whether it would be of value to have Gordon Gray 
chair the Board, but had thought that it would not, largely because 
Mr. Gray is already carrying a maximum load. There are two questions 
that need consideration, however. The first is the reversal of the rela-
tionship of the Chairman of the Board to the Coordinator of Mutual 
Security incident to Dillon’s becoming Under Secretary and Murphy 
as the Board Chairman, being the No. 3 man in the State Department. 
The second is that there be no loss of enthusiasm for the OCB opera-
tions, and that the Chairmanship not be over  slaughed by the changed 
arrangements. The President thought that this should be taken up in the 
letter of appointment of the new Chairman. He also asked Mr. Herter 
to make sure that Mr. Dillon maintains in Mutual Security operations a 
responsive regard for OCB activity.

Mr. Herter said that a lot of the difficulty is that the powers of the 
OCB are limited to recommendation alone. This is especially true in 
carrying out NSC policies. On the side of psychological activities, there 
is need for initiative and suggestions of a specific character. With regard 
to Mutual Security, his effort had been to keep the OCB away from the 
assertion of operating jurisdiction, especially on day to day and specific 
country decisions.

The President added that we have had one idea from the start with 
the OCB, and that is that it should press and prod the responsible agen-
cies into action. The President said he did not think that Murphy would 
be guilty of any errors of decision or blundering in the OCB; he implied 
some question as to whether Murphy would use the machinery vigor-
ously enough, however. Mr. Herter thought that Mr. Murphy would 
be very valuable in the OCB because of the tremendous experience 
and detailed knowledge that he possesses over a very broad field of 

1 Source: Department of State- OCB relationship, nuclear test ban negotiations. 
 Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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international affairs. He said he would be happy to talk to Mr. Harr. The 
President said that would be fine, and also suggested that Mr. Herter 
might have a luncheon with Dillon, Murphy and Harr present so that 
everything could be fully understood.

Secretary Herter next mentioned the issues that still remain regard-
ing next steps by the United States on nuclear test suspension negotia-
tions. He said he thought this could be worked out with Mr. McCone, 
and he would plan to bring in a very brief statement of the remaining 
issues at the meeting planned the following day with the President. 
He stressed the importance of trying to get the Soviets to go along 
with us on a few jointly conducted underground tests, the purpose of 
which would be to gain additional scientific (seismographic) data. The 
President agreed with this.

The President suggested that Mr. Herter might wish to have a special 
little luncheon for Sir Winston Churchill, on Tuesday or Wednesday. He 
said he would ask Mr. Churchill at once as to his desires. (Subsequently 
he informed Mr. Herter that Sir Winston preferred not to go out for 
luncheons.)

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

156. Briefing Note for the 405th NSC Meeting1

Washington, May 6, 1959

SUBJECT

Port Security (Proposed Revisions of Par. 19 of NSC 5802/1 and Par. 33–b of 
NSC 5808/1)

1. The first item for consideration by the Council grows out of rec-
ommendations made to the Planning Board by the State member, who 
proposed that revisions be made in our Port Security policies and pro-
grams, with a view to permitting freer access to U.S. ports by Soviet 
Bloc and other flag vessels which are presently denied entry to our 
ports in the absence of exceptional circumstances.

1 Source: Port security program. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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2. The Port Security Program which is currently in operation under 
responsibility of the Secretary of the Treasury and the Coast Guard is 
governed by the following:

a. U.S. Policy on Continental Defense, in Par. 19 on the subject of 
Port Security, calls for measures to be applied by Treasury to protect 
U.S. port areas against sabotage, espionage and clandestine introduc-
tion of persons and things inimical to U.S. security, including meas-
ures, on a selective basis as appropriate, for (1) the denial of entry to 
vessels, and (2) the boarding, searching and surveillance of vessels 
(NSC 5802/1, Par. 19, p. 2). State and Treasury, propose that the Port 
Security paragraph of Continental Defense Policy be revised by delet-
ing provisions for the denial, boarding, searching, and surveillance of 
Bloc vessels. The majority of the Planning Board recommend that Par. 
19 of Continental Defense Policy should not be revised at this time, 
and the JCS, and IIC and ICIS, excepting the State member, concur in 
this view.

b. U.S. Policy Toward Poland also deals with Port Security in Par. 
33 which provides that Polish flag vessels are to be treated in the same 
manner as Soviet Bloc flag vessels, except that Polish flag passenger ves-
sels may enter at New York, and Polish flag cargo vessels may be per-
mitted entry at designated U.S. ports for the specific purpose of taking 
on cargo for Poland under U.S.-Polish economic arrangements (NSC 
5808/1, Par. 33, p. 11). All members of the Planning Board recommend 
that this policy be revised so as to permit Polish cargo vessels to enter 
designated U.S. ports for purposes of normal trade, not necessarily lim-
ited to the taking on of cargoes under a U.S.-Polish economic agree-
ment. The JCS do not concur.

c. Pursuant to NSC Action, Treasury submitted a detailed Port 
Security Program to carry out the previously mentioned policies gov-
erning the denial and control of Sino- Soviet Bloc and Polish vessels. 
This program prescribes specific measures to be taken by Treasury and 
Coast Guard, with respect to: (1) the admission of Polish vessels at des-
ignated ports, after boarding and search, when taking on cargo under 
an economic agreement, and Polish passenger vessels at New York 
after boarding and search; (2) the denial of entry to Sino- Soviet bloc flag 
vessels, and any other flag vessel which is suspected of being under 
Bloc control; and (3) the boarding and search of other flag vessels which 
are suspected of being under Bloc control or which have touched at 
a Bloc port during the preceding four months. It is also provided that 
any vessel otherwise excludable from U.S. ports under this policy may 
be admitted under circumstances as determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense and 
the Director of Central Intelligence. (It should be noted that this Presi-
dentially approved program would in effect be rescinded should there 
be approval of the State- Treasury proposal to amend present policy by 
eliminating requirements for the denial, boarding, search, and surveil-
lance of Bloc and other suspect vessels.)

3. In support of the State- Treasury proposal The following points 
were advanced: to revise the Port Security provisions of Par. 19 of 
Continental Defense Policy, are the points made in the State Department 
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memorandum previously circulated to the Council. The State position 
was summed up at the Planning Board as follows:

a. The risk of clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons into U.S. 
ports via merchant vessels is less than it once might have been, in view 
of developments which have taken place subsequent to the adoption of 
the Port Security Program during the Korean crisis.

b. Some of the broader objectives of over- all national security pol-
icy, particularly with respect to increased peaceful trade with the Soviet 
Bloc, are being made difficult of achievement as the result of our pres-
ent Port Security Policy which should, therefore, be relaxed.

c. Although internal security is an important element of national 
security, it is but one segment of over- all policy and must be viewed in 
focus.

4. Considerations in opposition to the State- Treasury proposal were 
raised in the Planning Board discussion as follows:

a. No basis has been produced for considering that there has been 
any reduction in the threat of clandestine delivery of nuclear weap-
ons via vessels entering U.S. ports—a threat which is recognized in our 
present Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1, Par. 44).

b. Rescission of the present denial policy and removal of the require-
ment for the boarding and searching of suspect vessels, will withdraw 
our only defense (the Commandant of the Coast Guard states that it is a 
minimum defense) which we now have against the destruction of U.S. 
ports by means of nuclear weapons clandestinely introduced via ves-
sels. If the policy is revoked, the Coast Guard would not feel justified in 
continuing harbor patrols.

c. In view of the forthcoming international conferences it is argued 
that this is probably not a propitious time for the United States to indi-
cate a relaxation of policy toward the Soviet Bloc by removing Port 
Security controls.

5. CALL ON: Secretary of State
Secretary of the Treasury
Chairman, IIC (Mr. J. Edgar Hoover)
Chairman, ICIS (Mr. J. Walter Yeagley).

6. With regard to the proposed change in our Polish policy, I am 
committed to inform the Council as to the following: Subsequent to 
agreeing on this recommendation, Commerce directed to the Planning 
Board’s attention a CIA report to the effect that a number of vessels fly-
ing the Polish flag are actually under the joint ownership and control of 
Poland and the Government of Communist China. Commerce believed 
that this situation would make more difficult the enforcement of Export 
Control and Foreign Assets Control regulations. Treasury and State, 
however, have informed the Planning Board that (1) these controls rest 
on authorities other than Port Security denial policy, (2) any Chinese 
Communist– owned vessels entering U.S. ports would be controlled 
under the Trading with the Enemy Act which prevents trade or finan-
cial transactions in which Communist China has any beneficial interest, 
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and (3) State will warn the Poles that action will be taken under the 
Trading with the Enemy Act if any ship in which Communist China has 
ownership or interest visits U.S. ports. (In any case, the Council’s atten-
tion is invited to the fact that the Port Security restrictions on Polish 
vessels, as now set forth in our Polish policy, would become inoperative 
if approval is given to the State- Treasury proposal to drop our present 
Port denial program.)

157. Memorandum of Discussion at the 405th NSC Meeting1

Washington, May 7, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 405th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, May 7, 
1959

Present at the 405th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
State; Donald A. Quarles for the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also attending the meeting and 
participating in the Council actions below were the Acting Secretary of 
the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Attorney General 
(Items 1 and 5); Frederick Mueller for the Secretary of Commerce 
(Item 1); and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (Item 5). 
Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, Interdepartmental 
Intelligence Conferance (Item 1); the Chairman, Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security (Item 1); the U.S. Ambassador to Iraq 
(Jernegan) (Item 5); the Director, U.S. Information Agency; General 
Curtis E. LeMay for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of 
Central Intelligence; the Under Secretary of State; Assistant Secretary 
of State Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin 
II; the Assistant to the President; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs, for Foreign Economic Policy, for Science 
and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; the White 
House Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the 
NSC Representative on Internal Security; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Port Security; Agenda item 5: Overseas Internal Security 
Program. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—12 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
NSC Records. Drafted on May 8.
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There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. PORT SECURITY: Proposed Revision of Paragraph 19 of NSC 5802/1 on 
Continental Defense and Paragraph 33– b of NSC 5808/1 on Poland (NSC 
5802/1; NSC 5808/1; NSC 5819, Part 9; NSC Action No. 2051; Memos 
for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated April 8, 21 and 
22, 1959)

Mr. Gordon Gray briefed the Council in detail concerning the sub-
ject. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the 
Meeting, and another is attached to this Memorandum.)

Mr. Gray then called on the Secretary of State for comment. 
Secretary Herter observed that two separate problems were involved 
in the Port Security problem; the first related to Polish ships and the 
Second to other Soviet Bloc ships. He indicated that in the case of Polish 
ships, State considered it of very great importance, in terms of increased 
peaceful trade and in terms of effecting reciprocal arrangements with 
Poland, that the U.S. liberalize its policy on the number of Polish ves-
sels permitted entry into the U.S. and on the kind of cargo such vessels 
were permitted to carry. He said that in the case of Soviet ships, State 
was very conscious of the threats to our internal security which were 
inherent in the visits of such vessels to our shores. As regards the threat 
of clandestine entry of nuclear weapons, however, it was his under-
standing that the intelligence community had reviewed this problem 
and had come to the conclusion that this was the least likely method 
that the Soviets would employ for the purpose of introducing nuclear 
weapons into this country. He observed that introduction by this means 
would be unlikely not only because of the possibility of detection but 
also because the vessel carrying such a bomb would be destroyed at the 
time the weapon was detonated.

Secretary Herter indicated that only this morning the State 
Department had received a note from the Canadians saying that a 
Soviet ship was headed for the St. Lawrence Seaway and expressing 
the hope that the U.S. would not interfere with it.

Secretary Herter indicated that the Department of State recog-
nized that its proposal posed a most serious problem for the Coast 
Guard, and hoped that it could accomplish its objective without add-
ing greatly to the burdens of that service. To that end, it was hoped that 
the present situation could remain substantially as it is until the fall 
with the Treasury Department, in the interim, exercising a degree of 
flexibility concerning Soviet Bloc ships attempting to enter our ports. 
It was also hoped that, in exercising its responsibilities for the Port 
Security Program, the Treasury Department would take into account 
the foreign policy implications involved. It was the Department of 
State’s thought that the whole matter might subsequently be reviewed 
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by the Council when we saw the outcome of the upcoming interna-
tional conferences.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Scribner, emphasized the 
difficulties encountered by the Treasury Department in implementing the 
Port Security Program. He said thus far three exceptions had been made 
as to entry of Soviet Bloc vessels. He noted that the Treasury Department 
presently had two programs in effect in the Port Security area; the first 
involved boarding and searching of vessels, the second involved the 
checking of such vessels after they tied up at the dock for the purpose 
of processing suspect materials or suspect persons. He indicated that the 
proposal before the Council did not envisage doing away with the sec-
ond program pertaining to the processing of persons and materials.

Mr. Scribner concurred in the view that it was unlikely that the Bloc 
would utilize vessels for the introduction of nuclear weapons when it 
would be more logical to introduce them by aircraft.

Mr. Scribner asked that the Treasury Department not be given the 
difficult task of determining, from a foreign policy standpoint, whether 
a particular ship should be granted or denied entry. He did not feel that 
the Treasury Department was either prepared or qualified to fulfill such 
an assignment. He said it was the Treasury Department’s view that the 
present Port Security Program should continue until the fall, at which 
time it should be re- examined.

Secretary Herter noted that it was present policy to step up 
exchanges with the Bloc; that the Russians were planning to send larger 
groups to the U.S.; and that Soviet or other Bloc vessels might be used 
to bring such groups to this country. Accordingly, the Department of 
State felt that some additional flexibility should be exercised in arriving 
at decisions to permit or deny entry to such vessels.

The President thought that the Department of State was asking 
the Treasury Department to take on a heavy responsibility which it 
seemed to the President should continue to be the responsibility of the 
Department of State.

Secretary Herter commented that under existing arrangements, the 
Secretary of the Treasury was responsible for determining which vessels 
would be permitted to enter by way of exception to the Port Security 
Policy, but that the Department of State would be happy to take on as 
much responsibility in this area as the President wished to assign.

Mr. Scribner, in response to the President’s inquiry, explained the 
consultative procedure which is now in effect whereby the Secretary of 
the Treasury, after consultation with the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Director of Central Intelligence, determines the cir-
cumstances justifying the granting or denial of entry of suspect vessels.

The President observed that it must be most difficult to search effec-
tively a ship for the purpose of determining whether it was carrying 
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a nuclear weapon. He noted, for example, that the weapon could be 
located in a false bottom constructed in the ship.

Mr. Scribner concurred with the President’s observation, noting 
that many people think that more safeguarding is being done in this 
area than is actually the case.

Secretary Quarles indicated the view of the Department of Defense 
that there was sufficient flexibility in the present Port Security Program; 
that there was no need for amending the existing policy in that regard. 
He said that the Department of Defense would defer to the Department 
of State as to the degree of relaxation which should be exercised with 
respect to the Polish vessels. While agreeing with the President and with 
Secretary Scribner that the searches made for clandestine nuclear weap-
ons in such vessels could only be partially effective, Secretary Quarles 
thought, nonetheless, that they served as a deterrent to attempted intro-
ductions through such means.

The Director of the FBI, when called on for comment by the 
President, indicated that the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference 
concurred in the view that the present Port Security Policy and Program 
should not be modified until after the completion of the Geneva 
Conference. [text not declassified] Mr. Hoover said that the present pol-
icy and program served to some degree as a deterrent to the introduc-
tion of nuclear weapons and to the introduction of large numbers of 
intelligence agents. He emphasized that the present policy included 
an arrangement which permitted exceptions in particular cases and he 
concluded that from an internal security point of view, the present pol-
icy and program should not be modified at this time.

The Chairman of the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security, when called upon by Mr. Gray, concurred in the view that 
review of existing policy should be deferred until the fall. He added 
that while it was recognized that there may be over- riding consider-
ations which suggested a liberalization of policy on Polish vessels, it 
was his view that the Poles, as well as the Soviets, constituted a threat 
to the U.S.

General LeMay, on behalf of the JCS, noted that no information has 
been brought to the attention of the JCS which would reflect that there 
has been a change in the threat since the present Port Security Policy 
was adopted. It was the JCS view that the Port Security Committee had 
been working satisfactorily and consequently the present policy should 
be left as is.

The President asked General LeMay if it was the view of the JCS 
that the policy as regards the Polish vessels should likewise remain 
unchanged and General LeMay replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Mueller of the Department of Commerce, directed the Council’s 
attention to the recent CIA report indicating that a number of vessels 
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flying the Polish flag were actually under the ownership or control of 
the Government of Communist China. He observed that these Chinese 
Communist- controlled ships were probably sailing under the Polish 
flag to deceive the Free World and particularly to deceive the Chinese 
Nationalists. He said that the Chinese Communists now owned nine or 
ten such ships and that they propose to achieve ownership of an addi-
tional number of such vessels. He thought that this could cause a prob-
lem for the U.S. if such vessels appeared in our ports. He also thought 
that an arrangement of this kind raised serious doubt regarding the 
honesty and integrity of the Poles.

Mr. Herter indicated that the Department of State has already noti-
fied the Polish Government of the U.S. position in this regard. He said 
that the Poles have been warned that action would be taken against any 
vessel entering the United States under the Polish flag which was in 
fact owned by Communist China.

The President asked if one could always prove such ownership, and 
the Secretary of State indicated this was not always possible. He said that 
someone would have to give evidence to the Department of State that 
such Polish flag vessels are actually owned by the Chinese Communists.

The Director of Central Intelligence elaborated on the aforemen-
tioned point, as raised by the Department of Commerce, by giving the 
Council an oral summary of the CIA report which was circulated to 
the Council on the Chinese Communist vessels. Thereafter, Secretary 
Herter emphasized that whenever the Department of State received 
evidence that a Polish flag vessel entering one of our ports was actually 
owned by the Chinese Communists, such vessel would be excluded.

Mr. Gray indicated that the points raised by the Commerce 
Department had been discussed by the Planning Board and he briefly 
summarized that discussion. The President indicated that he was not 
clear why any change in our present port security program was being 
suggested at this particular moment and Secretary Herter indicated 
that this was being done now because of difficulties encountered by the 
Treasury Department in applying the port security program in particu-
lar situations. He indicated that while we were trying to normalize our 
situation as regards the Poles, based on our policy of increased trade 
and increased exchanges, the port security program sometimes mili-
tated against the accomplishments of those objectives. He cited, by way 
of example, the case of the Polish ship which carried its passengers to a 
Canadian port rather than the port of New York, for reasons relating in 
part to our port security policy.

Mr. Scribner stated that the Treasury Department wished to urge 
no change in the policy at this time except in the case of the Polish 
vessels. He wished to make clear, however, that if the policy on Polish 
vessels were liberalized, such vessels would continue to be boarded 
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and searched. It was the Treasury Department view that the general 
port security policy should be continued in its present form rather than 
to leave it in some indefinite status.

Mr. Hoover, referring to Secretary Herter’s comments on the Polish 
passenger vessel calling at a Canadian port rather than at the port of 
New York, noted that the vessel in question was the Batory. He said 
that when the Batory earlier called at our ports, it was used to get 
Gerhard Eisler out of the country; that when its master defected to the 
British, he reported that his entire crew was under the direction of the 
Polish Intelligence Service which, in turn, was supervised by the Soviet 
Intelligence Service; that the master of the crew had no control over his 
men except for purposes of operating the ship. [text not declassified]

The President asked whether, if the Polish policy were liberalized, 
such vessels would be limited to our major port areas and whether they 
would continue to be boarded and searched. Mr. Scribner replied in the 
affirmative saying that such vessels would only be permitted to enter 
where we have boarding and searching crews and that they would in 
fact be boarded and searched. The President asked if they would be 
permitted entry only at specified ports, and Mr. Scribner replied in the 
affirmative. [text not declassified]

[text not declassified]
The President said at this point that the only change being recom-

mended related to a limited increase in the number of Polish vessels with 
the understanding that those vessels could come in only at specified 
ports; that they would be boarded and searched; and that they would 
be permitted to engage in some general trade rather than be limited to 
carrying only cargo specified by the U.S.- Polish economic agreements. 
Secretary Herter concurred in the foregoing, stating that the number of 
ports of entry would not be enlarged. Mr. Scribner confirmed the forego-
ing, stating that entry would be limited to the ten major port areas.

The President observed that this came down to the matter of our 
general policy wherein we were trying to get the Poles to feel a little 
better toward us, and in the process we were trying to drive a wedge 
between the Poles and the Soviets.

The Vice President observed that underlying another aspect of the 
proposal was the realization that it would be more profitable for the 
Poles to bring their vessels here if they could take out cargo additional 
to that specified in the economic agreements, and that an increase in 
the number of such vessels entering our ports would make for some 
increased problems for our security and intelligence services.

The President said he did not believe that by itself an increase 
in the number of Polish vessels would be critical unless the increase 
became so great that the Treasury people could not handle the boarding 
and searching of such vessels and the processing of the people thereon. 
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The President then asked if the FBI engaged in such searches, and 
Mr. Scribner replied in the negative. Mr. Scribner added, however, that 
apart form the boarding and searching, other services engaged in vari-
ous kinds of personnel processing. Mr. Scribner cited the Immigration 
Service as an example.

The President thought it best to leave the policy as it was for the 
moment, except to take a liberalized outlook as to the kind of goods 
which might be carried in Polish vessels. He thought also that if there 
was a great increase in the number of such vessels, occasioning prob-
lems for the Treasury Department, the Treasury Department could 
come back and report that fact to the Council.

Secretary Herter inquired whether any internal security prob-
lems had been encountered with respect to the several ships which 
have been permitted entry thus far, and Mr. Hoover responded that in 
the case of the Polish ships the FBI had found six intelligence agents. 
He added that in the case of the British, they had reported the discov-
ery of forty such agents.

The Attorney General observed that there was another aspect of 
the problem which had not as yet been discussed, and he referred spe-
cifically to the matter of trying to keep track of the crews of these ves-
sels once the ships had docked at our ports. The President asked if such 
crews were permitted to go ashore, and the Attorney General replied in 
the affirmative, noting that it was most difficult, in fact impossible, to 
surveill all the members of such crews. He noted that other correlative 
problems arose, such as the question of ascertaining whether defectees 
were bona fide in character. He said the last mentioned problem some-
times required drawn- out processes in our courts to determine whether 
they would be sent back to their country of origin. The Attorney General 
said that he agreed with the suggestion that the present program be 
continued with a view to re- examining it in the fall.

The President again referred to U.S. attempts to try to open up 
certain areas with the Poles in an endeavor to drive a wedge between 
them and the Soviets. He said underlying such efforts was the desire 
to get some of these countries to appreciate that we have not aban-
doned them. He noted that these efforts sometimes caused differences 
between the Soviets and the satellite countries involved, and that we 
ought to continue to try to exploit such differences. The President did 
not see, however, why it was necessary to alter the policy under discus-
sion in order to accomplish this purpose.

Secretary Herter referred to our continuing efforts to keep the 
Poles from complete submission to the Soviets, and he indicated that 
a number of these efforts were involved in the proposal made to the 
Council by the Department of State.

The President inquired whether there would be any advantage to 
telling the Poles that we would permit a specific number of additional 
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Polish vessels to enter our ports, and by way of example he cited the 
number six. Secretary Herter thought that this could be done.

The President said he did not wish to give up completely on Poland, 
though at times, after reading Gomulka’s speeches, he wondered what 
we were accomplishing by our efforts with the Poles.

The Commerce representative, referring to the President’s inquiry 
about increasing the number of Polish vessels by six, asked if it would 
not be well to limit the number of such vessels on a strict reciprocity 
basis to the number of U.S. vessels permitted into Polish ports.

Secretary Herter called on Mr. Dillon for comment and Mr. Dillon 
indicated that the Poles might not be conscious of the fact that they were 
under limitations insofar as we were concerned. He said that it might 
complicate things if we were to advise the Poles that they would be per-
mitted to bring in a specified number of additional vessels. Mr. Dillon 
also commented upon the cargo aspect of the problem, noting that the 
policy as stated permitted them to take out only such cargo as came 
under the terms of economic agreements made between the United 
States and Poland. He said that if we were to suggest that they bring 
in additional ships but that that cargo be limited to aid-type cargo, we 
might have a serious problem on our hands.

The Attorney General thought that in view of the comments made 
by Mr. Dillon it would be best not to change our present policy but pos-
sibly to be a bit more flexible, as circumstances permitted.

The President said in the light of the discussion he thought it best 
to let the present policy and program stand as is for a while, recogniz-
ing that there is a procedure available for making limited exceptions in 
certain instances. Mr. Scribner concurred, suggesting that the matter be 
re- examined in three months or so.

The Vice President also expressed the view that the present policy 
should be left unchanged with the understanding that there would be a 
more liberalized interpretation thereof in terms of the number of Polish 
ships permitted entry. He thought it best to let the matter be played by 
ear for the time being rather than to amend our policy.

The President asked if it would be possible or wise to let the Poles 
know that they are on their honor insofar as we are concerned, and if they 
violate, as in the matter of Communist-controlled vessels, they will be 
treated accordingly. Mr. Herter said he thought that this could be done.

Mr. Dillon mentioned that the Moore-McCormack Lines and the 
Lykes Service were running ships into Poland. Based thereon the Poles 
had indicated to us that they were considering inaugurating similar 
service to the United States. In giving this indication Mr. Dillon did 
not think that the Poles were aware of the port security limitations 
which we had applied to them. He said there was a danger that if 
we acquainted the Poles with these limitations, they might prohibit 



National Security Policy 713

Moore- McCormack and others from running ships to Poland with the 
result that this could aggravate the U.S.- Polish situation in terms of eco-
nomic warfare. Mr. Dillon indicated that the Poles had not made a for-
mal request to establish services similar to Moore-McCormack, but that 
they had said that, as a matter of reciprocity, they might wish to make 
an application along these lines at a later time.

Mr. Gordon Gray suggested that in the light of the discussion it 
appears that there was no need to change the language in the paper 
under discussion; that it appeared that a limited number of additional 
Polish vessels could be permitted to enter our major port areas under a 
liberalized interpretation of the policy; and that if this number exceeded 
reasonable proportions, the policy could be re- examined.

The President concluded the discussion by noting that if we did 
not have a better answer than the one proposed, it was best not to make 
mistakes in a hurry and accordingly we should keep the present pol-
icy, utilizing the exception procedure sparingly as regards the entry of 
Polish vessels.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the recommendations submitted by the NSC Plan-
ning Board on the subject, transmitted by the reference memorandum 
of April 8, 1959; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
thereon, transmitted by the reference memorandum of April 22, 1959.

b. Agreed that, subject to review following the conclusion of the 
forthcoming negotiations with the USSR, paragraph 19 of NSC 5802/1 
and paragraph 33 of NSC 5808/1 and the operations of the exceptions 
procedure thereunder should not be revised; with the understanding, 
however, that the exceptions procedure for Polish flag vessels may be 
interpreted liberally unless undue numbers of Polish flag vessels take 
advantage of such procedure, in which case this procedure shall be sub-
ject to review.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to all holders of NSC 5802/1 and NSC 5808/1.

J. Patrick Coyne
NSC Representative on  

Internal Security

[Omitted here are agenda items 2–4.]

5. OVERSEAS INTERNAL SECURITY PROGRAM

(Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, dated April 2 and 
December 1, 1958; NSC 5810/1; NSC 5819, Part 2; NSC Action No. 2012; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, dated April 10, 1959).

In making his summary of the report Mr. Harr related the conclu-
sions of the report to certain paragraphs in the Basic National Security 
Policy. When Mr. Harr had finished the President inquired whether the 
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NSC Planning Board would take the conclusions of the report into con-
sideration in the course of its review of Basic National Security Policy. 
Mr. Gray replied that the Planning Board had already considered the 
matter and would do so further.

Mr. Allen Dulles stated his conviction that the Overseas Internal 
Security Program had proved extremely useful. The real issue underlying 
the OCB report was that the International Cooperation Administration 
people did not like to find themselves in the position of providing arms. 
[text not declassified] Likewise the Department of Defense and our mili-
tary people did not want to get into the business of supplying arms to 
police forces.

Secretary Quarles pointed out that the Defense Department was by 
no means opposed in principle to providing arms for police purposes but 
that the Defense Department itself was simply not in a position to do so.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject by the Operations 
Coordinating Board pursuant to NSC Action No. 2012– b, transmitted 
by the reference memorandum of April 10, 1959.

b. Noted that the NSC Planning Board is taking the OCB report 
into account in its current review of Basic National Security Policy 
(NSC 5810/1)

S. Everett Gleason

158. Briefing Note for May 13 NSC Meeting1

Washington, undated

Priorities for Space Programs

On January 22, 1958, the President on the advice of the National 
Security Council, by NSC Action No. 1846, established the highest pri-
ority for certain ballistic missile and space programs. In March 1959, as 
a result of developments in various satellite programs over the inter-
vening months, the Secretary of Defense recommended certain changes 
in satellite priorities. These changes are:

1. That the VANGUARD- JUPITER C scientific satellite programs 
be deleted from the priority list.

1 Source: Priorities for space programs. Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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2. That three other satellite programs be added, notably, SENTRY 
(Satellite- borne visual and Ferret reconnaissance system); DISCOVERER 
(Satellite guidance and recovery); and MERCURY (Manned satellite).

In addition, the Secretary of Defense recommended a change in the 
system whereby he determined satellite priorities, so that in the future 
changes in priorities for space programs will be made by the President on 
the advice of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. The proposed 
changes were approved by the President on the advice of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Council at its meeting on April 27, 1959.

The purpose of bringing this matter before you this morning is to 
ask the National Security Council to note these changes and make nec-
essary revisions in the existing NSC statement of policy on the subject 
(NSC Action No. 1846). The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in this proposal.

159. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, May 23, 1959

SUBJECT

Strategic Concept and Military Paragraphs of NSC 5810/1

PARTICIPANTS:

1 Source: Strategic concept of basic national security policy. Top Secret. 4 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.

State
Secretary Herter
Gerard C. Smith

Defense
Secretary McElroy
John N. Irwin II

Mr. McElroy opened the discussion by saying that he foresaw a 
time when we would have to change our counterforce strategy. He 
suggested that this might be some years in the future when the USSR 
has invulnerable missile sites. They do not have such an invulnerable 
striking force now and Mr. McElroy is accordingly opposed to a change 
away from our present counter- force strategy.

On our limited war capability, the Secretary of Defense pointed 
out that last year’s State- Defense limited war study had shown that 
the US had the capability to handle two limited war situations at the 
same time. Mr. Smith pointed out that this study had been based on 
the assumption, insisted upon by the JCS, that only the US would use 
nuclear weapons in limited war situations.



716 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Mr. McElroy tentatively suggested that perhaps there should be a 
new limited war study on a different assumption, although he was not 
prepared to agree immediately to the launching of such a study. The 
Secretary of State commented that if such a study were undertaken it 
might help the Department of Defense if it showed up areas in which 
our capabilities needed improvement. Mr. Herter spoke of the need for 
mobility. The Secretary of Defense said the problem of mobility was not 
so much one of aircraft as of ground facilities at prospective landing 
points.

There was considerable discussion of the language in paragraph 
10a in NSC 5810/1 to the effect that nuclear weapons are to be regarded 
as conventional weapons from the military point of view. Mr. Smith 
pointed out that each time a situation had arisen in which the possi-
ble use of nuclear weapons had been considered the decision had been 
against using them. He thought that our weapons systems and force 
structure had been erected on a fallacy—i.e., that the use of nuclear 
weapons would be authorized in less than all- out situations.

The Secretary of State pointed out that our existing doctrine might 
call for the automatic use of nuclear weapons in limited situations. 
(In that connection, he inquired concerning the status of the advance 
authorization for the use of nuclear weapons. Mr. Irwin said that the 
papers had recently been sent to State Department for resubmission 
to the President.) Mr. Herter hoped that the US could develop such 
forces as would make an automatic nuclear reaction unnecessary. Mr. 
McElroy expressed agreement with this position and said that para-
graph 14 of NSC 5810/1 might well have some change to clarify this 
point. The Secretary of Defense took the line that it was not so much 
the language of the basic National Security Policy that mattered; more 
important thing was that State and Defense had a common understand-
ing of what the language means.

Mr. Smith said that another central point was whether or not mas-
sive retaliation could still be relied on to deter all kinds of Communist 
aggression. He cited the present Berlin situation and possible troubles 
to come. Mr. McElroy doubted that massive retaliation had lost its 
effect. Mr. Irwin said that it was the threat of massive retaliation that 
was now restraining the USSR from turning over its responsibilities re 
Berlin to the GDR. The Secretary of State indicated a measure of agree-
ment with this assessment.

In a discussion of possible requirements for the use of force in the 
Middle East, the Secretary of Defense said that we ought to use all force 
necessary to deal with a specific situation. Mr. Smith identified this as 
the Radford doctrine and expressed dissent from it.

Mr. Irwin described in general terms Defense thinking re possible 
limited military operations in the Middle East. Mr. Smith pointed out 
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that the planning described was inconsistent with the strategic doctrine 
which had been discussed earlier in the meeting. He felt that this illus-
trated the difficulty that we were in. We could not even in planning for 
possible situations follow current doctrine.

Mr. McElroy commented that if there was a “fundamental” line of 
State Department thought on the strategic concept perhaps it would 
have to be changed for foreign policy reasons.

Mr. Irwin raised the point that a change in the strategic concept 
would at bottom be a budget matter. Two other things that would 
have to be taken into account were the statement of foreign policy 
requirements which State had provided to Defense and the Gray tar-
get mix study which is still to come. Mr. Smith said that in his view 
the Gray study should come after, not before, a decision on the stra-
tegic concept.

Mr. Irwin subsequently commented to Mr. Smith that there were 
two possibilities with respect to language of NSC 5810/1: (1) there 
might be some change in the language about nuclear weapons being 
conventional weapons; (2) there might be some virtue in including a 
definition of limited war.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
On May 25, the Secretary of State commented to Mr. Smith that 

even if there were no language change in the National Security Policy, 
State should try to get into the NSC record the State paper on foreign 
policy requirements and a Department of Defense statement that the 
currently planned Military Establishment can meet these foreign policy 
requirements.

160. Presentation by Beale at the 409th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 4, 1959

TRADE POLICY AND NATIONAL SECURITY

The broad objective of US foreign economic policy is identical with 
that of our general foreign policy: to protect and advance the national 
interest, to improve the security and well- being of the US and its people.

1 Source: Trade policy and national security. No classification marking. 9 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.
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This broad objective of our foreign economic policy has three 
major components. First, to promote the economic strength of the US, 
second, to promote the economic strength of the rest of the free world, 
and third, to build and maintain cohesion in the free world.

To achieve these objectives we have followed three basic economic 
policies: The expansion of trade; the promotion of private investment; 
and provision of mutual assistance.

During the past 6 years, by building on existing programs and, 
even more important, by developing new programs designed to meet 
new needs and changing conditions, there has been created a complex 
pattern of interrelated programs. Some of them we carry out on our 
own and others in cooperation with friendly nations. These programs 
are well suited to the promotion of our basic objectives.

At the present time, however, the achievement of these objectives 
is endangered from within by the growth of protectionist sentiment 
and from the outside by the Soviet economic offensive. My purpose 
this morning is to suggest some of the ways in which protectionism 
adversely affects our domestic economy, our political-economic rela-
tions with our allies and therefore our national security.

I would like to deal first with the general aspects of the problem 
and then turn to specific illustrations.

Protectionism has certain recognizable benefits. It can assure 
the survival of a sensitive industry which might otherwise succumb 
because of its competitive disadvantages. It can provide a blanket for 
an infant industry during its formative years. It can prevent economic 
and social disruption in a community dependent on a single industry 
and without the resources to develop alternative industries.

In spite of these recognizable advantages, however, there are rel-
atively few people who would contend that protectionism provides a 
basis for a dynamic expanding economy. The reasons are obvious.

Protection discourages the development of new products, new 
methods of production and distribution, and cost- saving techniques.

Protection reduces our ability to compete with other industrialized 
economies.

Protection contributes to inflation by raising the costs of the prod-
ucts we buy abroad.

It imperils our export markets by making it more difficult for other 
countries to earn the dollars they need in order to buy from us. It also 
endangers those markets by inviting retaliation on the part of other 
countries.

Protectionist measures inevitably reduce total US output by pre-
venting the shift of domestic resources from less efficient to more effi-
cient industries. By lowering our total national product, such measures 
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slow down our rate of growth and reduce the resources available for 
our security needs, including aid to the less developed countries.

Having indicated the effects of protectionist policy on the domestic 
economy, I would like to indicate briefly the effects on the economies 
of other countries.

Foreign trade is vitally important to our economy, but even so it 
constitutes only 4% of our gross national product. In other major indus-
trial countries (such as the UK, West Germany and France) the ratio of 
exports to gross national product is 3 to 4 times greater. It is 5 to 9 times 
as great for smaller advanced nations such as Belgium, Sweden and the 
Netherlands. For example, approximately one- half of everything the 
Netherlands produces is shipped abroad.

Our trade policy is of tremendous concern to all these countries, 
first because exports play such a major role in their economies and sec-
ondly because the United States is a major market for their goods. Both 
of these reasons explain why any action by the United States which 
adversely affects sales of their key products, or threatens those sales, 
is front page news abroad and has a serious effect on our international 
relations with those countries. This is true even when the action itself 
does not seem important to us.

I can cite five specific examples of restrictive measures which 
have adversely affected four important allies. Lead and zinc affecting 
Canada, cheese affecting the Netherlands, electrical equipment and 
woolen fabrics affecting the United Kingdom and cotton textiles affect-
ing Japan.

In the case of many less developed countries, one, or a few com-
modities, comprise the bulk of their exports. For many of these coun-
tries the US market is especially important. To illustrate this point, the 
United States imports

2/3 of Chile’s copper
1/2 of Cuba’s sugar
1/4 of Indonesia’s rubber
1/3 of Bolivia’s tin
over 1/2 of Brazil’s coffee
2/5 of Venezuela’s oil
2/3 of Peru’s lead and zinc.

The ability of the less developed countries to sell their products in 
the United States affects their ability to import capital goods and other 
necessary manufactured products.

Therefore, it determines in large measure the basis of their eco-
nomic growth and their ability to raise standards of living.

The promotion of economic growth in the less developed coun-
tries is of course a prime objective of our foreign policy. By this 
means we hope to help those countries to achieve peace and stability. 
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Unfortunately their economic health can be seriously damaged by US 
import restrictions. Our import quotas on petroleum, lead and zinc, 
and cotton, for example, have had that effect on Mexico, Venezuela, 
Peru, Indonesia, Egypt, the Sudan and other less developed countries.

The Soviet Union, of course, recognizes clearly the major role that 
trade can play in furthering its objectives. The evidence clearly shows 
that friendly countries, when denied access to our market, are forced 
to increase their economic dependence on the Soviet Bloc. As a specific 
example, after the imposition of restrictions against Uruguayan wool 
tops in 1953, the Soviet Bloc steadily increased its purchases, and as 
a result it is now the most important outlet for Uruguayan wool tops. 
Recently our countervailing duty on wool tops was removed. As you 
know, our action to impose quotas on lead and zinc was followed by 
violent anti- American reactions in Peru and there have been sharp reac-
tions in Venezuela to our oil import policy.

In assessing where we stand today it is important, of course, to 
keep the picture in balance. On the one hand, since 1953 we have 
pursued an active policy for the promotion of international trade. 
We have taken part in two successful trade conferences in 1955 and 
1956. It is true that many of the tariff concessions we gave at those 
conferences were small, amounting to no more than a 15% reduction 
in the existing duty. Nevertheless imports of the products affected 
by the concessions were valued at approximately $1 billion. A great 
deal of attention has been given to escape clause actions that we have 
found it necessary to take in recent years. Unfortunately little account 
is taken of the applications that were turned down. Other countries 
often fail to acknowledge that out of 27 cases in which escape clause 
action was recommended by the Tariff Commission no action was 
taken in 19 cases.

On the other side of the balance, there are the various restrictive 
measures that have been taken. You will note from the chart that since 
1953 we have taken restrictive action on 29 commodity groups exported 
from 45 free world countries.

NS TAKEN TO RESTRICT IMPORTS, SINCE JANUARY 1, 1953, AND 
COMMODITIES AFFECTED

Commodities Affected (29) No. of Countries 
Affected (45)

Type of 
Action*

Date of 
Action

Cattle 2 TAR APR ’53

Wool Tops 1 CD MAY ’531

Butter and/or Butter Oil 5 22 JUL ’53

Cheese 8 22 JUL ’53

Dried Milk Products 4 22 JUL ’53
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Commodities Affected (29) No. of Countries 
Affected (45)

Type of 
Action*

Date of 
Action

Flaxseed and/or Linseed Oil 2 22 JUL ’53

Peanuts and/or Peanut oil 6 22 JUL ’53

Petroleum (Voluntary Program 
Mar ’54 – Mandatory 
Program Mar ’59)

9 NSA MAR ’54

Rye and Rye Flour 1 22 APR ’54

Alsike Clover 1 EC JUN ’54

Watch Movements 5 EC JUL ’54

Fishsticks 1 L AUG ’54

Hardboard 1 AD AUG ’54

Bicycles 8 EC AUG ’55

Cast Iron Soil Pipe 1 AD OCT ’55

Tuna Canned in Brine 3 GR MAR ’56

Toweling 4 EC JUN ’56

Woolens 9 GR OCT ’56

Heavy Electrical Equipment 2 BA MAR ’57

Clothespins 11 EC NOV ’57

Safety Pins 4 EC NOV ’57

Tung Nuts and Oil 4 22 NOV ’57

Thermometers 2 EC APR ’58

Small Arms 7 L JUN ’58

Long Staple Cotton 4 22 JUL ’58

Rubber Soled Footwear 3 L SEP ’58

Lead 16 EC OCT ’58

Zinc 15 EC OCT ’58

Almonds 1 CD JAN ’59

* EC – Escape Clause
GR – Invocation of Geneva 

 Reservation
L – Legislation
22 – Section 22
CD – Countervailing Duty

AD – Antidumping
BA – Buy American
NSA – National Security Amendment
TAR – Invocation of Trade Agreement 

Reservation

1 Removed, March, 1959. [Footnote is in the original.]

June 5, 1959
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It is statistically impossible to determine precisely how much trade 
is affected by these restrictions. However, it has been calculated on the 
basis of the latest figures available, that is for 1957, the trade affected by 
these restrictions represented about $2.1 billion or 28% of US imports 
of competitive items. Out of this total oil products account for approxi-
mately $1.5 billion and the remaining items account for about $600 mil-
lion. These figures are subject to a number of qualifications. For one thing 
the more effective the action in restricting imports the smaller the trade.

You will note from the map that some countries are affected by 
only one restriction, whereas others are affected by as many as twelve. 
Venezuela for example, has been affected only by our restrictions of 
oil imports, but oil directly involves more than 80% of that country’s 
exports to the United States.

I would like to comment briefly on several of the more important 
cases shown on the chart.

First, Heavy electrical equipment—Our decision on the Greer’s Ferry 
case created an uproar in the United Kingdom. One extreme sector of 
British opinion called for immediate discrimination against purchases 
in the United States. The British consider the pending OCDM heavy 
electrical equipment case “the most important subject in economic 
relations between the United States and the United Kingdom since the 
institution of the Smoot Hawley Tariff.”

Lead and Zinc—When quotas were imposed Australian press and 
official comments were unusually severe in their criticism. Our action 
became a major political issue. The case has clearly affected our posi-
tion in a country which is the southern anchor of our Pacific defense 
perimeter.

In Canada our lead and zinc action was viewed in the context of a 
number of other United States policies and actions which have been the 
source of increasing resentment, such as our restrictions on agricultural 
imports and our surplus agricultural disposal operations.

Mexican press, labor and management officials were also very 
critical. Intensely emotional demonstrations and condemnation of the 
United States occurred in Peru.

Petroleum—The Venezuelans have asked for equal treatment on the 
grounds that their oil, like Canada’s, is vital to the defense and security 
of the Western Hemisphere. We are worried that the Venezuelans will 
institute oil pro- rationing and export controls to the disadvantage of US 
companies. We have to recognize that they may want to change our bilat-
eral trade agreement drastically and possibly abrogate it. Either course of 
action would seriously hurt our large export sales to Venezuela.

The second chart shows that there are now outstanding 13 
requests for restrictions on imports. These represent trade valued at 
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approximately $300 million in 1957. They would affect six new coun-
tries, in addition to those already affected by previous measures.

This second chart also reflects a trend which is giving other coun-
tries great concern. You will note that seven out of the thirteen requests 
now pending have been made under the national security amendment. 
There is a strong feeling abroad that domestic industries are seeking to 
use the national security amendment to achieve protection which they 
do not think they can obtain by applying under the escape clause.

PENDING PROPOSALS FOR RESTRICTIVE ACTION

Commodities—13

Old  
Countries 

Affected—36

New 
Countries 

Affected—6

Type of 
Action 

Proposed

Hardwood Plywood 10 1 EC

Mink Skins 6 EC

Stainless Steel Flatware 6 EC

Woven Silk Fabrics 6 EC

Red Fescue Seed 4 EC

Long Staple Cotton 4 22

Cobalt 7 NSA

Dental Burrs 4 NSA

Fluorspar 6 NSA

Heavy Electrical Equipment 6 NSA

Steam Turbine Generators 6 NSA

Tungsten 11 4 NSA

Wool Knit Gloves 6 1 NSA

June 5, 1959

No discussion of restrictive measures would be complete, of 
course, without some mention of so-called “voluntary export controls.” 
These are the measures which other countries, such as Japan and Italy, 
have taken to restrict their exports to us. They represent a new kind 
of protectionism—protection in reverse—under which the exporting 
country limits its exports rather than the importing country its imports. 
At present, it is estimated, one-half of Japan’s exports to the US are sub-
ject to some form restriction.

Viewed independently, and in perspective, the specific restrictions 
imposed in recent years may seem relatively unimportant. Nevertheless, 
it has been made abundantly clear to us that these restrictions are hav-
ing an increasingly serious effect upon our ability to achieve our foreign 
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policy objectives. And it is apparent that the potential for harm greatly 
exceeds the harm done thus far. It is possible to identify, as I have done, 
the cases where individual countries have been adversely affected by 
restrictions we have imposed. The impact has varied in each case. The 
cumulative impact has also varied.

We believe that we have reached a point, however, where any 
action has a disproportionate impact because of the preceding actions, 
and where the element of fear of the future can be expected to play an 
increasingly important part in determining foreign reactions to any fur-
ther restrictive measures we may impose.

At the present time most of the important industrialized countries 
of the world have overcome, or are about to overcome, the balance of 
payments difficulties which justified their retention of protective meas-
ures following the war. Therefore we can expect to see an expansion of 
world trade and, consequently, of our own export sales. At the same 
time the less developed countries of the world are seeking to expand 
their economies. It is clear, however, that at this juncture the course of 
future events will be determined almost entirely by what the US does. 
If we provide the leadership in liberalizing trade, the rest of the free 
world can be expected to follow our example.

There are a number of critical choices to be made in the immedi-
ate future. Regional trading arrangements are proliferating around the 
world. In Europe the six- country common market is already a going 
concern. Negotiations are seriously under way toward establishment 
of a free- trade area of seven other countries in Western Europe—the 
UK, the Scandinavian countries, Austria, Switzerland and Portugal. 
South America is determined to organize one or more common mar-
kets; and Central America is already committed to establishing a cus-
toms union.

US policy in the trade field will determine to a very large extent 
the evolving course of these arrangements—whether they will look out-
ward toward the development of a multilateral world trading system, 
or whether they will look inward in the pursuit of self- sufficiency.

A major test of US policy is pending in the tariff negotiations sched-
uled to start in September 1960. These negotiations are the result of 
our initiative. A principal element will be the effort of many countries 
to negotiate reductions in the common tariff of the European common 
market. However, some of our European allies have already expressed 
doubt about the extent to which we will be willing to offer real and 
meaningful concessions in our own tariff in order to give impetus to 
the successful conclusion of the world- wide negotiations. The success 
of these negotiations, therefore, will depend upon us.
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Our basic national security interests require that we continue to 
exercise positive and dynamic leadership not only in political and mil-
itary fields but also in the economic fields.

That is why the Department of State is convinced that every 
action we take that adversely affects our ability to maintain a dynamic 
expanding domestic economy and weakens the ability of our allies to 
maintain their political and economic stability, has serious implications 
for our national security.

Let me conclude by saying that, in our judgment, the organizational 
means are already available through which national security consider-
ations can be brought to bear in the most important cases involving pro-
posals for restrictive measures. This is true in escape clause cases, where 
the Trade Policy Committee is responsible for advising the President. It 
is also true in cases arising under the national security amendment to the 
Trade Agreements Act, which provides that the advice of all interested 
agencies shall be sought in arriving at a recommended course of action. 
Measures taken under Section 22 are the most outstanding exception 
to this generalization. Furthermore, considerations of national security 
cannot be brought to bear in determining whether restrictive action 
should be taken in other cases, such as antidumping cases. However, 
these exceptions do not affect the general conclusion that the exist-
ing machinery is generally satisfactory and is working well. It is the 
Department’s view that it would not be desirable, if indeed politically 
feasible, to attempt to revise existing legislation to insure the inclusion 
of appropriate provisions permitting national security considerations to 
be taken into account in all cases involving restrictive action.

I do not mean to suggest that there is no need for action in this 
field. We are much aware of the need for more information as a basis 
for policy determinations. As you know, a number of studies are cur-
rently underway which will provide an analysis of the causes of recent 
changes in our foreign trade position. An interdepartmental committee, 
under the chairmanship of the Department of Commerce, will search 
for the answers to a number of pertinent questions. Have advances in 
productivity in the US lagged behind those occurring elsewhere? Have 
our major costs increased too rapidly? Have we, through price supports 
and import restrictions, artificially raised the costs of raw materials to 
our own manufacturers? Does our domestic tax system militate against 
investment and technological improvement?

At the initiative of the Department of State the Committee for a 
National Trade Policy is also devoting special attention to the problem 
of our foreign trade position.

Increasing protectionism is not the answer to the problem of stim-
ulating advances in productivity. It would insulate domestic industries 
from pressures to reduce costs and thereby make them less competitive.
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Unfortunately, at the present time when an industry is faced with 
serious injury as a result of imports, there is no alternative but to con-
sider raising duties or imposing quotes. Therefore, the Department of 
State believes that renewed consideration should be given to sponsoring 
another avenue of relief through adjustment assistance. This alternative 
might provide for low- cost loans for modernization and technological 
improvement, facilities for retraining workers, or conversion to other 
kinds of manufacture, or even encouragement to relocate factories.

Adjustment assistance is the approach being taken in the European 
Common Market to deal with the problem of internal adjustments to 
competition. The British have also embarked on a similar program with 
respect to their domestic textile industry.

In short, we have to search constantly for new ways to improve the 
competitive position of our industry through affirmative actions rather 
than by building a wall against entry of goods from abroad.

Our conclusion is relatively simple. What we do to restrict trade 
and what other countries fear we may do, will determine to an import-
ant extent whether our foreign economic policy measures are success-
ful, and whether we are successful in the economic contest with the 
Soviet Union.

161. Memorandum of Discussion at the 409th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 4, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 409th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, June 4, 
1959

Present at the 409th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Acting 
Secretary of State (Dillon); the Acting Secretary of Defense (Gates); 
and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also pres-
ent and participating in the Council actions below were the Secretary 
of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Secretary of 
Commerce (Item 1); and the Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic 
Policy (Item 1). Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Effects of U.S. Import Trade Policy on National Security. 
Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Atomic Energy Commission; the Chairman, Council of Economic 
Advisers (Item 1); the Special Assistant to the President for Economic 
Affairs (Item 1); the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs (W.T.M. Beale) (Item 1); General Thomas D. White for the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; 
the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Assistant to the President; 
the Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs 
and for Security Operations Coordination; the White House Staff 
Secretary; Mr. Howard Furnas, Department of State; the Assistant 
White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  EFFECTS OF U.S. IMPORT TRADE POLICY ON NATIONAL 
SECURITY

Mr. Gray reminded the Council that the President had recently 
asked the State Department to prepare for the Council a report on the 
effects of our trade policy, primarily our import restrictions, on the 
national security. He then indicated that Mr. Beale, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs would make the presentation.

(A copy of Mr. Beale’s report is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting). 
(A copy of Mr. Beale’s report is also attached hereto).

When Mr. Beale had concluded his report, the President com-
mented that while a number of business interests were seeking import 
restrictions on a number of products, Mr. Saulnier and the Council of 
Economic Advisers were reporting to the President such a boom in our 
U.S. economy that we were actually concerned about a real runaway 
boom. It therefore seemed a good time for the U.S. to try to develop a 
better feeling and sentiment about our trade policy insofar as it con-
cerned friendly foreign countries. The President pointed out that no 
less than eleven foreign countries were affected by our import restric-
tions on clothespins yet the President believed that all the clothespins 
in the U.S. were made by six small companies in the State of Maine, 
employing as the President recalled, only some 260 employees. This 
kind of situation seemed silly to the President.

The President then observed that meetings have been occurring 
designed to devise some kind of an adjustment policy which would 
enable us to find a solution for some of our domestic industries in the 
face of foreign competition. For example, it might be possible to change 
from the manufacture of clothespins to the manufacture of baseball 
bats. Most such suggestions, however, get turned down. Secretary 
Dillon pointed out certain difficulties which lay in the way of making 
the kind of adjustments mentioned by the President.
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The President next observed that in effect what we have to do is to 
bribe the Congress by agreeing to the restriction of imports in order to 
induce Congress to agree to extending the Trade Agreement Acts.

Secretary Anderson commented on an interdepartmental study 
of our trade policy. He believed that we ought to take a look, indus-
try by industry, to try to calculate the gains and losses in the light of 
our current trade policy. Once such a painstaking examination had 
been made, continued Secretary Anderson, there ought to be a broader 
consideration before the study was made public. Specifically, Secretary 
Anderson recommended that the findings of the interdepartmental 
study should be looked at by the National Advisory Council (NAC) 
in the light of our balance of payments situation and the out- flow of 
American gold and dollars. There had been a very significant change 
with respect to our balance of payments situation even since 1956. In 
most of the highly developed foreign countries at the present time, as 
well as in a number of less well developed countries, there had ceased 
to be any such thing as a dollar shortage. Altogether they held some 
sixteen billions of our dollars at the present time. To these facts must 
be added commercial balances, the cost to the U.S. of maintaining sol-
diers and other U.S. Nationals abroad, and payments made abroad by 
American tourists. The total result was that the U.S. is confronted by 
a consistent balance of payments running against us. The acid test of 
a sound economy and of a sound currency as well, was the balance of 
payments situation. In fact, what we are now tending to do is to have 
the U.S. finance European exports. These European countries should 
themselves be urged to take some of the same measures we take to 
finance our own exports. Secretary Anderson said that he was not 
really concerned at all at present about encouraging the export of U.S. 
capital to the Western European countries. They were doing very well. 
He was, however, concerned about Asia and Africa.

Secretary Anderson went on to say that if the balance of payments 
disparity continues for any considerable number of years, we in the 
U.S. would be in for real trouble. We have bitten off rather more obli-
gations than we can chew even in the opinion of some foreign experts. 
In conclusion, Secretary Anderson repeated his request that the results 
of the interdepartmental study be examined in the light of our whole 
policy.

The President inquired whether in effect Secretary Anderson was 
advocating higher U.S. tariffs. Secretary Anderson replied in the nega-
tive but said he was advocating that we cut down on our U.S. expendi-
tures in certain foreign countries.

Mr. Dillon, the Acting Secretary of State, commented that the State 
Department fully recognized the seriousness of the balance of payments 
problem. We could not continue running a deficit indefinitely. He also 
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expressed himself as in close agreement with Secretary Anderson’s 
suggestions as to what to do about the problem. There were, however, 
still other things that might be done, notably, to increase our own U.S. 
exports. He added that the State Department was working hard on this 
objective and had experienced a real measure of success as the pub-
lished figures would ultimately show. In support of this point, Secretary 
Dillon cited examples of agreements by foreign countries to permit an 
increase in the quotas of U.S. exports to these countries. Thus we were 
getting rid of some of the examples of discrimination against the dollar 
and Secretary Dillon believed that the effort should continue to have 
priority status.

Secondly, continued Secretary Dillon, if it was necessary to go still 
further to solve our problem, we must consider amending our current 
policy on world- wide procurement, as Secretary Anderson had said. 
We should perhaps furnish goods rather than dollars because when we 
furnish dollars to other countries they often use these dollars to pur-
chase goods in Europe rather than to purchase them from the U.S.

Lastly, Secretary Dillon pointed to the problem of U.S. investment 
in Europe. He believed that some sort of action, other than trade restric-
tions, might have to be taken to cut down U.S. capital investment in 
industrialized foreign countries, although not in the underdeveloped 
countries. These several possible remedies all recommended them-
selves to Secretary Dillon as being better than resort to further restric-
tions on the U.S. imports from foreign countries.

Secretary Anderson commented that Secretary Dillon’s statements 
seemed to him to be very fair.

Secretary Strauss stated that in the study that is being made, he 
agreed on the need for an overall policy review and in that respect 
the Department of Commerce did not hold views at variance with the 
views of Secretaries Anderson and Dillon. On the other hand, an over-
all review could not ignore separate and individual cases, problems, 
and situations. For example, a certain industry might actually con-
stitute the sole support and living for an entire U.S. community. One 
could not ignore either the political or the sociological considerations 
relating to such communities. They are factors to be weighed in looking 
at individual instances of appeals for restrictions in the import of spe-
cific commodities.

The President then referred to the National Security Amendment 
designations in the Trade Agreements Act. He was sure that in this con-
nection there was one consideration which, while it could not be accu-
rately weighed, was nevertheless of very great importance. This was 
the consideration of our national defense and the effect of restrictions 
under the NSA designations on the vitality of our military alliances. In 
illustration of his point, the President cited what he described as the 
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near hysteria occasioned in the U.K. by our decisions against importing 
British electrical equipment. The President believed that trade restric-
tions which tend to drive away an ally as dependable as Great Britain 
would do much more harm in the long run to our security than would 
be done by permitting a U.S. industry to suffer from British competi-
tion. Thus, while intangible, this factor must always be weighed in NSA 
cases. Yet another illustration of the point that he was making, said the 
President, was represented by the various stages in the development 
of atomic weapons. In the early stages of this development, there had 
been very real and very complete cooperation between the British and 
ourselves. This superb cooperation had now been destroyed by a law 
which greatly restricted exchange of atomic energy information with 
the British. The effect of this restriction on the British had been very 
serious indeed and because of their own contributions in the early 
stages, they had felt severely let down when the U.S. imposed its restric-
tions in the Atomic Energy Act. Thus, said the President, we have got 
to take account of these intangibles as well as of the tangibles and he 
certainly agreed likewise that the U.S. must increase the volume of its 
own exports and improve its own competitive position. The President 
added that every time he declared a restriction on the import of a com-
modity from abroad, he was occasioned considerable mental anguish 
even though approval of the restrictive action had been unanimously 
recommended to him.

With respect to the National Security Amendment, Mr. Gray 
pointed out that even though Secretary Beale had reported that our 
organizational arrangements were adequate, there were some of us 
who were worried about such matters as TVA purchases of electrical 
equipment. The President replied that the role of such independent 
agencies as the TVA had bothered the Administration for quite a while 
inasmuch as the Government could of course not control such agencies 
and there was doubt about the nature of their relation to the Presidency. 
In this connection Governor Hoegh commented on the effect of the Buy 
American Act. The President again expressed himself as puzzled about 
the relation to the President of such entities as the TVA and the GAO 
(General Accounting Office) which he added, laughingly, did not seem 
to have any. Nevertheless, such entities the President thought were 
rather minor and exceptional causes of friction.

Mr. McCone predicted that the problem of foreign competition 
with American business was a problem that was going to grow rap-
idly in the future. The costs of production abroad of competitive prod-
ucts were shockingly lower than costs in the U.S., mostly as a result of 
cheaper labor costs. Our shipbuilding industry for example has totally 
lost its foreign markets. The President commented that one reason for 
this situation was that it had become so easy for a Board of Directors 
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to think that it can safely pass on added costs to the consuming public. 
As a result these Boards of Directors soon price their product right out 
of the market.

Mr. Gray asked Mr. Clarence Randall whether he wished to make 
any comments. Mr. Randall replied that he certainly did but he would 
try to spare the President and the Council a lengthy recital of his very 
strong feelings on the subject. Mr. Randall then expressed himself as 
very deeply concerned about the erosion of the U.S. trade position. He 
was convinced that what was really vital above all else was a contin-
uation of the policy of liberalizing trade which the President had pro-
claimed and stood for since the beginning of his first term. There was 
another matter which concerned him, said Mr. Randall, and which had 
not thus far been mentioned in the discussion. This was our obvious and 
increasing dependence on overseas markets for certain very important 
raw materials. As for the National Security Amendment, Mr. Randall 
[illegible in the original] it was never intended to apply other than in 
a very broad sense. We must therefore continue to look upon its appli-
cation in the broadest possible sense. The President expressed thorough 
agreement with Mr. Randall’s position on this point.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of an oral presen-
tation by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs.

b. Noted the President’s statement that, in reaching decisions as to 
restrictions on U.S. imports, one important consideration should be the 
damage to national security which could result from restrictions which 
might weaken the ties which bind us to our allies in the collective secu-
rity effort.

c. Noted the President’s agreement that the interdepartmental 
study of the U.S. competitive position in world markets, being con-
ducted under Department of Commerce auspices, should when com-
pleted be referred to the National Advisory Council for consideration 
of the implications for the U.S. domestic economy and finances as well 
as the U.S. balance of payments.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently circulated for the information and guidance of all departments 
and agencies.

The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
referred to the Secretaries of Treasury and Commerce for appropriate 
implementation.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

S. Everett Gleason
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162. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, June 5, 1959

SUBJECT

Strategic Concept and Military paragraphs of NSC 5810/1

PARTICIPANTS:

1 Source: Strategic concept and NSC 5810/1. Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P 
Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.

State
Secretary Herter
Gerard C. Smith

Defense
Secretary McElroy
John N. Irwin II

The Secretary of State opened the discussion by saying that his 
review of the new language which State had proposed in the Planning 
Board for the military paragraphs of NSC 5310/1 suggested that the 
place to make changes was in paragraph 10A rather than paragraph 
14. The Secretary of Defense read the State redraft very carefully and 
expressed a measure of sympathy with the thrust of the proposed 
changes. He asked whether State would agree to tie a clause on the 
use of nuclear weapons when required to achieve national objectives 
to the first sentence of revised paragraph 10A rather than make it a 
separate sentence as in the State redraft. Secretary Herter agreed that 
this could be done.

Mr. Irwin said that the proposed change in paragraph 10A could 
have a great impact on the budget and urged that the results of the Gray 
target mix study be awaited before making a decision on paragraph 10A.

Secretary McElroy said he assumed that there would be no change 
in hardware flowing from the proposed change in paragraph 10A as 
last year’s limited war study had shown that our limited war capability 
was adequate. Mr. Smith reminded Mr. McElroy that that study was 
based on the assumption that only the US would use nuclear weapons, 
although a subsequent SNIE on the Quemoy situation cast considerable 
doubt on that assumption. The Secretary of Defense commented that he 
could not understand why this unrealistic assumption was used. Both 
Mr. Smith and Mr. Irwin pointed out that any other assumption would 
have contradicted the current strategic concept.

The Secretary of Defense then asked whether the proposed change 
in paragraph 10A would result in budgetary changes in FY 1962. 
Mr. Smith replied that he thought not in that year but was bound to 
say that in later years he thought it would. Secretary McElroy indicated 
concern at this prospect.
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The Secretary of State inquired concerning the effect upon our 
NATO forces of withdrawals for limited military operations in other 
areas. Secretary McElroy indicated that this was manageable.

There was discussion of certain aspects of the Quemoy situation 
of last year and of the nature of hostilities in the event of an attack by 
Communist China. (Reference was made in this connection to the sta-
tus of the advance authorization for the use of nuclear weapons.)

At one point Mr. Irwin said that the two Departments should agree 
for the present that we want no charge in philosophy and, having done so, 
agree that paragraph 10A be amended to delete the reference to nuclear 
weapons as conventional weapons. Mr. Smith pointed out that this lan-
guage change would constitute a fundamental philosophical change.

The group concluded that they would not try to reach any quick 
decision on revising the military paragraphs of NSC 5810/1.

163. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, June 8, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
Mr. Gordon Gray
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian said he had asked for the opportunity to place before the 
President a few of the issues that will arise when the President consid-
ers the Defense Department presentation relating to NIKE– HERCULES 
and BOMARC tomorrow.

He said that as he understands the Defense thinking, it is to continue 
the NIKE– HERCULES as now programmed, concentrating its use on the 
defense of cities in the northeastern region of the United States and SAC 
bases. The prime consideration is that it is a proven weapon now avail-
able and already in an operational condition. The BOMARC will not be 
available until later, particularly the BOMARC B which is the version 
we are interested in. (It has a low altitude capability and 250- mile range; 
the BOMARC A does not appear to be worth further consideration.) The 

1 Source: Continental air and missile defense. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Bomarc. Drafted 
on June 9.
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Defense plan will call for a substantial cutting back of the BOMARC pro-
gram, deploying it on the northern, eastern, and western segments of the 
perimeter of the United States. A cutback in the SAGE system is also con-
templated, with hardening of the control centers retained. There remain 
significant questions concerning the ground environment for each of the 
two systems, NIKE– HERCULES and BOMARC.

The use of the term “master plan” for air defense to describe 
the Defense position is open to question, since this position does not 
include consideration of other factors in the problem such as the F– 108 
and other interceptors. If decision is taken to use BOMARC simply on 
the periphery as indicated above, the question of the F– 108 should also 
be resolved; and there would appear to be strong reason to drop the 
project, which is a $5 billion projected program. The relationship of the 
F– 108 to the B– 70 should also be considered, inasmuch as the F– 108 
was being designed to have the dual capability of use for defense or for 
high performance attack.

Dr. Killian said a further point is that this master plan should in no 
way interfere with the carrying forward of the comprehensive study of 
air defense being prepared at the President’s request on the basis of a 
letter from Gordon Gray.

The President said it is to him an indication of weakness in the 
top leadership of the Defense Department when a choice between two 
weapons systems comes to the President for resolution. He felt that this 
type of problem should be settled in the Defense Department.

Dr. Killian said there are certain other questions involved. Admiral 
Radford, he understands, feels that the whole air defense program 
should be cut back in a very major way, using the resources to increase 
offensive forces. A further question is as to the validity of our estimates 
of the Soviet aircraft threat, which is evidently considerably smaller 
than had been estimated at earlier times.

A further issue is the organizational problem. In Dr. Killian’s judg-
ment the operation of the total system of defense missiles, BMEWS, 
the DEW line, SAGE, etc., will not be effective until NORAD has been 
made effective. There is need for centralized operational direction to 
tie all these together. The President strongly agreed, saying that this is 
the whole theory of the unified commands, and the role of the services 
should simply be to prepare the forces and turn them over to NORAD 
for operational employment.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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Enclosure
Washington, undated

BASIC PRINCIPLES IN THE EVALUATION OF THE

CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE PLAN

1. We expect a continued bomber threat.
2. We expect the ballistic missile—ICBM or submarine-launched—

to be the increasing and ultimately the principal threat.
3. We recognize we cannot destroy all incoming bombers in a mass 

attack so we should have enough anti- bomber defense to increase the 
cost to the enemy and reduce his assurance of success.

4. We should continue to accelerate the development of anti- missile 
defense to the maximum justifiable extent.

5. We should re- appraise the character of the threat each year and 
consider defense in the light of the threat as then appraised.

6. We should push the defensive engagement of enemy bombers as 
far from our borders as possible.

7. We should gradually reduce the number of our interceptor 
squadrons.

8. We should continue the NIKE on a buy- out basis.
9. We should continue the BOMARC– A now on a buy- out basis; 

the BOMARC– B on a minimum basis for peripheral deployment.
10. BOMARC should not be deployed in the interior of the conti-

nental United States.

Enclosure

Handwritten Note to Goodpaster From the Army Chief of Staff

Washington, May 20, 1959

Gen. Goodpaster,

We were very disturbed to hear the report that Mr. McElroy 
informed the President that the Stennis action revoking last years 
authorization for the const. of Hercules sites was not in the Bill now 
before the Senate.

Unfortunately it is, as Section 105 therein. As we understand it the 
President was informed that it was only in the Comm. report and not in 
the Bill. 

Mike Michaelis has sent this attached Memo to Bryce Harlow— 

Tick
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164. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, June 9, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

The Vice President, Acting Secretary Dillon, Secretary McElroy, Deputy Secretary 
Gates, Budget Director Stans, General Lemnitzer, Admiral Burke, General White, 
Mr. Holaday, General Persons, Dr. Killian, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster

Mr. McElroy said the group had come in to talk about the air 
defense problem and specifically the issue of the BOMARC and NIKE–
HERCULES. He gave the President a paper on basic principles in the 
evaluation of the continental air defense plan. Before beginning the dis-
cussion, he told the President that Defense has decided to procure no 
fighter aircraft in FY–60. At his request, Mr. Holaday then displayed, 
on a map of the United States, deployments presently in effect, as 
previously planned, and as now planned for the NIKE–HERCULES. 
In addition to deployments presently programmed, a certain num-
ber of additional SAC bases are to be protected. He then showed the 
deployments now proposed for the BOMARC; these lie along the east-
ern, northern, and western segments of the periphery of the continen-
tal United States, with the BOMARC A generally in the northeastern 
United States and the BOMARC B to be used for the remainder.

The President asked why the BOMARCs along northern sector 
were not moved further north into Canada. He asked whether the 
Canadians would like to have them there. Mr. McElroy said he would 
like to put them there if the Canadians would. General White said he 
feels that we have pushed the Canadians about as far as we can on bases 
for military activities. Admiral Burke added there would probably be 
great resistance by the Canadians to taking these on. The President then 
spoke, indicating that he does not believe in forcing weapons on other 
countries. What he wanted to know was whether we had ever asked 
them “Do you want us to deploy BOMARCS further north so as to give 
you additional protection?”

Mr. McElroy said that the money implications of the decision 
being proposed were essentially that there would be a saving of $75 
million from the FY–59 program, $60 million from the FY–60 pro-
gram, and $418 million from the FY–61 and 62 programs. He went on 
to say that the over- all saving would be in the order of $1,300,000,000, 
arising from a reduction of total program from $3.8 to $2.5 billion. The 

1 Source: Continental air and missile defense. Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Bomarc. Drafted 
on June 10.
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President said he understood that this action is being proposed on the 
basis that beyond the programs being recommended additions would 
not be very useful. Mr. McElroy confirmed this, stating that since we 
prepared these programs the threat has changed. We now visualize 
that enemy bombers, if they attack, would do so after we had been hit 
by long- range missiles.

Dr. Killian asked whether the proposals reflect an acceleration 
of the BOMARC B program. Mr. Holaday said that they did not because 
the SAGE system and the bases would not be ready in time. He added 
that the program includes a recommendation to spend an additional 
$250 million to bring the peripheral SAGE areas up to “high grade 
SAGE” capabilities through the addition of radars, gap fillers, etc. In 
the interior, SAGE would be cut back to “minimum capability SAGE.” 
Mr. McElroy added that the decision not to deploy the BOMARC in 
the central areas of the United States reduces the requirement for high- 
grade SAGE. The minimum that is being proposed is needed to guide 
interceptors, SAC bombers, etc. He added that the FAA will make use 
of the minimum SAGE system in its peacetime operations.

Dr. Killian commented that in order to put the BOMARC bases 
in Canada it would be necessary to extend the SAGE system and the 
base support structure up into that area. Mr. McElroy said what the 
Canadians principally need is to modernize the interceptors in their Air 
Force. The President asked whether we do not think that the BOMARC 
is an improvement on interceptors—otherwise why would we have 
gone to the BOMARC. The President asked if the problem of identifi-
cation had been solved—whether we have perfected the IFF. General 
White said that we had not, and do not have a solution to the problem. 
We continue to work on it.

The President asked General Lemnitzer whether he thought this 
plan was reasonable. General Lemnitzer said that it involved a cut- back 
in previously planned programs but that he did think it was a reason-
able solution to the problem; he commented that the threat is changing 
as had been previously mentioned.

At this point the President said that he feels there must be one 
great, over- all operational command to which the air defense weapons, 
regardless of the service providing them, must be assigned. He said it 
made little difference to him which service provided the forces; some 
one commander must be in full control, however. Admiral Burke said 
that General Partridge has the command but wants a great deal more in 
resources than can be provided. General White disagreed as to the ade-
quacy of General Partridge’s command authority; he commented that 
he does not believe that General Partridge has the authority he needs. 
The President stated strongly “then he should have it.” Admiral Burke 
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said that General Partridge has command over the forces but cannot 
move them about and does not have control of the budget.

The President noted that an additional $250 million is being pro-
posed for the SAGE system. He asked whether any other additions 
were being proposed. Mr. McElroy said there is a proposal to put $150 
million additional into NIKE–ZEUS. This would be added to $300 mil-
lion now budgeted for research and development on NIKE–ZEUS and 
$250 million for “novel” defense means. Mr. McElroy said, in relation 
to NIKE–ZEUS, that he wants to do anything that makes sense as a 
defense against missiles. He said the NIKE–HERCULES would have 
some small capability against a missile similar to the Hound Dog.

The President asked, in light of the foregoing, whether there 
was any need for any more squadrons of interceptors. General White 
thought this question should be deferred until the next programming 
period.

The President then asked if what had been presented to him is the 
decision of the Defense Department. Mr. McElroy said that it is the best 
decision in his judgment. He had not been able to get unanimous agree-
ment on it, however. Nevertheless, it had been thoroughly discussed 
and he was satisfied with it for the present.

The President recalled that the strength of the Soviet Air Forces 
was apparently greatly overestimated a couple of years ago. Now we 
are more certain of our estimates, and they are much lower. The bomber 
threat is therefore not so serious as had been thought. He understood 
that the Defense proposal involved pushing the NIKE–ZEUS and the 
SAGE harder, while cutting back in other areas. Mr. McElroy said that 
there is a change occurring in the balance between Soviet bombers and 
Soviet missiles and that this change may go either faster or slower than 
we estimate. Accordingly, it will be necessary to review the situation 
frequently. The President said he thought that funds in this whole 
area ought to be made available in a lump sum so that the Secretary 
of Defense could shift funds as revised estimates are developed. He 
noted that our program has changed materially between last January 
and the present. He had the impression that the change in our estimate 
of Soviet strength has been relatively slight.

Mr. Stans then said he hoped it would remain possible to raise ques-
tions regarding the budgetary coverage of these programs for FY–61. 
Mr. McElroy agreed but said there is one point to be made concerning 
BOMARC. An alternative considered was to cancel it now. He felt if 
we do less than is now proposed we should cancel it. The President 
said he felt that the program should not be expressed in specific sums 
for specific years. The total program should be expressed instead in 
terms of trends. Mr. McElroy pointed out that Defense thinking is for 
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the program to decline from $900 million in FY–59 to $619 million in 
FY–60, and $500 million in FY–61, these figures representing substan-
tial reductions over previous planning.

Dr. Killian asked whether there has been any thought of giving 
the NIKE–ZEUS a capability against aircraft. General Lemnitzer said 
that, within resources available, it has been thought best to concentrate 
on the main goal, which is anti- missile use. The President said he did 
not see why a missile that could shoot down another missile could not 
shoot down an incoming airplane.

Mr. Stans spoke about budgetary trends. Under existing Defense 
programs, he could foresee budgetary expenditures in the range of $43½ 
billion to $44 billion coming in FY–61. Although reductions in program 
were being discussed, these were reductions in programs that had not 
yet been approved by funding, and he was desirous that action should 
not imply funding approval. He suggested that an over- all study of 
air defense later this year might result in knocking the BOMARC out 
entirely, as an item of very low priority. The President commented that 
the process of concentration upon the things that are most useful might 
lead us to eliminate a good deal now included in the programs to which 
Mr. Stans referred.

Dr. Killian said he understood that the current discussion in no 
way precludes another thoroughgoing look later on, on a more com-
prehensive basis, including consideration of the F– 108, hardening, con-
cealment, and other features. Mr. McElroy said he thinks that the F– 108 
is a very vulnerable proposition, i.e., he doubts that it can be justified 
for continuation. He recognized the Air Force might not agree with this 
and said he is not prejudging the matter at this time.

Mr. Nixon asked whether this presentation would tend to com-
mit the Administration to these air defense programs for FY–61. Mr. 
Gates said it would be difficult to cancel these programs later this year 
if the presentation is made as now proposed; therefore this decision 
does commit us somewhat. General White said that in his opinion 
this should be a firm decision as of the present, but that each segment 
would of course be re- examined each fiscal year. Mr. Nixon stressed 
the need for an “escape hatch” of some kind, perhaps a statement that 
we are watching developments so as to revise the program from time 
to time.

The President asked how much the Soviets are exercising their 
bomber aircraft at the present time. General White said that our infor-
mation is that they are conducting an extensive training effort. The 
President said there is reason not to get complacent over the fact that 
the estimate of Soviet bombers has been cut back.
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Mr. McElroy commented that if we were to go out of the BOMARC 
program, he did not think we could live with the Canadians, who 
just recently, after long joint discussions, adopted it in preference to 
interceptors for their air defense. The President asked why we do not 
give the Canadians the equipment for six or so BOMARC squadrons. 
General White said instead that he has been thinking of giving them 
interceptors. The President asked Mr. McElroy to make an approach 
to the Canadian Defense Minister to see if they would like to have the 
BOMARCs moved up into Canada.

Mr. McElroy said there would soon be another question on which 
the group would wish to meet with the President. This is the nuclear 
powered aircraft. The President said he had the impression from Mr. 
McCone that the latter thought it should be taken out of Defense for 
the moment and that no crash program should be attempted. After dis-
cussion, Mr. Gates said he thought what Mr. McCone probably had in 
mind was to take the proposal out of a weapons system approach and 
put it on a “test bed” basis. There was some uncertainty as to whether 
Mr. McCone favored accelerating or decelerating the program.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

165. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, June 19, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCE

NSC 5906

The enclosed memorandum from the Acting Secretary, National 
Aeronautics and Space Council, concerning paragraph 62 of NSC 5906, 
is transmitted herewith for the information of the National Security 
Council in connection with its consideration of the subject at its meet-
ing on Thursday, June 25, 1959.

1 Source: Transmits views of NASC on NSC 5906. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.



National Security Policy 741

Your attention is invited to the statement in the enclosure that, 
because of the imminent consideration of the subject draft policy, there 
has only been opportunity for individual members of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Council to comment without the benefit of dis-
cussion at a NASC meeting.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy

Enclosure

Memorandum From Phillips to Lay

Washington, June 19, 1959

SUBJECT

Paragraph 62 of Basic National Security Policy 5906

1. The subject draft paragraph supplied with your memoran-
dum of June 3, 1959, was forwarded to those members of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Council whose departments had not par-
ticipated in preparation of the draft. It is my understanding that the 
Department of State, Department of Defense, and National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration had participated in its drafting. Because of 
the imminent consideration of this policy by the NSC, there has only 
been opportunity for individual members to comment without the ben-
efit of discussion at a NASC meeting.

2. AEC Chairman McCone, NSF Director Waterman, and Messrs. 
Bronk, Burden, and Rettaliata have concurred in the paragraph with 
the following exceptions:

a. Both Mr. Burden and Dr. Bronk objected to the bracketed phrase 
proposed by Budget and Treasury. Mr. Burden was the more eloquent: 
“I am strongly opposed to the insertion of the phrase, ‘in fields where 
such applications appear to offer advantages over other possible means 
for achieving required capabilities.’ I think that proposals in relation 
to the military space program should be judged on their merit and not 
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hampered in their development by a qualifying phrase of this kind in 
the policy. I feel that there are ample checks and balances for controlling 
an unrealistically expanded military program in the present setup of 
the Council. I also feel that the military part of the program is of great-
est importance.”

b. Mr. Burden also expressed himself as follows: “I have also been 
troubled for a long time by the phrase in the present NSC paragraph 
that the ‘United States is a recognized leader in this field.’ It does not seem 
to me that this is a strong enough. If there are only two major powers in 
the race, what does a “recognized leader” really mean? I would suggest 
some language along the following lines:

‘The United States should continue actively and with a sense of 
urgency to pursue programs to develop and exploit outer space as nec-
essary or desirable to insure the attainment of national objectives and 
the achievement of scientific, military and political purposes. These 
programs and the national policy should be designed to secure and 
maintain a national position of supremacy, or at the minimum, equality, 
in outer space.’”

c. Dr. Waterman has suggested that objectives (1) and (3) read as 
follows: “(1) A broad- based scientific and technological program for the 
development and scientific exploitation of space flight and planetary- 
interplanetary exploration;” and “(3) a civil space program designed to 
develop and promote the peaceful use of outer space;”

3. The point made by Mr. Burden and repeated in the foregoing 
item 2– b is so fundamental that it should be discussed at a meeting 
of the NASC. I suggest therefore, that if this part of the paragraph is 
approved as now drafted, it be done with the understanding that the 
NASC will consider this matter at its meeting on June 29 and possibly 
on June 30.

4. We appreciate the opportunity to make these comments on that 
portion of the basic national security policy that is of such direct con-
cern to the NASC.

/S/ Franklyn W. Phillips
Acting Secretary
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166. Memorandum From the JCS to Secretary of Defense1

JCSM–239–59 Washington, June 20, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906) (U)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their views regard-
ing a draft statement of policy on the above subject prepared by the 
National Security Council Planning Board for consideration by the 
National Security Council at its meeting on 25 June 1959.

2. The majority view submitted by the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 
the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, with specific regard to paragraphs 3, 10, 12, 15 and 16 is 
attached as Appendix “A”. The minority view on these same para-
graphs submitted by the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force is attached as 
Appendix “B”.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that you should:

a. Support the Planning Board majority view on the following 
paragraphs: 5, 13, 17, 42b, 43c, 44, 57 and 62.

b. Support the Defense- JCS proposal in paragraph 23.
c. Support the Department of State proposal on page 29, paragraph 

38 and the majority proposal on page 30, paragraph 38d.
d. Support the State- Defense- JCS proposal on paragraph 39.
e. Support State- Defense proposal in paragraph 43f.
f. Support the Defense- Treasury- Budget-CEA proposals in para-

graph 55.
g. Note the understanding of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that para-

graph 58 will be the subject of separate NSC action and that the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the subject are in preparation and will be 
furnished to you by separate memorandum.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

Arleigh Burke
Chief of Naval Operations

1 Source: Transmits views of JCS on NSC 5906; includes Appendix A and Appendix B. 
Top Secret. 12 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Appendix A

Paper Prepared by the Chief of Staff of the Army,  
the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Commandant  
of the Marine Corps

Washington, undated

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY; CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS; AND THE COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

on
BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (NSC 5906) (C)

1. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; and 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps have reviewed the draft state-
ment of policy (NSC 5906) prepared by the National Security Council 
Planning Board for consideration by the National Security Council at 
its meeting on Thursday, 25 June 1959.

2. In the past, the United States has assumed that possession of 
the nuclear deterrent would severely curb the scope of USSR military 
actions in conflict short of general war. This assumption was based on 
our possession of the sole capability to employ massive nuclear retalia-
tion at a time of our choosing should a situation get out of hand. Even 
though there may have been questions in the minds of many as to what 
circumstances would be critical enough to evoke a nuclear reaction 
from the United States, the United States did have the known capa-
bility to employ a nuclear attack without receiving unacceptable dam-
age in return. Possession of this capability gave confidence to our allies 
and inhibited the USSR. With the removal of this inhibition due to their 
achievement of a capability to launch a crippling attack against the 
United States, Soviet actions can be expected to become more aggres-
sive and venturesome, including resort to limited wars of increased 
scope and severity. On the other hand, our allies have already shown 
signs of a decreasing confidence in our ability to provide a meaningful 
security to the Free World. Therefore, the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the 
Chief of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps 
believe that present Basic National Security Policy is not responsive to 
the present or prospective world situation. They, therefore, hold that 
the military strategy outlined in NSC 5906 should be changed.

3. U.S. military strategy should be designed to cope with a condi-
tion of relative nuclear parity, in which it is recognized that general war 
will result in mutual devastation. To do so, it must provide not only 
for an evident, secure nuclear retaliatory capability and an acceptable 
doctrine for its use, but it must also provide an evident, adequate and 
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flexible capability for military operations short of general war and an 
acceptable doctrine for the use of that capability against the full range 
of possible Communist aggressions. The former is a primary require-
ment, but its existence does not meet the total threat to our security. In 
a time of relative nuclear parity, the ability to conduct operations short 
of general war is of increasing importance. The deterrence of limited 
Communist aggression, and Free World confidence that such aggres-
sion will be deterred will depend more and more on the strengthen-
ing of U.S. limited war capabilities. The United States should possess 
a capability and a doctrine which are flexible enough to enable it to 
deter or to defeat limited Communist aggression with the degree of 
force necessary to achieve the objectives of the United States at the time. 
Three issues are fundamental to the necessary revision of our military 
strategy:

a. Relationship Between Strategy and Policy Objectives. U.S. strategy 
must serve our national policy objectives of maintaining the cohesion 
of the Free World and influencing the policies of the Communist Bloc 
in directions compatible with U.S. security interests. This strategy must 
also provide definitive terms of reference which will permit a measure-
ment of adequacy of retaliatory and defensive forces, thus facilitating 
the allocation of resources among the various elements which make up 
the total U.S. military posture.

b. Nuclear Weapons Policy. Relative nuclear parity has already made 
the policy of massive retaliation unacceptable as anything but a deter-
rent to total nuclear warfare. Therefore, the United States can no lon-
ger place main reliance on nuclear weapons for other forms of conflict, 
and must maintain forces capable of reacting to limited aggression with 
nuclear and/or non- nuclear means, whichever is in the best interests of 
the U.S. in the situation then existing.

c. Limited War. With regard to limited war, it is necessary that no 
restriction be placed, by definition, on the locale, intensity, duration, or 
participants. In effect, limited war is recognized as any armed conflict 
short of general war.

4. The military elements of national strategy, as outlined in NSC 
5906 (majority view), do not provide for the flexibility and range of 
response essential to U.S. security in a time of relative nuclear parity. 
Additionally, they do not fulfill the Foreign Policy Requirements consid-
ered by the Secretary of State to bear upon U.S. strategy. These elements 
permit an interpretation which places undue reliance on nuclear weap-
ons to a degree incompatible with the Foreign Policy Requirements. 
Further, they define limited war in a manner which will prevent the 
U.S. developing the capabilities necessary to a broad range of response 
to limited communist aggressions. Modification of certain paragraphs 
will, however, correct these deficiencies and provide a military strategy 
which is realistic, and is responsive not only to foreign policy require-
ments, but also to the threat as discussed in the version of paragraph 3 
which is supported by the majority of the NSC Planning Board.
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5. In view of these considerations and the additional reasons 
noted in the Annex hereto, it is recommended that you concur with the 
changes to paragraphs 10, 12, and 16 of NSC 5906 which have been sug-
gested by the Department of State. It is further recommended that you 
continue to support the majority proposal for revision of paragraph 3, 
NSC 5906, and support the version of paragraph 15, NSC 5906 pro-
posed in subparagraph d of the Annex hereto.

Annex to Appendix A

It is recommended that with respect to the following portions of 
NSC 5906, the Department of Defense adopt the position indicated 
below:

a. Page 3, Paragraph 3—Continue support of the majority proposal.
REASON: The majority proposal is a clear and complete descrip-

tion of the basic threat. Further, it emphasizes flexibility of the threat 
posed by the hostile Soviet and Chinese Communist regimes, and the 
dangers of gradual erosion of the Western position.

b. Page 10, Paragraph 10—Support the State- AEC proposal.
REASON: There is currently no definition of general war in the 

policy. The definition the Department of State proposes to incorporate 
in paragraph 10 is realistic in a time of relative nuclear parity and will 
provide the necessary flexibility.

c. Page 11, Paragraph 12—Support State OCDM proposal.
REASON: It is essential that U.S. policy in an era of relative nuclear 

sufficiency be flexible and provide for the application in each situation 
of whatever forces and weapons or mix of weapons best serve U.S. inter-
ests. The United States must not be programmed into a one weapon 
military posture which will allow it to respond to limited aggression—
be that aggression large or small—only by initiating or threatening 
to initiate large scale nuclear warfare. The majority proposal with its 
“main” reliance upon nuclear weapons, regardless of the types of con-
flict, is inconsistent with the majority proposal on paragraph 3, which 
recognizes the possibility of serious differences in outlook and policy 
among Free World nations on the use of nuclear weapons. The present 
degree of U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons, particularly for meeting 
or deterring limited aggression, disturbs large segments of the Free 
World and impedes the fulfillment of our national policy objective of 
maintaining the cohesion of the Free World. This condition further sub-
stantiates the need for a more flexible national policy concerning the 
employment of nuclear weapons.

d. Page 12, Paragraph 15—Delete and substitute:
“15. So long as the Soviet leaders are uncertain of their ability 

to neutralize the U.S. nuclear retaliatory power, there is little reason 
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to expect them deliberately to initiate general war or to take actions 
which they believe would carry appreciable risk of general war, and 
thereby invite destruction. Therefore, in carrying out the central aim 
of deterring general war, the United States must develop maintain, 
and secure, as part of its military forces, sufficient nuclear retaliatory 
capability to reduce the Soviet power complex to impotency. Security 
of our nuclear retaliatory forces is essential to permit reasonable size 
and to lessen the need for their immediate or automatic release in order 
to avoid their destruction. The United States must also develop and 
maintain adequate military and non- military programs for continental 
defense. The national effort devoted to continental defense should pro-
vide for early warning and defense of retaliatory forces. It should also 
provide a level of defense in vital areas sufficient to require a significant 
enemy effort to counter it, leaving no single threat totally unopposed.”

REASON: The above proposal provides specific terms of reference 
against which the adequacy of the retaliatory and defensive elements of 
the deterrent can be measured and will facilitate the difficult decisions 
concerning the allocation of resources among the various types of forces 
which make up the total U.S. military posture. Until some rational limit 
can be placed on the size of the retaliatory force the continued and unlim-
ited expansion of such forces will absorb resources sorely needed to 
develop other forces designed to provide essential flexibility of response.

e. Page 13, Paragraph 16—Support the State proposal which is repro-
duced on pages 61 and 62 of the Annex to NSC 5906.

REASON: The State proposal properly emphasizes the increas-
ing importance of further developing and maintaining the capability, 
including a nuclear capability, to oppose limited aggression. Further, 
it allows much needed political flexibility in that it does not require in 
advance that the United States, once committed to action in a limited 
war, must apply unlimited force to achieve military victory regardless 
of consequences, but leaves the United States free to fight for a limited 
objective if such is the best course under the conditions then existing.

Appendix B

Paper Prepared by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force

Washington, undated

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. AIR FORCE
on

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (NSC 5906)

1. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force has reviewed the draft state-
ment of policy (NSC 5906) which was prepared by the National Security 
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Council Planning Board for consideration by the National Security 
Council at its meeting on Thursday, 25 June 1959.

2. It is the view of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force that there has 
been no change in the international situation since the recent approval 
of the basic military strategy section contained in NSC 5810/1 which 
would necessitate any change in the military section of Basic National 
Security Policy. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force recommends, therefore, 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff representative’s proposal for Paragraph 3, 
the majority view in Paragraphs 10 and 12, and Paragraphs 15 and 16 
as they now appear in NSC 5906, are suitable as the basic statement of 
United States policy. It should be noted that except for minor changes 
in Paragraph 3, all of these paragraphs are identical with those in the 
currently approved NSC 5810/1.

3. In reaching this conclusion, the following areas have been espe-
cially considered:

a. The basic U.S. security objective should continue to be the main-
tenance of a position of military strength which will permit aggressive 
political action to achieve, by peaceful means, U.S. national objectives. 
The military forces and tasks, and their priorities, necessary to provide 
the position of strength to permit the exercise of U.S. initiative in world 
affairs are correctly and adequately described.

b. The over- riding military requirement continues to be the devel-
opment and maintenance of adequate and safe-guarded strategic mil-
itary power.

c. Primary reliance on nuclear weapons as a deterrent, and for 
selective use in actual conflict, is the keystone of U.S. policy and pos-
ture. This concept is the only course of action open to the United States 
compatible with the economic well- being of the United States and the 
free world and hence with the preservation of our fundamental values 
and institutions.

d. With regard to Paragraph 16, it is the view of the Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Air Force that within the total U.S. military forces there must be a 
capability of deterring or, if necessary, defeating, local aggression with 
forces able also to contribute in general war. In the opinion of the Chief 
of Staff, U.S. Air Force, the United States has in being and has, in fact, 
demonstrated that it has forces ready and capable of responding rap-
idly and flexibly to local aggression and to carry out initial general war 
tasks.

4. Notwithstanding the existing disagreements regarding military 
priorities and force structure, I am of the firm conviction that the mil-
itary strategy as currently expressed in NSC 5810/1 provides suitably 
flexible, current, adequate and clear policy guidance to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and the military departments. It in no way pre- judges military 
requirements to the detriment of any one Service’s ability to carry out 
its proper responsibilities for the national security. Further, it provides 
the very basis required by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to enable them to 
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carry out their responsibilities to assure the security of the Nation 
under any and all conditions.

5. It is recommended that the foregoing constitute the basis of the 
Department of Defense position on NSC 5906 at the National Security 
Council meeting on 25 June 1959.

167. Briefing Note for the June 25 NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 23, 1959

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906)

We are now to begin the annual Council review of basic national 
security policy. In preparing the draft which is before you, the Planning 
Board first studied and discussed two pertinent National Intelligence 
Estimates (“Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1958–
1963”, NIE 11–4–58; and “Estimate of the World Situation”, NIE 100–
59), which have already been discussed by the Council (at its meeting 
on March 5, 1959, NSC Action No. 2055.)

The Planning Board then had the benefit of comments on the exist-
ing basic policy paper (NSC 5810/1) from 22 outside consultants, who 
met in small groups with the Planning Board in five different meet-
ings. Subsequently, in the light of changes suggested by all the agen-
cies concerned and taking into account the consultants’ comments, the 
Planning Board has rewritten the paper. During the past ten days, 15 of 
the consultants have come back and gone over the revised draft. I shall 
summarize their principal comments, where pertinent, as I go through 
the paper.

I wish to make clear at the outset that there are four paragraphs of 
existing policy which the Planning Board did not consider: Paragraphs 
13 and 14 (reprinted as 15 and 16), which deal with general and limited 
war; Paragraph 47 (now 58) on the mobilization base; and Paragraph 
48 (now 59), which deals with the strategic stockpile. With those four 
exceptions, the Planning Board has considered every paragraph word 

1 Source: Basic national security policy. Top Secret. 10 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
 Whitman File.
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by word, having devoted all or the major part of 11 meetings to sub-
stantive discussion.2

With respect to the language of 13 of the paragraphs as printed in 
the new draft (Paragraphs 1, 2, 4, 11, 14, 21, 22, 24, 50, 53, 56, 60, and 64), 
the Planning Board recommends no change. Other paragraphs were 
revised in one respect or another and agreed to at the Planning Board. 
There are 9 wholly new paragraphs. In 15 of the paragraphs there are 
splits, in some cases more than one.

I now propose to go through the paper, not dwelling on the 
unchanged paragraphs, or on the less important agreed revisions, unless 
someone wishes to raise a question about any one of them.

Paragraph 3 (p. 3), which is split, gives an evaluation of the basic 
threat to the U.S. from the Sino- Soviet Bloc. The majority proposal 
stresses that the “danger to U.S. security from the Communist threat 
lies not only in general war or local aggression but [also]3 in the possi-
bility of a future shift in the East- West balance of power” which “could 
be caused by a gradual erosion of Western positions via means short 
of force, and over time by a continued growth of over- all Communist 
strength at a rate significantly greater than that of the West.”4

The JCS Planning Board Advisor preferred the language of the old 
paper, with the slight amendments indicated by the underscoring in the 
left- hand column.

(Call on:  SECRETRY HERTER 
ALLEN DULLES 
ADMIRAL BURKE)

Paragraph 5 (p. 6) describes the basic task for the U.S. in general 
terms, pointing out the need, among other things, for adequate military 
strength and civilian preparedness. Treasury and Budget in their split 
wish to emphasize “while preserving fundamental American values 
and institutions”. Other Planning Board members felt that this thought 
was repetitious, being covered generally in Paragraph 1 and specifi-
cally in Paragraph 2.

(Call on:  SECRETARY SCRIBNER 
MR. STANS)

2 Includes June 22 meeting with consultants; excludes 5 earlier meetings with con-
sultants and 2 meetings on the NIE’s. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 All brackets are in the original, except for those identifying footnotes in the original.
4 The majority proposal also points out such factors as the rapidly growing Soviet 

nuclear capabilities, which have made their leaders feel freer to adopt an aggressive pos-
ture in peripheral areas; the Soviet regime’s ability and willingness to identify itself with 
political and social discontent, and to exploit instability; and the ability of Communist 
leadership to act ruthlessly and rapidly and to repudiate agreements without being sub-
ject to moral restraints.
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Paragraph 6 (p. 7) summarizes the objectives toward the achieve-
ment of which detailed guidance comes later in the paper. The para-
graph is virtually unchanged from existing policy save for the addition 
of subparagraph b. However, I should point out that a number of the 
consultants felt that the U.S. should not take the initiative in promoting 
sound economic growth and acceptable political development in the 
Free World.

Paragraph 7 (p. 8) is a revision of earlier language which called for 
presenting the true image of the United States, a concept which had 
puzzled the consultants.

Paragraph 10 (p. 10) is the general paragraph on deterrence and, 
as the majority would have it, is unchanged. State and AEC, however, 
wish to define the term “general war” by adding the words ”a war in 
which the survival of the United States is at stake.” Adoption of such a 
definition would mark a change in present policy which “is based upon 
the assumption that any war with the USSR would be general war.” 
(NSC 5904/1, p. 2, footnote)

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
Mr. McCONE)

Paragraph 12– a (p. 11), which deals with the use of nuclear weap-
ons, presents one of the most important splits in the paper. However, 
in view of its relation to paragraphs 15 and 16, which are the subject of 
separate treatment, I propose that we do not this morning seek to deal 
with 12– a.

Paragraph 13 (p. 12) sets forth our policy on chemical and biological 
weapons. The majority would leave the language of the existing paper 
unchanged, but Budget and Treasury propose that the President decide 
on the stockpiling of such weapons, as well as their use.

(Call on:  MR. STANS 
SECRETARY SCRIBNER)

Paragraphs 15 and 16 (pp. 12–14), as I explained at the beginning, 
were not considered by the Planning Board and are not up for Council 
consideration today.

Paragraph 17 (p. 14) deals with the “cold war” contribution which 
the capabilities of U.S. military forces can make. Existing policy is con-
tinued, but there is a split in that USIA proposes deleting the clause 
which uses the term “cold war.” It may be noted that Paragraph 9, as 
agreed to by the Planning Board, would sanction the use of the term 
“cold war.”

(Call on: MR. GEORGE ALLEN)
Paragraph 18 (p. 14) deals with U.S. bases overseas. It omits the 

reference to the possibility of “a small net expansion” of the base 
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system, which was written into basic policy last year. The revised lan-
guage reads:

“The entire overseas base system should continue to be reviewed 
periodically in order to assure that base requirements are adequately 
met and are related realistically to developments in weapons technol-
ogy and other factors.”

The last sentence of Paragraph 18 (which is unchanged) deals with 
the positioning of IRBM’s around the Soviet periphery. While I have not 
yet discussed this in the Planning Board, I believe that IRBM’s should 
be the subject of a separate paragraph and not included in the para-
graph on U.S. overseas bases. I am therefore going to propose to the 
Council, on my own motion, the following new paragraph:

“18–A. IRBM’s will be positioned only in those NATO and other 
Free World nations which demonstrate a desire to have them, and 
pressure will not be exerted by the U.S. to persuade reluctant nations 
to accept them. The determination as to the positioning of additional 
IRBM’s will be made by the President.”

Paragraph 19 (p. 15) treats generally of strengthening the collec-
tive defense system. As revised, it contains the new guidance that 
the U.S. should, as practicable, “induce Western European and other 
allies with well- developed economies to increase their share in collec-
tive defense.”

Paragraph 23 (p. 16) proposes a major change in policy and is split. 
Present policy provides in essence that the U.S. should seek to prevent 
the development by additional nations of nuclear weapons capabili-
ties (NSC 5810/1, Paragraph 18, p. 7). Some of the consultants felt that 
such a policy is impractical because, as one of them put it, “the black 
art is too well known.” The new majority proposal is that the U.S. 
should seek to prevent or retard the development by additional nations 
of nuclear weapons capabilities; but, failing that, should (1) exchange 
with, or provide to, selected allies (additional to the U.K.) informa-
tion on nuclear weapons and (2) even be prepared to make available 
nuclear weapons themselves to such allies. The Defense- JCS version 
would sanction exchanging with, or providing to, additional selected 
allies information on nuclear weapons, but it would not go so far as to 
be prepared to make nuclear weapons available to selected allies. Both 
proposals would, of course, be subject to obtaining the necessary legis-
lative authority.

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
MR. McCONE 
SECRETARY McELROY 
ADMIRAL BURKE)
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Paragraph 24 (p. 16), which is unchanged from present policy, says 
that the U.S. should consider the long- term development of a NATO 
nuclear weapons authority.

The consultants were generally of the opinion that our policy 
should combine the first part of the majority proposal in paragraph 
23 with paragraph 24. That is, our attitude toward providing nuclear 
weapons or weapons information to additional allies should be nega-
tive; but if pressed by an ally, such as France, for example, we should 
consider the matter not on a bilateral basis, but in a NATO context. The 
Planning Board seemed receptive to such an approach.

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
MR. McCONE 
SECRETARY McELROY 
ADMIRAL BURKE)

Paragraph 25– a (p. 18) is a revised general guidance paragraph on 
providing military assistance to nations “whose increased ability to 
defend themselves and to make their appropriate contributions to col-
lective military power is important to the security of the United States.”

Paragraph 25– b (p. 19) is new and deals with military aid to other 
nations, including uncommitted nations. It reads:

(Read Paragraph 25– b, p. 19)
Paragraph 25– c (p. 20) is also new and grows out of the OCB conclu-

sions on the overseas internal security program.
Paragraph 26 (p. 20) is a new item of guidance and would encour-

age, in less developed nations, the participation of indigenous military 
forces in economic, social, and psychological programs.

Paragraph 28 (p. 21) is the general paragraph on military research 
and development which is in existing policy, with two new sentences 
added on nuclear weapons R & D. They read:

(Read Paragraph 28– a, p. 21, last two sentences)
Par 29 [p. 23] is a new paragraph which amplifies and strengthens 

a similar statement in the old policy [last sentence of old 22]. It takes the 
position that, given an adequate Free World deterrent posture, the Bloc 
will place chief reliance on non- military means and that the U.S. should 
accordingly give increased attention to non- military aspects of the con-
test. As a result of its discussion with the consultants, the PB decided 
it would be wise to recognize here that the Soviets also use military 
assistance, and to include language to reflect this.

Par 30 [p. 23] is a revision of old 22 and 23 which stresses that:

“The ability of the Free World to deal successfully with the compe-
tition of the Sino- Soviet Bloc will depend in large measure on demon-
strated progress in meeting the political, economic and ideological 
aspirations of Free World peoples. In the long run, it is in the interest 
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of the United States and of the Free World that this progress be accom-
panied by the spread of individual freedoms and the growth of demo-
cratic institutions and practices.”

I believe that this is consistent with the discussion last week on 
military takeovers.

Par 31 [p. 24] involves revisions the most significant of which is the 
addition of subparagraph e. (read subparagraph e)

Par 32 [p. 25] represents a somewhat more qualified U.S. attitude 
toward the use of the UN. [At the beginning of the second sentence, 
what is now “make effective use” was “make maximum effective use”. 
In the second sentence, at the bottom of page 25, the parenthetical lan-
guage has been inserted as a qualification. Finally, the last sentence, a 
new one, reflects the new voting patterns caused by the entry of many 
new nations.]

Par 33 [p. 26] has been revised to reflect the improved economic 
situation in Western Europe. While still strongly supporting European 
integration, U.S. financial assistance to that end is drastically curtailed. 
[The FY 1960 Budget called for $3.5 million for the three continuing 
programs mentioned in the footnote.]

Par 35 [p. 27] is old 30, considerably revised. Old 30 said that 
independence of neutral less developed nations from Sino- Soviet con-
trol serves U.S. interests; the new language says that such independ-
ence “meets the minimum U.S. objective”. There is new language 
which says to avoid insofar as possible courses of action which appear 
to reflect more consideration by the United States for neutrals than 
for friendly nations. Further, there is new language which calls for 
providing incentives where feasible for the eventual incorporation 
of less developed nations in effective regional collective defense sys-
tems, for encouraging a maximum identification of interests and atti-
tudes between these neutral nations and the U.S. and its allies, and 
for promoting practical forms of cooperation in non- military fields. A 
minority of the consultants advocated a still harder line toward neu-
tralist nations. 

To here June 2.5

Par 36 [p. 28], a new paragraph which would apply world- wide 
a policy contained in the current Latin America paper (NSC 5902/1), 
deals with maintaining contact with selected non- Communist oppo-
sition elements. I believe that we should add “through appropriate 
channels”.

5 The Council reached this point in its discussion of Basic Policy (Through Para. 35). 
Discussion on remaining sections of the Basic Policy and Briefing Note will be contained 
in the subsequent Memorandum. [Footnote is in the original.]
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168. Memorandum for the Record1

S/P–59146 Washington, June 30, 1959, 2:30–5 p.m.

State-Defense Meeting on Military Paragraphs of NSC 5906

1 Source: State–Defense meeting on military paragraphs of NSC 5906, use of nuclear 
weapons in limited war. Top Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military 
and Naval Policy. Prepared on July 1.

Participants
State
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Assistant Secretary Smith
Mr. Mathews

Defense
Secretary McElroy
Deputy Secretary Gates
Admiral Radford
Mr. Williams

NSC
Mr. Gray

(Note: The first 45 minutes of this meeting were taken up by a 
Defense briefing on nuclear weapons.)

Secretary McELROY opened the discussion and made the follow-
ing major points in the course of the meeting:

1. The policy set forth in the current key military paragraphs of 
Basic National Security Policy is flexible enough to take care of the 
military situations facing us around the globe. The language might be 
improved (although any change now would have an unsettling effect 
on our allies and within State and Defense) but the policy is right. Some 
of the language changes proposed in the Planning Board seem to have 
dangerous policy implications.

2. If there really is any question as to our determination to use 
nuclear weapons in limited war as required, State is fully justified in 
raising the questions it has and in being worried about our military 
posture. The President should affirm in the NSC his willingness to use 
tactical nuclear weapons in limited war when necessary.

3. The military cannot support State in the range of commitments 
it has assumed around the world unless nuclear weapons can be used 
as needed.

4. Defense is going just as far as it can to adapt nuclear weapons to 
meet all military needs.

5. The longer a limited war lasts, the greater the danger of gen-
eral war. We should, therefore, not hesitate to use nuclear weapons 
promptly to discourage the enemy.
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6. The Defense position is determined by McElroy, Gates, Twining 
and Radford, who have the responsibility. The Chiefs who favor a dif-
ferent position will be given an opportunity to present their views in 
the NSC.

Secretary HERTER made the following major points:
1. There are increasing indications that our allies and the uncom-

mitted countries are not sure that they want our protection if this means 
nuclear war. One symptom is the trend among some NATO members 
to seek joint control over the decision to use nuclear weapons in the 
NATO area; France wants to extend joint (tripartite) control to the 
whole world.

2. In a situation of US and USSR nuclear sufficiency, we should not 
automatically use nuclear weapons in limited war. If it proved neces-
sary to use them, we would, of course, do so.

Under Secretary DILLON made the following major points:
1. State’s “Summary Statement of Foreign Policy Requirements 

Bearing upon US Strategy” calls for forces with a dual capability, the 
non- nuclear component of which should be strengthened.

2. He understood the Defense position to be that we must use 
nuclear weapons to deter and fight limited war or put many more men 
and resources into our limited war capability. If our present planes 
can’t operate efficiently with iron bombs, we would need a new air 
force. Our Navy would have to be enlarged to fight without nuclear 
weapons.

Admiral RADFORD made the following major points:
1. In consequence of a Presidential decision in 1953, our whole mil-

itary establishment is built on the use of nuclear weapons in any kind 
of military situation. Our present planes cannot operate efficiently with 
iron bombs and we have far too few planes to conduct non- nuclear 
air warfare. Nuclear weapons are essential for anti- aircraft and anti- 
submarine defense.

2. There are, however, practical restrictions on the use of nuclear 
weapons. There would be no casual use; use would be in accordance 
with careful prior planning.

3. It would take five years to reconstruct our military establish-
ment to fight limited war without nuclear weapons.

4. The US could not keep its present forces in the West Pacific 
unless they were armed with and could use nuclear weapons. If we 
found it necessary to put ground forces in Viet Nam, they would have 
to have nuclear weapons to keep from being overrun.
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5. There is no reason why nuclear weapons can’t be used against 
us in the less developed areas. The Chinese Communists can handle 
planes that can deliver nuclear weapons.

6. Basic National Security Policy should state that nuclear weapons 
will be used whenever such use is to our military advantage.

7. The definition of general war in the current strategic concept 
gives us the opportunity to take advantage of overt Soviet participation 
in military action against us to launch our strategic power against the 
USSR (the Admiral attributed this view to the President). If the USSR is 
willing to fight us openly, it must be ready for general war.

Assistant Secretary SMITH made the following major points:
1. The US– USSR strategic balance has changed since 1953, and 

decisions made then as to our military posture are not necessarily 
valid in 1959. It was this consideration which led the President at the 
conclusion of the 1958 review of Basic National Security Policy to 
direct that the military paragraphs of that document be kept under 
continuing review.

2. The definition of general war in the current strategic concept is 
too restrictive. When rigidly applied as in the State- Defense limited war 
study of 1958 it results in unrealistic assumptions about the non- use of 
nuclear weapons by the Communists in limited war. The military have, 
moreover, found it necessary to disregard the definition in some of their 
planning for certain contingencies.

3. State is trying to prevent our becoming dependent upon nuclear 
weapons in almost all kinds of military situations.

Mr. GRAY made the following major points:
1. The basic issues are

a. to what extent should nuclear weapons be used in limited war,
b. what is general war,
c. does local aggression occur only in less developed areas and
d. is the prompt defeat of local aggression by application of the 

degree of force necessary the best way to avoid general war or are there 
cases in which a lesser response to restore the status quo ante would be 
the best way to avoid general war.

2. We muddled through the 1958 Quemoy crisis without any clear 
understanding as to whether and in what circumstances we would use 
nuclear weapons.
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169. Letter From Smith (S/P) to Herter1

Washington, July 1, 1959

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Before your meeting with the President tomorrow on military pol-
icy, I hope that you will have a chance to read this letter.

I thought yesterday’s meeting with Secretary McElroy and Admiral 
Radford was discouraging. At Geneva, Secretary McElroy seemed sym-
pathetic to the foreign policy considerations that you urged on him. 
However, Admiral Radford’s views seem to have changed Secretary 
McElroy’s mind.

Nothing that I heard at yesterday’s meeting led me to doubt the 
validity of the position that present American military posture and 
doctrine do not meet the imperative requirements of US foreign pol-
icy. It seemed clear to me from the discussion that we do not have a 
significant limited war capability unless it is assumed that we will 
automatically use nuclear weapons in almost any kind of military sit-
uation. As Admiral Radford made clear, the prospect is for rapidly 
increasing dependence on nuclear weapons. This means that any lim-
ited engagement will likely result in total war. I think you put your 
finger on a striking fact in pointing out yesterday the anomaly of our 
planning for the use of weapons having a yield of over l megaton for 
tactical purposes.

Not only is the present military posture incompatible with 
American foreign policy requirements, but it is also deemed to be 
wrong by a majority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—by those Services 
which would have to bear the brunt of fighting limited wars. This is 
not a new conclusion of the Army, the Navy, and the Marines. They 
argued strongly against the present military doctrine in the NSC last 
year. Our present military doctrine is also considered to be wrong by 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.

Every officer in the State Department concerned with this problem 
has been briefed on the proposed State Department position and has 
endorsed it.

1 Source: Bureau comments on NSC 5906 and use of nuclear weapons in limited 
war. Top Secret. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.
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The following excerpts from Bureau comments are pertinent:

EUR

“EUR strongly supports the Department of State proposal in the 
annex for revision of paragraph 16 (old paragraph 14), as well as the 
State- OCDM version of paragraph 12a.”

FE

“FE strongly urges NSC adoption of the State- OCDM proposal on 
paragraph 12a relating to the retention of both a US conventional and 
nuclear capability to fight limited wars. If our country were ever to 
lose the freedom to chose the weapons needed to do the job, it could 
be confronted with a local aggression where it would either have to 
use weapons so destructive and provocative of counteruse as to risk 
general war and, in any event, lose the war politically, or, where, know-
ing the disastrous consequences of thus opposing the aggression, we 
would be frozen into inaction.

“FE strongly endorses the State Department’s proposal for the 
revision of paragraph 16 as noted in the annex of the draft statement.”

AF

“Paragraph 12a: The State- OCDM proposal, stressing preparedness 
for limited war fought with or without nuclear weapons, is essential 
with reference to Africa.

NEA

“NEA feels strongly, however, that the State proposals in para 10 
(definition of general war), para 12a (concerning US preparedness to 
fight limited war with or without nuclear weapons), and paras 15 and 
16 (concerning the maintenance of ready forces with flexibility to fight 
limited wars of varying natures) are of critical importance for the carry-
ing out of US foreign policy in the NEA area.

ARA

“In particular, we welcome the greater clarity of the document, 
the somewhat more positive approach to economic questions, and the 
greater flexibility which adoption of the Department’s position on the 
military portions of the policy would give us with respect to limiting 
armed conflicts and avoiding having to rely principally on strategic 
nuclear capabilities to deter local wars.”
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U/MSC

“U/MSC strongly supports the State position on these paragraphs 
and wishes to point out in addition that the decision taken on resolving 
the basic split on the development of a conventional capability by US 
forces also has definite repercussions in terms of US military assistance 
policy. If the US is not to develop a conventional capability of its own, 
we must either take major steps to develop a conventional capability 
among our allies and rely on them to do the job for us, or adopt the con-
clusion that any limited war will automatically lead to general nuclear 
war, in which case the development of foreign forces with a conven-
tional capability is a waste of time and the taxpayer’s money, and our 
allies should be so advised.”

IO

“I attach the greatest importance to our proposed Paragraph 
16, lest we end up under a nuclear umbrella that protects only bas-
tion America, all other free- world positions having, in the meantime, 
eroded.”

At yesterday’s meeting, Admiral Radford expressed some impa-
tience that the State Department was raising the question of the use of 
nuclear weapons in limited war at this time. You will recall that during 
last year’s review of Basic National Security Policy, Secretary Dulles 
reluctantly concurred in the language of the existing military para-
graphs only on the condition that they would be promptly reviewed 
by the Departments of State and Defense. The President directed that a 
review be undertaken.

I think that the issue of the political and military impact of present 
American military posture and doctrine is a central problem facing the 
US in its struggle with world communism. Our influence around the 
world is not as great as it should be. I think it will be less next year and 
in the years to come unless we get away from “massive retaliation” and 
the type of Military Establishment which this doctrine is developing. 
I hope you will stress the urgent need for this policy change on the 
President tomorrow.

The decision will be a crucial one for American foreign policy in 
the period ahead.

Respectfully,

Gerard C. Smith
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170. Note From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, July 1, 1959

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

COMPARATIVE EVALUATIONS GROUP

REFERENCES

A. NSC Actions Nos. 1833 and 1909
B. NSC 5815

The President, on the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, 
has this date approved the addition of the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to the membership of the Comparative Evaluations Group established 
in accordance with NSC 5815.

Accordingly the enclosed directive, incorporating the above 
amendment to NSC 5815 approved this date by the President, is cir-
culated herewith for the information of the National Security Council 
and for implementation by all appropriate Executive departments and 
agencies of the U.S. Government.

The enclosed directive is being given special limited distribution, and the 
contents should be subject to special security precautions, with access thereto 
limited to those individuals having a strict “need to know” in the performance 
of their official duties.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
 The Chairman, President’s Board of Consultants on Foreign 

Intelligence Activities
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

1 Source: Transmits NSC 5908, a directive on establishing the Comparative 
Evaluations Group. Top Secret; Special Limited Distribution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–
NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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Enclosure

National Security Council Directive 5908

NSC 5908 Washington, July 1, 1959

DIRECTIVE
on

COMPARATIVE EVALUATIONS GROUP

1. There is hereby established under the National Security Council, 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 101 of the National Security Act, 
a Comparative Evaluations Group responsible for the preparation of 
comparative evaluations of U.S. and Soviet capabilities in selected 
weapons systems.

2. The Comparative Evaluations Group shall consist of the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, who shall serve as Chairman of the 
Group; the Under Secretary of State; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Chairman of the President’s 
Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities; the President’s 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology; and the President’s 
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs.

3. The secretariat services for the Group shall be performed by the 
NSC Representative on Internal Security.

4. The Comparative Evaluations Group shall meet at regular inter-
vals, and not less than every three months.

5. The functions of the Comparative Evaluations Group shall 
include:

a. Recommending to the President suitable topics in the field of 
weapons systems for comparative evaluations of U.S. and Soviet 
capabilities.

b. Determining the scope of each of the studies approved by the 
President.

c. Determining the procedures to be followed in connection with 
such studies, including the time limit within which the studies are to be 
completed and submitted to the President.

6. Oral presentation of such comparative evaluations to the 
National Security Council or other groups shall be as determined by 
the President.

7. In view of the sensitive nature of the materials to be included in 
studies made by the Group, special security precautions shall be applied 
thereto. Distribution of the studies prepared by the Group shall be limited 
to two copies—one to be maintained in the files of the National Security 
Council, the other in the files of the Chairman of the Group.
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171. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, July 2, 1959

SUBJECT

Military Paragraphs of Basic National Security Policy

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Inconclusive discussion of role of nuclear weapons in limited war. Top 
Secret. 13 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.

The White House
The President
Gordon Gray
General Goodpaster

Defense Department
Secretary McElroy
Deputy Secretary
Thomas S. Gates, Jr.

     Admiral Arthur W. Radford
State Department
Secretary Herter
Gerard C. Smith

The President looked at the statement of issues which had been 
prepared by Gordon Gray, a copy of which is attached. He said it is 
almost impossible to define general war and limited war. One cannot 
plan out these things precisely in advance.

Secretary Herter said that just last year Mr. Dulles in going along 
with the military paragraphs of the Basic National Security Policy 
paper had urged a restudy because of the State Department’s concern 
that nuclear weapons were to be considered conventional, that any 
engagement between Soviet and American forces would be total war, 
and that we seemed to have no leeway in the matter of fighting small 
engagements without using nuclear weapons.

The President recalled that he, Admiral Radford, and General Taylor 
had had a long discussion of this matter sometime ago. The President 
pointed out that the Japanese and Russians in the 30’s had had large- 
scale military engagements without any formal declaration of war. The 
President speculated that it might be possible for us to have something 
like three battalions engaged in Iran against Soviet forces without gen-
eral war. He said, however, if our vital interests became involved, we 
certainly should use nuclear weapons. Secretary Herter agreed.

The President said that he had tried to find language to meet 
this problem which he seemed to equate to the problem of how much 
authority should be delegated to field commanders to use nuclear 
weapons.
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The President said that the crux of the matter was that we just 
could not deploy ground forces all over the world. Main reliance would 
have to be placed on nuclear weapons and mobile forces.

The Secretary pointed out the possibility that sometime in the 
future we might have to introduce forces into Africa, at which time we 
would not want to use nuclear weapons. He also cited the Lebanon 
example, where the military had wanted to go ashore with nuclear 
weapons, but the State Department urged against it.

The President referred to Khrushchev’s statement to Harriman 
recently that if the Chinese tried to take Formosa the Russians would 
assist them, and that the Russians had already made rockets available 
to the Chinese which could strike Formosa.

The President speculated that the Soviets are wrestling with the 
same problem that we are considering this morning.

Returning to the question of when nuclear weapons should be 
resorted to, the President expressed some puzzlement. He said certainly 
they should not be resorted to carelessly, but if substantial American 
troops were involved they should have nuclear weapons handy.

Secretary McElroy then pointed out that General Twining agreed 
with him (McElroy) that the present policy should be retained. Unless 
we could use nuclear weapons, we could not participate in limited wars.

The President recalled that during the last war American troops 
had had available, if necessary, mustard gas, but that it had never been 
used. He wondered at what point in the spectrum between harass-
ment and limited war we should resort to nuclear weapons. Secretary 
McElroy then said there were significant budget considerations in the 
proposed policy changes.

The President then referred to the impossibility of our stationing 
garrisons all over the world. The President said that Secretary McElroy’s 
point of view was our present policy and it was being implemented. He 
recalled that when we reduced our forces in Korea, we beefed up the 
remaining forces with nuclear capability.

Admiral Radford then said that the State Department wanted the 
military to fight with conventional weapons until it was decided to go 
to nuclear weapons. “We are past that point”, he said. In 1953, we took a 
crucial decision to convert our present forces to nuclear weapons capa-
bility. The fact that they are nuclear capable permits us to use small 
scale units to do a job which otherwise could only be done with much 
larger forces.

There was then a discussion about the question of delegation of 
authority to employ nuclear weapons. The President expressed some con-
cern about the possibility of poor judgment by some local commander.

Secretary Herter referred to the possibility of using tactical weap-
ons in excess of 1 megaton, as reported at last Tuesday’s briefing by 
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Admiral Parker. Admiral Radford then said that Parker’s briefing was 
not very good. He recalled that we are concentrating on small weap-
ons. He said that General Lemnitzer and Admiral Burke had told him 
that there was no real difference between the State and the Defense 
language, but that they preferred the State language. Admiral Radford 
said that the State language would require a US capability to fight a 
limited war with or without nuclear weapons. He pointed out that the 
earlier policy on nuclear weapons had already been watered down. 
Their use now is only authorized to meet national objectives and not 
military objectives. He said this change fuzzed up the issue.

The President then speculated about what type of force one would 
have to employ, say, if our intervention in Cuba was requested. He later 
concluded that no nuclear capability would be required in such case. 
The President said that he thought we were having difficulty because 
we were trying to find generalized language to cover a multitude of 
contingencies.

The President said we need plans to guide the various levels of the 
military. Certainly our forces need to have nuclear weapons. The real 
problem was when would the weapons be used.

Admiral Radford said that if there was any chance that our forces 
would have to fight without nuclear weapons, a whole different force 
structure would be required.

The President said that he had seen studies indicating that the 
availability of nuclear weapons does not result in a saving of manpower.

Admiral Radford then went back to the 1953 decision on the “new 
look”.

The President recalled that the pre- Korea military budget had 
gone down to about $11 or $12 billion and that was where he and Louis 
Johnson differed.

The Secretary then reverted to the Cuban discussion and agreed 
with the Presidents conclusions.

The President said that we have no lack of conventional weapons. 
Secretary McElroy pointed out that nuclear weapons were not useful 
for close- in fighting. It was generally agreed that the Latin American 
area offered no problem.

The President said what we needed was a meeting of the minds 
and not fixed slogans. He said all agreed that one should not use a 
sledge hammer to drive tacks.

Secretary McElroy said that the present language suited him and 
that any changes would be misinterpreted to suit the preconceptions of 
various people. He said that unless a policy change was to be made, we 
should not change the language.
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Secretary Gates pointed out that a real policy change is being 
urged. He would not say that the State Department was urging a new 
policy change, but some people were.2

The President then reviewed the history of the deployment of 
nuclear weapons to American forces abroad. He felt that no large forces 
should be deployed without nuclear weapons. Secretary Herter stated 
that he had no objection to this conclusion. There was further discus-
sion about the delegation of authority matter.

Secretary Herter then raised the question about the non- nuclear 
capability our forces would have. He was glad to hear what Secretary 
McElroy had said that we were continuing to develop better conven-
tional weapons.

The President said that perhaps some slight change in words was 
needed, but he did not know. He repeated that “formed units” must 
have defensive nuclear capability. Both Secretary McElroy and Admiral 
Radford jumped in to make sure by “defensive” the President did not 
mean to rule out weapons systems to take out strike bases deep in China.

Mr. Gray said that the State Department wanted to increase our 
limited war capability. The President stated his understanding that we 
had a good conventional capability. Secretary McElroy said that that 
was true in cases involving ranges up to 2,000 yards. In the case of 
15–20 miles, we will lack conventional fire power. The President asked 
him if we had thrown away all of our artillery. Secretary McElroy indi-
cated that this would be the case soon. The President expressed some 
doubt as to the wisdom of this course. The President pointed out that 
we may be called on for aid by the OAS. He felt that with one present- 
day American division with its conventional arms, it could handle any 
Western Hemisphere problem. He recognized that we are in a transi-
tional stage, pointing out that the day of very small nuclear weapons 
was not very far away. When one gets down to .02 kiloton weapons, 
the distinction we are talking about now would no longer have reality.

Mr. Gray said that the proponents of a policy change wanted to 
change the emphasis somewhat away from strategic bombing capabil-
ity. The President expressed the belief that our military units should 
be given good training in conventional weapons. He stated that it had 
taken years for the cross- bow to become obsolete. We should organize 
our forces to use the weapons we have.

There was more discussion of the delegation problem.
Secretary Herter then read an excerpt from the Summary Statement 

of Foreign Policy Requirements which proposes that nuclear weapons 

2 At a meeting after the President’s meeting between McElroy, Radford, Gates, Gray 
and Smith, Smith made it quite plain that the State Department was proposing a real 
change. [Footnote is in the original.]
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should be used in limited hostilities, but only as a last resort. The President 
expressed the opinion that State was perhaps over- cautious. He also felt 
that the matter of word changes in Basic Policy was not important.

The question was raised as to the possibility of limited war in 
Europe. Mr. Gray suggested that there was some opinion in the State 
Department that this was possible. Secretary Herter said, “yes, that 
only recently Mr. Murphy had said that he thought there could be lim-
ited hostilities over Berlin with the matter being referred to the UN. The 
President said that that would only be a barroom brawl. There was then 
some discussion as to whether there could be a limited war with China.

Secretary Gates then said some people were concerned that the 
emphasis on strategic retaliatory forces would squeeze out funds for 
and interest in conventional weapons.

Admiral Radford pointed out that never before in peace time did 
we have such large forces for Latin America type of operations.

The President pointed out that if the Soviets wanted to take Europe 
they would have to blast out positions with nuclear weapons, in which 
event the size of our forces there would not make much difference.

Secretary McElroy said that his discussions with the military com-
manders indicated that they feared that nuclear weapons would not be 
used.

The President then gave an analogy of the use of a pistol in retali-
ation for an attack by a hoodlum in the street. One is justified in using 
the pistol if one’s life is really endangered, but not if the circumstances 
indicate that no such danger exists.

The President said we cannot organize now for the situations that 
may take place in 1965. We should go carefully and wisely. We should 
try to use the necessary degree of force without starting a war.

Secretary Herter said that he agreed that if it was essential we 
should use nuclear weapons. He pointed out, however, how fear-
ful world opinion was of any use of nuclear weapons. The President 
expressed the view that world opinion was wrong.

The President then speculated that a very low yield nuclear weapon 
would not be worth its cost and that if we used nuclear weapons we 
should use large enough ones to do the job.

Mr. Smith then pointed out that one matter had not been men-
tioned. All of our assumptions about the use of nuclear weapons in 
limited war start with the proposition that they will not be used against 
us. Admiral Radford and Secretary McElroy denied this with some 
heat. It was pointed out that the limited war study of 1958 had made 
this assumption and that the Joint Chiefs had refused to study limited 
war with the State Department on any other basis. Mr. Gordon Gray 
confirmed accuracy of this. Admiral Radford said the military actually 
were prepared for two way use of nuclear weapons in limited war. 
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There was some discussion about the 1958 assumptions and no clear 
conclusion as to their validity. Certainly SAC would have to be kept on 
a complete alert during any such period.

The meeting then broke up without any conclusion.

172. Memorandum From Robert Johnson to the NSC Planning 
Board1

Washington, July 6, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906
B. Record of Meeting of Planning Board, June 29, 1959

The enclosed tentative State Department proposal for revision 
of pars. 23– b and 24 of NSC 5906, prepared for possible submission 
at the National Security Council Meeting on Thursday, July 9, 1959, is 
transmitted herewith for the information and use of the Planning Board 
Representatives in briefing their principals for the Council Meeting.

Robert H. Johnson
Acting Director

Policy Coordinating Secretariat

Enclosure

Draft Department of State Proposal

Washington, undated

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (NSC 5906)
TENTATIVE STATE PROPOSAL

Delete par. 23– b (of Majority Proposal) and par. 24 and substitute:

a. Add “production” before “capabilities”
b. If, however, it becomes clear that present efforts to achieve 

agreed international controls affecting nuclear weapons development 

1 Source: Transmits State Department proposed revision of paragraphs 23–b and 24 
of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series.
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will not succeed, or if there is substantial evidence that the Soviet Union 
is permitting or contributing to the development of nuclear weapons 
capabilities by Bloc countries, the United States should enhance the 
nuclear weapons capability of selected allies by the exchange with 
them or provision to them of appropriate information, materials, or 
nuclear weapons, under arrangements for control of weapons to be 
determined.

c. In anticipation of the possible acquisition of a nuclear weapons 
capability by such allies, the U.S. should now urgently consider within 
the Executive Branch plans for the development of [a]2 multi-[lateral 
control] national (for example, [a] NATO) arrangements [nuclear weap-
ons authority which would] for determining requirements for, holding 
custody of, and controlling the use of nuclear weapons, [in accordance 
with NATO policy and plans for defense of NATO areas].

d. [The U.S. should seek] Legislation should be sought when and 
as necessary for b and c above.

2 All brackets are in the original.

173. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, July 6, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated June 19, 1959

A memorandum from the Acting Secretary, National Aeronautics 
and Space Council, setting forth comments on paragraph 62 of NSC 
5906 provided by certain members of the NASC, were transmitted to the 
National Security Council by the reference memorandum of June 19, 1959.

The attached memorandum from the Acting Secretary, NASC, 
containing a summary of the discussion on paragraph 62 of NSC 5906 

1 Source: Transmits summary of NASC discussion of paragraph 62 of NSC 5906 on 
military exploitation of space programs. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC 
Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series.
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that took place at the June 29, 1959, informal meeting of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Council, is transmitted herewith for the infor-
mation of the National Security Council in connection with its further 
consideration of NSC 5906.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy

Enclosure

Memorandum From Phillips to Lay

Washington, July 2, 1959

SUBJECT

Paragraph 62 of the Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906)

REFERENCE

Memorandum from NASC Acting Secretary dated 19 June 1959

1. Comments on the subject paragraph provided by certain mem-
bers of the National Aeronautics and Space Council were forwarded to 
you with reference memorandum.

2. Following is a summary of the discussion on the subject para-
graph that took place at the June 29, 1959 informal meeting of the NASC:

The explanation given as the basis for the Budget and Treasury 
proposal represented by the bracketed phrase was that it presents a 
position previously stated by the Department of Defense as noted 
in the last paragraph, item 6 of the NASC minutes for the April 27, 
1959 meeting. There was discussion to the effect that, although this is 
an accurate statement of Defense position, including it in the policy 
seems inappropriate. Alternate wording for the phrase was proposed 
as follows:

(2) A military space program designed to exploit the application of 
advancing space technology whenever that exploitation will sensibly 
extend U.S. military capabilities;
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It was the consensus that this wording appeared to be a reason-
able compromise, and that it should be forwarded to the NSC for their 
consideration. There was further discussion of the first sentence in the 
paragraph, in particular the phrase, “to insure that the U.S. is a recog-
nized leader in this field.” It was proposed that the following be substi-
tuted for the first sentence:

The U.S. should continue actively and with a sense of urgency to 
pursue programs to develop and exploit outer space capabilities as 
needed to insure the attainment of national objectives in scientific, mil-
itary and political areas. These programs should be designed to secure 
and maintain for the U.S. a position of supremacy in outer space activi-
ties without requiring that the U.S. be the leader in every phase of space 
exploitation.

Discussion of this point resulted in agreement that the sense of 
the first sentence of the paragraph as proposed by NSC is that the 
U.S.should be at least on a par with the USSR, but not necessarily 
ahead. There was no agreement on re- phrasing this sentence to further 
clarify this point.

/S/ Franklyn W. Phillips
Acting Secretary

174. Memorandum of Conversation with the President1

Washington, July 7, 1959, 12:10 p.m.

PRESENT

Bryce Harlow
General Goodpaster
Gordon Gray

I first informed the President that Mr. McElroy had asked whether 
Admiral Radford might attend the meeting of the National Security 
Council on Thursday, July 9. I indicated to the President that I had 
some question about the wisdom of this course. The President felt to 
the contrary; that inasmuch as Mr. McElroy had made Admiral Radford 
his Military Advisor during the absence of General Twining; and if Mr. 
McElroy wished him present, he should be allowed to attend.

1 Source: President’s approval of attached guidelines for Harlow’s discussion 
with Jackson on Congressional hearings on the NSC. No classification marking. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Staff Memos. Drafted 
on July 8.
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Mr. Harlow and I then discussed with the President the situation 
appertaining to the Jackson Committee investigation. The President 
approved the guidelines, attached, as a basis for Mr. Harlow’s discus-
sion with Senator Jackson.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Enclosure

Paper Prepared by the NSC

Washington, July 6, 1959

PROPOSED GUIDELINES

1. The proposed study would not involve a Congressional investi-
gation of the National Security Council.

2. The Executive Branch personnel would not be asked to tes-
tify with respect to the substantive consideration of matters by the 
National Security Council or its subordinate machinery. The operat-
ing Departments of Government would provide any testimony about 
their policies or activities and without reference to substantive con-
sideration of such matters by the National Security Council or its sub-
ordinate machinery.

3. Study of the National Security Council and its subordinate 
machinery would be limited to matters involving composition, organi-
zation and procedures. Executive Branch officials would be authorized 
to make full disclosure as to such matters subject to appropriate secu-
rity safeguards in case of classified projects.

4. Any testimony by present or former Government officials regard-
ing the National Security Council and its subordinate machinery would 
be taken in Executive session. Consideration of the publication of such 
testimony taken in Executive session would be as agreed between the 
Subcommittee and a representative designated by the President. This 
Presidential representative would be authorized to attend all hearings 
of the Subcommittee relating to the National Security Council or its 
subordinate machinery, and would be provided a transcript of the tes-
timony taken in Executive session as a basis for reaching the decisions 
as to publication referred to above.

5. It would be understood that the purpose of testimony regarding 
the composition, organization and procedures of the National Security 
Council and its subordinate machinery would be for background infor-
mation in considering various proposals for new legislation. Such testi-
mony would not be intended to generate legislative proposals designed 
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to delimit the Constitutional privilege of the President to obtain advice 
through such organization and procedures as he deems appropriate.

175. Memorandum From Gray to Haydn Williams1

Washington, July 8, 1959

Herewith the Issues for Discussion as presented in the meeting 
with the President on July 2nd. I have expressed to you my concern that 
this paper not be widely distributed and you gave me your assurance 
on this point. Indeed, I would like to understand that after the princi-
pals have been briefed, and certainly at the conclusion of the National 
Security Council meeting, this copy will be destroyed.

The basic of this request is that this paper has no status and was 
used in a privileged discussion with the President. Furthermore, I have 
indicated to you that left to my own devices, I would not have framed 
the issues in quite this way. This statement resulted from efforts to get 
agreement as to the issues as between State and Defense.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Same letter to:  Rear Admiral C O Triebel
Howard C. Furnas

Enclosure

Paper Prepared by the NSC

Washington, undated

ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. Have we arrived at the point of general war when sizeable USSR 
and US forces are directly engaged? Alternatively, do we believe that a 
situation of general war will exist only when the circumstances indicate 
that the survival of the US is at stake?

1 Source: Transmits discussion paper on uses of nuclear weapons in limited war. Top 
Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Review of 
Basic National Security Policy.
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2. Should the US place main but not sole reliance on nuclear weap-
ons and consider them as conventional weapons from a military point 
of view; or should the US develop and maintain flexible and selective 
capabilities for limited war in order to insure that any significant US 
participation in limited hostilities would not have to be nuclear?

3. Should it be assumed that local or limited aggression will occur 
only in the under- developed areas or is it conceivable that a limited 
war could be fought in developed areas such as non- NATO Europe or 
Japan? What about Communist China?

4. With respect to local or limited aggression, would US objectives 
be served by prompt and resolute application of force necessary to 
defeat such local aggression; or might US interests be served in cer-
tain cases by restricting the application of force to that degree necessary 
to achieve objectives of limiting the area and scope of hostilities and 
restoring the status quo ante?

It is agreed that with respect to local or limited aggression the use 
of any US force will be applied in a manner and on a scale best calcu-
lated to avoid hostilities from broadening into general war.

176. Memorandum From Whisenand to Gray1

Washington, July 8, 1959

SUBJECT

General Twining’s Views on Basic National Security Policy

1. At the request of the Secretary of Defense, the attached statement 
of General Twining’s views on the current review of Basic National 
Security Policy is forwarded for your information and use.

2. The forwarding of this material directly to you has been 
approved, personally, by General Twining.

James F. Whisenand
Brigadier General, USAF

Spec. Asst. to Chairman, JCS

1 Source: Transmits Twining’s views on basic national security policy. Top Secret. 
4 pp. Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File.
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Attachment

Paper Prepared by the JCS

Washington, undated

VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ON BASIC 
NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (THESE VIEWS WERE PRO-
VIDED TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ON 8 MAY 1959)

1. I would like to dispense with the philosophy which accompa-
nies the arguments that are being advanced for changing our present 
Basic National Security Policy and deal directly with the consequences 
and major implications of such changes if they were to be made.

TACTICAL FORCES

2. The first major implication is with respect to limited war situa-
tions. We would no longer consider atomic weapons as an integral part 
of our military establishment, to be used when militarily advantageous 
to us. Regardless of the military disadvantages, we would attempt to 
fight on land, at sea, and in the air with conventional forces, and we 
would use nuclear weapons only as a last resort. This change of policy 
could have the following consequences:

a. Decision to use nuclear weapons could come too late (in a situa-
tion such as an invasion of Formosa).

b. Unacceptably heavy attrition of our limited forces could occur 
in an attempt to conduct a conventional campaign under conditions 
which, from a military standpoint, clearly call for the early use of 
nuclear weapons.

c. The change in policy would leak to the world, and our pos-
ture for deterrence of Soviet- inspired local aggression, the world over, 
would suffer greatly.

3. With respect to watering down our present policy for the use of 
nuclear weapons when militarily advantageous to us, I would point 
out that over a period of years we have progressively reduced the size 
of our military establishment and the number of major combat units in 
our land, sea and air forces. Every reduction has been justified by the 
President, by the Secretary of Defense and by the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on the basis of increased firepower inherent in modern 
weapons. Concurrent with these reductions, and facing a numerically 
superior enemy on all fronts, we have integrated atomic firepower into 
our land, sea and air forces under the assumption that this firepower, 
while not to be used initially in a limited engagement, would be immedi-
ately responsive to the military situation if required.

4. In fact, all of our forces, strategic and tactical, land, sea and 
air, are reliant on atomic firepower if they meet serious, sustained 
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resistance. Under present policy, our forces can enter an engagement 
against overwhelming numbers of Soviet proxy troops with confidence 
in the outcome, because the atomic firepower can be used if needed, 
and can be used before our own forces are decimated. To actually 
apply the suggested new policy would reduce our tactical flexibility 
and capability in one stroke to the level which the Soviet Union would 
like to see. This is not to say that we are completely powerless with-
out nuclear weapons. We have demonstrated twice within the last year 
that we can react quickly and with effective results in local and limited 
actions. However, at Lebanon the first unit in the area was a Marine 
BLT with organic atomic capability, the Sixth Fleet was offshore with 
atomic capability, and the U.S. Air Force units at Adana had an atomic 
capability. Similarly, during the Taiwan incident the atomic capability 
of our deployed tactical forces was always in the background. These 
two operations might have come off differently, in a tactical sense, short 
of general war, if the atomic backup had been absent, or if the enemy 
knew we would hesitate to use it.

5. There are times when political considerations are overriding. 
There are also times in which military realities must be the basis for 
political decision. In this case, any serious attempt to change the pres-
ent policy on the use of nuclear weapons would have to be phased over 
a period of years, and we would have to be willing to double or triple 
the budget, over a period of years, to provide any semblance of the lim-
ited war combat capability which we possess today.

STRATEGIC FORCES

6. The second major implication bears on our strategic nuclear 
forces. Under a budgetary and personnel ceiling roughly approximat-
ing what we now have, the power of our strategic nuclear forces would 
progressively decline as “conventional” capability and “limited war” 
capability, in consonance with the revised policy, demanded more and 
more of the resources available. This is the specific objective of some 
elements of the military establishment.

7. Under the assumption of no major increase in available resources, 
within a few years we could be in the following tragic condition:

a. Having a capability for attacking only a restricted strategic target 
system, as opposed to Soviet capability to attack thousands of targets, 
we would have no effective strategic deterrent. We would have little 
counter- force capability, no strength in foreign policy as engendered by 
Soviet knowledge of a preemptive capability, and no possible strategic 
military response to any Soviet action, short of a Soviet- initiated attack 
on our population centers, and, even in this event, it would be doubtful 
that a retaliatory capability geared to a few hundred cities could sur-
vive to perform its task.

b. Paralleling this decline in the strategic capability we would have 
increased “limited war” and “conventional” capability to some degree, 
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but this increase would be insignificant in comparison to opposing 
Soviet Bloc forces, and would still be far below the requirement for 
meeting either a Soviet non- nuclear challenge, or limited nuclear chal-
lenge, in Europe, in the Far East and in the Middle East.

8. In summary, the net effect of the revisions in the Basic National 
Security Policy which have been suggested, if actually implemented, 
would be as follows:

One: Due to the fear of use of nuclear weapons on the part of some 
elements of the Government, political restrictions on their use would 
be imposed which would reduce to an unacceptable level the combat 
capability of our tactical forces, land, sea and air.

Two: Our strategic nuclear capability would decline to relative 
impotency in the matter of a few years.

Three: The only alternative to these consequences would be a vastly 
increased budget and personnel ceiling.

9. In my judgment, we should not tamper with the present word-
ing in the military section of the paper. There has been no change in 
our basic policy of containment and deterrence, and there has been no 
change in our defense funding policy. The present military section of 
NSC 5810/1 provides adequate guidance for the development of prop-
erly balanced military forces, establishes a reasonable policy for the use 
of nuclear weapons, and should not be changed.

177. Briefing Note for July 9 NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 8, 1959

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906)

Today we resume consideration of Basic National Security Policy 
(NSC 5906) by taking up the military section, which begins with para-
graph 10.

One thing which has given me concern is that nowhere in these 
paragraphs do we refer specifically to control of the seas, although we 
do talk about our retaliatory power; general war; local aggression; and 
continental defense.

1 Source: NSC 5906, basic national security policy. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Paragraph 10 (page 10) is the general paragraph on deterrence and, 
as the majority would have it, is unchanged. State and AEC, however, 
define the term “general war” by adding the words “a war in which the 
survival of the United States is at stake.”

It is my impression that a large part of State’s concern arises out of 
the strategic concept which was circulated to the Council in March 1957 
in connection with the Mobilization Base Planning. In that document 
general war is defined as:

“A war in which the armed forces of the USSR and of the United 
States are overtly engaged.”

It would appear that this concern of the State Department could 
be met by a definition in the Strategic Concept which could describe 
general war as

“A war in which sizeable numbers of the armed forces of the USSR 
and of the United States are overtly engaged.”

If this is the case there would appear to be no need to change the existing 
language of paragraph 10. In such an event the statement in NSC 5904/1, 
“U.S. Policy in the Event of War” (footnote, page 2), that “U.S. policy is 
based upon the assumption that any war with the USSR would be gen-
eral war”, should be changed to incorporate the new definition.

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
SERCRETARY McELROY 
(MR. McCONE))

Paragraph 12– a (page 11) presents the issue concerning limited war 
capabilities in conventional terms and also the extent of our reliance 
on nuclear weapons in limited war. The majority would continue the 
language of the existing policy paper, which reads in part:

“It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons;” and “to consider them as conventional 
weapons from a military point of view. . .”

The State Department has a proposal, in which OCDM joins, to 
change the policy so that we would

“place main reliance on nuclear weapons in general war, remaining pre-
pared to fight limited war with or without such weapons.” [Emphasis 
supplied]2

It is my understanding that State’s interpretation of this language 
is not that we should be prepared to fight any war short of general war 
solely without nuclear weapons. I shall ask Secretary Herter to elabo-
rate on this.

2 Brackets are in the original, except for those delinating illegible text in the original.
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(Call on: SECRETARY HERTER
SECRETARY McELROY)

Paragraph 13 (page 12) sets forth our policy on chemical and bio-
logical weapons. The majority would leave the language of the existing 
paper unchanged, but Budget and Treasury propose that the President 
decide on the stockpiling of such weapons, as well as their use.

It is my understanding that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
feels that we are either spending too much or too little on these weap-
ons, and his effort is to clarify our posture with respect to the employ-
ment of such weapons.

(Call on: Mr. STANS)
Paragraphs 15 and 16 (pages 12 to 14) were not considered by the 

Planning Board. There is no issue in the paper before you on paragraph 
15. However the Chiefs of Staff of Army and [illegible in the original]. As 
to paragraph 16 the issue is posed by the State submission which appears 
in the Annex on page 61.

There are two issues posed by this paragraph. First, shall we con-
sider that the term “limited aggression” (I would hope that we can sub-
stitute limited aggression for local aggression) refers only to conflicts in 
the less developed areas; or is it conceivable that a limited war could be 
fought in developed areas such as NATO Europe, non- NATO Europe, or 
Japan? What about Communist China? Could our problem be met by 
directing our planning against the contingency of limited aggression 
using the term to refer to conflicts occurring outside of the NATO area?

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
SECRETARY McELROY)

The second issue in this paragraph is this: With respect to local or 
limited aggression, (a) would U.S. objectives be served by prompt and 
resolute application of force necessary to defeat such local aggression; or 
(b) might U.S. interests be served in certain cases by restricting the appli-
cation of force to that degree necessary to achieve objectives of limiting 
the area and scope of hostilities and restoring the status quo ante?

It is agreed that with respect to local or limited aggression the use 
of any U.S. force will be applied in a manner and on a scale best calcu-
lated to avoid hostilities from broadening into general war.

(Call on:  SECRETARY HERTER 
SECRETARY McELROY)

Paragraph 17 (page 14) deals with the “cold war” contribution 
which the capabilities of U.S. military forces can make. USIA proposes 
deleting the clause which uses the term “cold war”. (It may be noted 
that paragraph 9 sanctions the use of the term “cold war” and is already 
tentatively agreed to by the Council.)

(Call on: MR. GEORGE ALLEN)
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Paragraph 18 (page 14) deals with U.S. bases overseas. It omits the 
reference to the possibility of “a small net expansion” of the base sys-
tem, which was written into basic policy last year. The revised language 
reads:

“The entire overseas base system should continue to be reviewed 
periodically in order to assure that base requirements are adequately 
met and are related realistically to developments in weapons technol-
ogy and other factors.”

The last sentence of paragraph 18 (which is unchanged) deals 
with the positioning of IRBM’s around the Soviet periphery. While the 
Planning Board has not as such recommended any change in policy, 
on my own motion I submit that IRBM’s should be the subject of a 
separate paragraph and not included in the paragraph on U.S. overseas 
bases. I therefore propose to the Council the following new paragraph:

“IRBM’s will be positioned only in those NATO and other Free 
World nations which demonstrate a desire to have them, and pressure 
will not be exerted by the United States to persuade reluctant nations to 
accept them. Proposals for the positioning of IRBM’s outside the NATO 
areas will be subject to approval by the President.”

Paragraph 19 (page 15) treats generally of strengthening the collec-
tive defense system. As revised, it contains the new guidance that the 
United States should, as practicable, “induce Western European and 
other allies with well- developed economies to increase their share in 
collective defense.”

Paragraph 20 (page 15) is amended to say that we should educate 
not only our allies, but the Free World as a whole as to the importance 
of nuclear weapons as an integral part of the arsenal of the Free World.

178. Memorandum of Meeting with the President1

Washington, July 15, 1959

Present: 
General Goodpaster

1. I indicated to the President that I wished to talk with him further 
about paragraph 12 a of Basic National Security Policy. I reported that 

1 Source: Discussion of proposed changes to paragraph 12–a of NSC 5906, basic 
national security policy. Top Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Project Clean Up. Drafted on July 17.
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the Planning Board had spent some further time on this paragraph on 
July 14. I said I felt we were pretty well narrowing the issues down to 
two questions which I showed him on the attached sheet.

I said that it seemed to me now clear that at the Planning Board 
level the State Department view was that we do not now have an ade-
quate conventional limited war capability and that the State Department 
effort would be to enlarge our present capabilities. I said that one way 
to “smoke out” this issue would be insert the words “continue to” in 
the fifth line if the redraft of paragraph 12 a, marked “NSC”, attached.

I then pointed out to him that the Defense Department felt that the 
only criteria that should govern the use of nuclear weapons were mili-
tary criteria and that the Defense Department would want 12 a to read: 
“Planning should contemplate situations short of general war where 
the use of nuclear weapons manifestly not be militarily necessary nor 
militarily appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives . . .”

The President said that he felt that this definition was too narrow 
and agreed that the insertion of the word, “deemed” before “appropri-
ate” in the eighth line would more nearly meet his views.

I also pointed out to the President that the JCS had objected to the 
phrase, “organized units” and had proposed a substitution therefor of 
the phrase “designated commanders.” I suggested to the President that 
this probably was not quite what he had in mind and offered the lan-
guage “combatant forces” which he thought well of.

The President expressed his displeasure at not being able to find 
language which was clear and decisive and would communicate to 
everyone concerned his clear intention. I pointed out to him that it 
would be unlikely that he would wish to change this language next 
year and that a new administration would likely not rush in with major 
changes in basic policy at the beginning and that therefore we were 
writing language for the next two or three years, or possibly more. 
Therefore, it was necessary that the language be clear and definitive 
and understood and accepted by all.

Attached are redrafts of the paragraph reflecting JCS, Defense and 
other views.

2. I then said to the President that I had read and considered 
Mr. C. D. Jackson’s letter and that I thought well of his suggestion.  
I also indicated I felt that he should be present. The President agreed and 
said he had already written Mr. Jackson a letter agreeing to the meeting, 
adding a couple of names to the list and saying that the timing would 
depend only upon whether it was important to have Mr. Herter present.

3. I referred to the conservation I had had with the President on July 
13 relative to the Defense Department concern about State Department 
position papers for the Geneva Conference. I said that I had had a long 
talk with Mr. Murphy and he had also talked with Mr. McElroy and I felt 



782 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

that the matter was substantially straightened out. The difficulty had 
been that the State Department had released to Defense a staff working 
paper which purported having departmental concurrence, which Mr. 
Murphy said did not indeed have departmental concurrence. He said 
some of the individual concurrence shown on the paper had not in fact 
been given. I said to the President that he need not at the moment con-
cern himself any further with this problem.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Attachment

Washington, undated

1. Do we now have the necessary conventional capabilities for 
meeting limited war requirements?

(State, Army, Navy say “No”)
2. Will the use of nuclear weapons be based solely on military cri-

teria; that is to say, are there situations where political considerations 
could override military desirability?

(Defense seems to say “Yes” to the first, “No” to the second)

Attachment

NSC Draft

Washington, July 9, 1959

REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12– a

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them 
when required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should 
continue to contemplate situations short of general war where the use 
of nuclear weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor 
deemed appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, 
particularly in those areas where main Communist power will not be 
brought to bear. All deployed combatant forces will be prepared to use 
nuclear weapons when required in defense of the command. Advance 
authorization for the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the 
President.
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Attachment

JCS Draft

Washington, July 9, 1959

REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12– a

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them 
when required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should 
contemplate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear 
weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor militar-
ily appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, par-
ticularly in those areas where main Communist power will not be 
brought to bear. All designated commanders will be prepared to use 
nuclear weapons when required in defense of the command. Advance 
authorization for the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the 
President.

Attachment

Defense Draft

Washington, July 9, 1959

REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12– a

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them 
when required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should 
contemplate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear 
weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor militarily 
appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, particularly 
in those areas where main Communist power will not be brought to 
bear. All deployed organized units will be prepared to use nuclear 
weapons when required in defense of the command. Advance autho-
rization for the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the 
President.
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Attachment

Others Draft

Washington, July 9, 1959

OTHERS REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12– a

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them 
when required to meet the nation’s war objectives. However we should 
be prepared to cope with situations short of general war where the use 
of nuclear weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor 
appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, particularly 
in those areas where main elements of Soviet and Chinese Communist 
power will not be brought to bear. All deployed organized units will 
be prepared to use nuclear weapons when required in defense of the 
command. Advance authorization for the use of nuclear weapons is as 
determined by the President.

179. Briefing Note for the July 16 NSC Meeting1

Washington, July 15, 1959

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906)

We resume consideration of Basic National Security Policy by tak-
ing up NSC 5906 and also a 4- page change sheet which was distributed 
to you this morning. These changes were made in the Planning Board, 
taking into account the comments of the Consultants and further con-
sideration by the departments and agencies.

Paragraph 19 (page 15) treats generally of strengthening the collec-
tive defense system. As revised, it contains the new guidance that the 
United States should, as practicable, “induce Western European and 
other allies with well- developed economies to increase their share in 
collective defense.”

Paragraph 20 (page 15) is amended to say that we should educate 
not only our allies, but the Free World a whole as to the importance of 
nuclear weapons as an integral part of the arsenal of the Free World.

1 Source: NSC 5906, basic national security policy. Top Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Paragraph 23 (page 16), which is split, proposes a major change in pol-
icy with respect to the development of nuclear capabilities by additional 
nations. Present policy provides in essence that the United States should 
seek to prevent the development by additional nations of nuclear weap-
ons capabilities (NSC 5810/1, paragraph 18, page 7). The new majority 
proposal is that the United States should first seek to prevent or retard 
development by additional nations of nuclear weapons capabilities.

The majority proposal goes on to say:
(Read Revised Para. 25– b)
The Defense- JCS version would not have us seek to prevent or 

retard the development by additional nations of nuclear weapons; it 
would sanction exchanging with, or providing to, additional selected 
allies information on nuclear weapons; but it would not go so far as to 
be prepared to make nuclear weapons themselves available to selected 
allies. (The Joint Chiefs in their formal comments support this version).

Inescapably related is paragraph 24 (page 18), [which states present 
policy to the effect that the United States should consider the long- term 
development of a NATO nuclear weapons authority.]2

Defense and JCS would leave Paragraph 24 unchanged. The major-
ity, however, views the question with greater urgency and would say 
in Paragraph 23 c:

(Read Revised Para 23 c)
Paragraph 25– a (page 18) is a revised general guidance paragraph 

on providing military assistance to nations “whose increased ability to 
defend themselves and to make their appropriate contributions to col-
lective military power is important to the security of the United States.”

Paragraph 25– b (page 19) is new, and deals with military aid to other 
nations, including uncommitted nations. It reads:

(Read paragraph 25– b, page 19)
Paragraph 25– c (page 20) is also new, and grows out of the OCB 

conclusions on the overseas internal security program.
Paragraph 26 (page 20) is a new item of guidance and would encour-

age, in less developed nations, the participation of indigenous military 
forces in economic, social, and psychological programs.

Paragraph 28 (page 21) is the general paragraph on military research 
and development which is in existing policy, with two new sentences 
added on nuclear weapons R & D. They read:

(Read paragraph 28– a, page 21, last two sentences)
We now resume discussion of the political and economic section at 

the point where we left off at the Council meeting three weeks ago, and 
take up paragraph 36.

2 Brackets are in the original.
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Paragraph 36 (page 28) a new paragraph which would apply world- 
wide a policy contained in the current Latin America paper (NSC 5902/1), 
deals with maintaining contact with selected non- Communist opposition 
elements. I believe that we should add “through appropriate channels”.

Paragraph 37 (page 28) seeks to spell out more clearly our general 
attitude toward newly- emerging nations.

The third sentence is new, and grows out of our delays in the 
Guinea case. It reads:

(Read third sentence of paragraph 37)
The fourth sentence is new, and applies world- wide a policy idea con-

tained in the Horn of Africa paper (NSC 5903). The sentence here reads:
(Read fourth sentence of paragraph 37)
Paragraph 38 (page 29) is new. The first sentence is agreed. Then 

we had a split which has since been resolved. At the end of the last 
sentence of this paragraph, which sentence outlines the factors to be 
taken into account when the United States is determining an indepen-
dent course, Defense proposes to add: “recognizing, however, that the 
United States should not allow the attitudes and emotions of the mother 
country unduly to influence actions essential to attaining or preserving 
U.S. objectives in emerging or newly independent countries.”

(Call on:  SECRETARY McELROY 
secretarY herter)

Par 39 (p. 31) is old 34, broadened at the suggestion of OCB to 
include, in subparagraph b, U.S. action against non-Communist ele-
ments hostile to U.S. interests. State, Defense and JCS want to keep sub-
pargraph a as it was in the old paper. Treasury would change the last 
clause, as indicated in the second bracket.

(Call on  Under Secretary Scribner 
Secretary Herter 
Secretary McElroy 
Admiral Burke)

Par 41 (p. 32) is new. It recognizes foreign labor’s importance in 
opposing Communist efforts to control foreign trade unions.

Par 42 (p. 32) is an agreed paragraph on our foreign economic policy 
except for the last sentence in b. Budget and Treasury would like to keep 
this sentence, which was the second sentence in old 29– a. Several of the 
consultants and most of the PB questioned this sentence. One argument 
against it was that there is no functional relationship between economic 
development assistance on the one hand and other economic assistance 
and military assistance on the other. Another argument against it was 
that it simply doesn’t happen. Mr. Randall supports the majority.

(Call on Mr. Stans
Under Secretary Scribner
others)
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At the bottom of page 33, in the third line of b, the PB agreed that “pub-
lic capital” should be deleted and “such assistance” substituted. If there 
is no objection, this change will be made.

Paragraphs 43 and 44 (beginning on p. 34) are old 27 extensively reor-
ganized, rewritten, and enlarged. There was a split in 43– d which has since 
been resolved by changing the first sentence. 43– d now reads as follows:

“Utilize and support the efforts of Free World international financial 
institutions to the maximum extent possible to promote economic devel-
opment and to bring about economic reforms in less developed nations.”

There was also a split in f which has also been resolved by rewriting the 
subparagraph. It now reads:

“Make U.S. public capital available in adequate amounts on a 
long- term basis for the purpose of supplementing the capital available 
from other sources for sound economic development in less developed 
areas. U.S. lending agencies should be assured of continuity in order to 
contribute to this purpose.”

Turning to par 44, subparagraph a is new, and I would like to read it.
(Read 44– a)
In 44– b there was a split, but State has withdrawn its objection to 

the bracketed language. The last sentence in 44– b was agreed to by the 
PB, but I would like to read it because it is new and because it was the 
result of considerable debate.

(Read last sentence of 44– b)
Par 45 (p. 42), is new, and incorporates what is already in the 

approved economic defense policy (NSC 5704/3).
Par 51 (p. 44) on the conduct of negotiations with the USSR, is largely 

an updating of old 39, I would, however, call your attention to the last 
sentence, which has been added for unmistakable clarity: “Agreements 
affecting strength and deployment of military forces should include pro-
visions for effective safeguards against violations and evasions.”

Par 52 (p. 45) is the general paragraph on disarmament contained 
in existing policy, with a slight clarification at the beginning. The old 
language reads:

“Safeguarded arms control should be sought with particular 
urgency, in an effort to reduce the risk of war, etc.”

There was a feeling in the P/B that the phrase “particular urgency” 
might be misinterpreted as applying to the urgency of entering into 
negotiations, rather than to the urgency of developing arms control 
measures first and then negotiating. The opening sentence has there-
fore been revised to read:

“Efforts to develop safeguarded arms control measures should be 
continued with particular urgency, and agreement thereon sought, in 
an effort to reduce the risk of war, etc.”
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No change in policy is intended.
Par 54 (p. 47) contains two new sentences. They are:
(read the last two sentences of 54)
Since the PB prepared this paper, the OCB has been working on 

the problems connected with U.S. personnel overseas, and pointed 
out the need for policy guidance on this subject. I agreed, with PB 
concurrence, to propose a paragraph which would come after 54, to 
read as follows:

(read 54A from the blue page dated July 7)

180. Memorandum From Haydn Williams to Twining1

Washington, July 20, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906)

1. Secretary McElroy has requested that I bring to the attention of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff his views regarding the redraft of paragraph 
12–a of NSC 5906 prepared by Gordon Gray on the basis of oral remarks 
by the President. The text of this redraft is set forth in the enclosure to 
this memorandum.

2. Secretary McElroy finds the redraft of paragraph 12– a accept-
able. However, in view of the widely divergent interpretations placed 
upon it following its circulation, he has recommended that the follow-
ing note be made a part of the NSC Record of Action:

“Paragraph 12– a of NSC 5906 was approved by the President with 
the understanding that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy 
but rather as a clarification of existing policy with respect to the use of 
nuclear weapons and the requirement for maintaining balanced forces.”

3. Defense tabled the above note at last Friday’s Planning Board 
meeting, at which time it was concurred in by the majority of the 
Planning Board including State. In tabling this note and accepting the 
redraft of paragraph 12– a at the Planning Board, Defense did so with 
the understanding that:

a. The first sentence of the redraft applies across the board, i.e., to 
general and limited war.

1 Source: Possible revisions to paragraph 12–a of NSC 5906, basic national security 
policy. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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b. The second sentence of the redraft covers limited war situations 
in areas where the main Communist power (Sino- Soviet bloc Power) 
would not be brought to bear: Central and South America, the Carib-
bean and Africa. In these areas the use of nuclear weapons would be 
manifestly neither militarily necessary nor politically appropriate. In 
areas such as the Middle East, South Asia and Southeast Asia, the deci-
sion as to the use of nuclear weapons in limited war would be made 
in the light of the then existing circumstances, including the involve-
ment or non- involvement of main Communist power. In areas where 
main Communist power would be clearly involved, it is anticipated 
that nuclear weapons would be used. Such areas would include hostili-
ties on the mainland of China and Korea. The possibility of limited war 
on the Continent of Europe involving sizable forces of the U.S. and the 
USSR is ruled out; situations short of limited war such as incursions, 
infiltrations and hostile local actions, involving the U.S. and the USSR, 
are covered by the NATO political directive and strategic concept.

c. The third sentence of the redraft provides that in all contingen-
cies covered in sub- paragraph b above, deployed U.S. combat units will 
have a nuclear capability and designated major commanders of such 
units will be prepared to use this capability when required in defense 
of their commands.

d. There is no controversy regarding the fourth sentence of the 
redraft.

The above is based upon our understanding of the President’s views 
and those expressed by Mr. McElroy.

4. Secretary McElroy is interested in discussing the foregoing para-
graph with the Joint Chiefs of Staff within the next few days.

/s/ Haydn Williams
Deputy Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

Paragraph Prepared by Gorden Gray

Washington, July 9, 1959

REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12– a

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them 
when required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should 
contemplate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear 
weapons would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor appropri-
ate to the accomplishment of national objectives, particularly in those 
areas where main Communist power will not be brought to bear. All 
deployed organized units will be prepared to use nuclear weapons 
when required in defense of the command. Advance authorization for 
the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the President.
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181. Telegram Tocah 162 to Herter in Geneva1

Washington, July 20, 1959, 9 p.m.

Tocah 162. For Secretary from Acting Secretary. Reference: Cahto 154.

At PB meeting Friday Defense member indicated SecDef willing 
go along with Gray’s paragraph 12– a as drafted providing agreement 
reached on inclusion of following sentence as footnote or in record of 
action:

“Paragraph 12– a of NSC 5906 was approved by the President with 
the understanding that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy 
but rather as a clarification of exiting policy with respect to the use of 
nuclear weapons and the requirement for maintaining balanced forces.”

Department PB member said proposal probably acceptable to State 
but would prefer have language above in record of action rather than 
footnote. Treasury, Budget, OCDM agreed; Chiefs reserved; sentence 
believed satisfactory because makes no change in substance of Gray 
S draft paragraph 12– a which we willing accept. Additionally, refers 
“requirement” for balanced forces which not elsewhere mentioned.

Remaining question merely whether policy is to be consid-
ered “change” or “clarification” but since we have already agreed to 
Gray formula further argumentation this point in NSC would cer-
tainly be unproductive. Accordingly I called McElroy and confirmed 
Department’s acceptance of his suggested sentence for inclusion in 
record of action. When I saw him on Sunday I told him that we felt 
language represented new policy but if he preferred to call it clarifica-
tion that would be satisfactory by us as long as it understood that new 
language as such would henceforth be guiding without reference to 
superseded languages. This seemed satisfactory to McElroy and unless 
you have other instructions this is line I intend to take in NSC.

Dillon

1 Source: Discussion of proposed revisions in NSC 5906, basic national security policy. 
Top Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.
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182. Telegram Cahto 159 From Herter in Geneva1

Geneva, July 21, 1959

Cahto 159. For Acting Secretary From the Secretary.

Reference Tocah 162. I endorse the line you proposed in reftel. 
However there should be further monkeying with the buzz saw at the 
next NSC meeting or should you in your discretion feel warranted you 
could convey to NSC following message from me:

QUOTE. Whether proposed changes are considered new policy or 
clarification of old policy does not strike me as an important distinction. 
The Council decision being proposed is important, as is evidenced by 
the unusual amount of top governmental consideration which has been 
given to it.

My predecessor proposed a change or clarification of our military 
strategy more than a year ago. He agreed to a continuation of the old 
language in NSC 5810 on condition that it be immediately subjected 
to interdepartmental review. It should be recalled that during the 1958 
and 1959/NSC discussions the majority of the Joint Chiefs believed that 
a policy change/clarification was a first importance.

The Department of State submitted to NSC sometime ago a paper 
on Foreign Policy Requirements to be considered in connection with the 
development of military strategy. This paper was prepared originally in 
response to a request by the Department of Defense for foreign policy 
guidance. My responsibility as Secretary of State will be discharged if 
the military paragraphs of the basic paper meet these foreign policy 
requirements. The details of force levels and budget division among 
the military services is not my business. However, I assume that the 
“clarification” phrase “and the requirement for maintaining balanced 
forces” would permit the US to have a military capacity to engage to 
some significant extent in limited hostilities without the necessity for 
automatic resort to nuclear weapons.

I understand that there has been some suggestion that opinion in 
the Department of State is divided on the necessity for and the meaning 
of the proposed change/clarification in policy. I can assure you that the 
Department of State is unanimous on the above position and speaks 
with one voice. UNQUOTE.

Herter

1 Source: Transmits message to NSC on revisions in NSC 5906. Top Secret. 3 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.
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183. NASC Paper1

Washington, July 23, 1959

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (NSC 5906)

PROPOSED REVISIONS

Page 48, paragraph 55– b:

a. Delete the first sentence of the paragraph (including the split 
language), and substitute therefor the following:

“The goal of our economic policy is the achievement, within a frame-
work of free competitive enterprise and reasonable price stability, of vig-
orous, orderly and sustainable economic growth and progress, including 
the efficient employment of resources at high levels.”

b. In the first line of subparagraph b– (1), substitute the work 
“could” for the word “would”.

Page 49, paragraph 55– c– (2): Delete the first clause and the footnotes 
relating thereto, and substitute the following: “Strive for a vigorous, 
orderly and sustainable economic growth;”.

Page 50, paragraph 55– d, line 6: Insert the word “reasonable” before 
the word “price”, and the words “and competitive” after the word “free”.

PROPOSALS FOR MODIFYING PARAGRAPH 62 OF NSC 
5906 PUT FORWARD AT THE INFORMAL MEETING OF THE 
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL

Pages 54–55:

a. Delete the first sentence of the paragraph and substitute therefor 
the following:

“The United States should continue actively and with a sense of 
urgency to pursue programs to develop and exploit outer space capabili-
ties as needed to ensure the attainment of national objectives in scientific, 
military and political areas. These programs should be designed to secure 
and maintain for the United States a position of supremacy in outer space 
activities without requiring that the United States be the leader in every 
phase of space exploitation.”

b. Delete section (2) of the paragraph and substitute therefor the 
following:

“(2) a military space program designed to exploit the application 
of advancing space technology whenever that exploitation will sensibly 
extend U.S. military capabilities;”.

1 Source: Proposed revisions in NSC 5906. Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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184. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, July 27, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining
General Goodpaster

The President greeted General Twining warmly, told him how 
delighted he is that he is making a good recovery, and welcomed him 
back to duty. He asked to what extent General Twining had found it 
possible to keep up with developments while convalescing. General 
Twining said he had kept up fairly well, having talked frequently with 
Mr. McElroy and General Picher.

The President said that one matter now current that concerns him 
very much is a question over basic military concept under discussion in 
the national security policy paper. It seems that the Army and the Navy 
want to divert money from our “big deterrent” to small war forces. He 
recalled that we had had a thorough study of this in 1953, culminating 
in the so- called “new look”. He did not think that we had gone too far 
in the direction suggested by that study, but Army and Navy seemed 
to think we had. He said he had developed language which seemed to 
him to express the position correctly, and there was agreement on this 
language. Mr. McElroy, however, wants to say that the new language 
does not in any way change the policy that has been in effect in the 
Department of Defense, and to this statement the Army and the Navy 
seemed to be opposed.

General Twining said that the State Department also has asked for 
substantial increases in conventional forces. The President commented 
that the State Department has now accepted the language of which he 
was speaking.

On another subject, the President recalled that, in connection with 
his reorganization plan of last year, a new procedure for three-  and 
four- star officers had been instituted. He now thought that perhaps 
there is reason not to apply this procedure to officers who have a purely 
single service function, such as the Chiefs of Bureaus in the Navy and 
of Technical Services in the Army. He does not want to put work before 
the JCS that is simply time consuming or pro forma—on which they 
have no judgment to contribute. He asked General Twining to give 
some thought to this matter.

1 Source: Basic national security policy; Department of Defense reorganization; Net 
Evaluation Subcommittee. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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General Twining said he wished to raise the question whether the 
net evaluation subcommittee, which is carrying out a special study this 
summer, with its regular report deferred until next January, might skip 
making a full study in mid- year 1960. The President suggested that he 
talk to Gordon Gray about this. The President commented on a study 
which he had suggested within recent days—to see what this country 
would really look like five days or so following nuclear attack. He had 
suggested that it ought to be conducted by a very small group—say 
five officers in the grade of Major or Lt. Colonel, plus a representative 
from OCDM. The task would be not to produce a long dissertation but 
to use imagination, and by pictures and figures try to convey just what 
the situation would be.

The President asked General Twining to what extent plans and 
operations in the Pentagon seemed to have been slowed down by the 
fire. General Twining said no slow down seems to be noticeable. The 
President reiterated what he has said on many previous occasions—that 
he feels there is a lot of unnecessary activity going on in the Pentagon, if 
one could only get at determining just what could be eliminated.

As the meeting ended the President asked General Twining how he 
is feeling from the standpoint of energy and personal comfort. General 
Twining said he is feeling quite good, but that it will be six to eight 
weeks, the doctors tell him, before he will be really recovered.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

185. Memorandum of Meeting Between Eisenhower and Gray1

Washington, July 27, 1959, 10:30 a.m.

1. Robert Gray, Secretary to the Cabinet, joined us to discuss 
the Cabinet paper “Removal of Papers by Retiring Department and 
Agency Heads” (CP 59–58/4). I pointed out to the President that the 
paper which he had approved did not specifically advert to classi-
fied documents of the National Security Council and that it seemed 
well to have the covering memorandum make some reference to these 

1 Source: Study of aftermath of nuclear war; Wheelus Air Force Base; basic national 
security policy; Senate consideration of NSC structure. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Staff Memos.
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papers. Thereupon Mr. Robert Gray presented to the President the 
draft document which is attached to Mr. Lay’s copy of this memoran-
dum. The President approved the document and Mr. Robert Gray left 
the meeting.

2. I then asked the President whether he would be willing to see 
Mr. Charles A. Haskins for a few minutes at the conclusion of my busi-
ness with the President to discuss the Jackson Committee study in view 
of the fact that Mr. Haskins was to be the President’s personal repre-
sentative. I indicated that I felt that it would make Mr. Haskins a more 
useful representative from the point of view of morale and it seemed to 
me important for Mr. Haskins to hear from the President the limitations 
he wished put upon the scope of the study. The President said he would 
see Mr. Haskins and I added that Mr. Edward McCabe would come in 
at the same time.

3. I then discussed the draft Record of Actions of the NSC meeting 
of July 23 with the President and called his attention particularly to item 
1c. I indicated that the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization had 
requested that it participate in any such study. I also pointed out to him 
that there was a difference of view between Defense and the Bureau of 
the Budget as to the second sentence in paragraph 1c. Defense wishing 
it deleted and Budget wishing it retained even though it might be mod-
ified in some respects.

The President said that he wanted no “ponderous studies” on 
this subject and that he wished an examination to be made by capable 
junior officers. He wasn’t even sure that he wished the study to be an 
NSC undertaking. However, he thought that such a study might be just 
for the benefit of the members of the National Security Council. He 
felt that he would like a picture of what the military believes to be the 
situation after a nuclear exchange. He would like to know what they 
felt to be the status of our resources, how we would have to use them, 
and in what way we would have to use them. For example, would our 
remaining resources be necessary for the purpose of winning the war 
or would the problem be one of survival.

He then recalled that the request that he had made in the July 23 
meeting was that junior staff officers make the study and that the senior 
officers of the Services should not involve themselves except as they 
took an interest in what their subordinates were doing. The President 
felt that he would like to know what really would be the military prob-
lem under the conditions of a nuclear exchange and thought it was 
possible that such a study would show that rather than planning to 
increase and enlarge the military services in such a situation, quite a 
different approach might be indicated. He reiterated that perhaps our 
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whole “mobilization base” thinking for such an emergency is obsolete, 
adding that a study might suggest an enlargement.

I indicated to the President that we would reflect that he had made 
a request for a study by junior staff officers with the participation of 
staff from OCDM. He approved this approach.

4. I then presented the attached draft memorandum to the President 
for his approval. I reminded him that he had directed that this proce-
dure be followed some weeks ago, but that I had delayed taking action 
at Mr. Harr’s request until we were nearer the point of having a new 
Chairman of the OCB. Mr. Harr had felt and I had agreed with him that 
the letter of appointment to the new Chairman might be used as an 
occasion to indicate that the action concerning progress reports was not 
a downgrading of the OCB but rather put a heavier requirement upon 
the OCB.

I pointed out to the President that the State Department legislation 
had now been passed by the Congress and he would soon be in a posi-
tion to appoint Mr. Murphy. The President approved the attached draft.

5. I reported to the President that in connection with current dis-
cussions about aid to Libya and certain possible covert actions in that 
country there had emerged for the first time to my knowledge the fact 
that the military perhaps did not consider the Wheelus base in Libya 
an essential base. I said this was not the final position of the JCS but 
that the Joint Staff had concluded that although the Wheelus base had 
very important peacetime functions, especially for training, there was 
no general war role for it. I told the President that I supposed that this 
was because of the comparative vulnerability of this base to Soviet 
IRBMs.

The President asked me whether the military wished to abandon 
it and have the Soviets take it over. I replied that I was sure that the 
military would not like such a result but that the reexamination was 
in part forced by an awareness that we probably cannot meet Libyan 
demands.

I repeated that this was not a final judgment but that I thought that 
the President ought to know that for the first time questions were being 
raised about the necessity for the base.

6. I reported to the President with respect to a 5412 activity, which 
is the subject of a specific memorandum.

7. I then discussed paragraphs 12 a and 16 of the Basic Policy paper. 
As to 12 a, I reported to the President that the Secretaries of State and 
Defense seem now to be in agreement on the version of 12 a which 
is attached, calling his attention to the footnote which would appear 
in the Record of Actions. I said to the President that we thus had an 
agreement between the principal department heads but that there was 
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still some disagreement within the military establishment. I said that 
I feared, for example, that the Chief of Staff of the Army would not 
find the footnote compatible to his thinking and that he had tended 
to interpret the language in paragraph 12 a in a way quite different 
from the interpretation placed upon it by the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force and by the Secretary of Defense. Thus, I felt that the problem 
with respect to this paragraph as we would discuss it in the NSC meet-
ing on July 30 would be whether he wished to allow those who found 
themselves in disagreement, to speak to it, recommending that he do 
so. The President agreed and said that he would welcome any further 
comments but he was in accord with my suggestion that this be the last 
meeting on the subject.

I then showed the President the draft of paragraph 16, which is 
attached. I pointed out to him that it defined local aggression as con-
flicts occurring outside of the NATO area.

This draft recognized that the engagement of sizeable US and 
USSR forces in NATO could not be considered local aggression and 
that short of such a situation we were reaffirming our commitment 
to NATO and NATO planning. The President agreed with this say-
ing that in such a situation the decision could not be a unilateral US 
decision.

I also called the President’s attention to the world “balance” in the 
second line, pointing out that the Defense Department would proba-
bly object to it (it having been a State Department submission at the 
Planning Board) and that I personally would recommend against it in 
the light of the footnote to paragraph 12 a, and also because the refer-
ence here was to capability and not to forces. It seemed to me that what 
we really required was a flexible and selective capability. The President 
agreed and felt also that in the third line, the word “as” should be 
changed to “in cases” and the inter- lineation in the attached draft was 
in his own hand.

8. At this point Mr. McCabe and Mr. Haskins came into the meeting. 
I introduced Mr. Haskins to the President, pointing out to the President 
that the subject of the discussion was the Jackson Committee study.

The President began by stating that Mr. Haskins had been desig-
nated his representative in accordance with the guidelines agreed upon 
by the President and Senator Jackson. He then made the following 
points:

(1) There is a precedent for a Presidential representative to sit in at 
Congressional hearings in the case of the Immigration Committee, an 
arrangement which the President had established with General Swing. 
When that Committee has dealt with special cases (presumably the 
admission of defectors to this country under the exceptions procedure 
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of the McCarran- Walter Act), the President’s representative has on 
occasion drawn the line with respect to the scope of Committee ques-
tioning, and the Committee has acceded.

(2) Of course, nobody is going to get into the substance of national 
security matters; that is out of bounds. That would open up the way for 
Senators to talk to their constituencies and to the press.

(3) The Jackson Committee at first went far afield, but has now 
decided to limit the inquiry. NSC discussion is advice given to the Pres-
ident and as such it is privileged.

Mr. Gray indicated that it seemed to him that problems with 
the Jackson Committee could arise in two ways: First would be the 
question of release of testimony taken in executive session. This mat-
ter could be dealt with by use of the Committee transcript, and Mr. 
Haskins would not be forced to take a position until after consultation 
with Mr. McCabe and others. The second and more difficult problem 
involves the issue of whether a question put to a witness involved 
substantive matter. At this point the President’s representative would 
find it necessary at least to raise a question with the Committee 
Chairman.

Mr. Haskins then raised with the President the need for a clear 
understanding of the exact scope of his responsibilities as the President’s 
representative, pointing out that questions might arise as to the inter-
pretation of the agreed guidelines and particularly as to where the line 
between substance and procedure was to be drawn.

In response the President made the following points:

(1) That of course Mr. Haskins was not going to the Committee 
just to sit there as an observer; that it was up to Mr. Haskins to raise 
a warning light and, should the occasion arise, to say, “Now just a 
minute.”

(2) That Mr. Haskins was not to challenge the Chairman of the 
Committee, but that he was to point out where in his opinion he thought 
they were getting close to the dividing line.

(3) That it is far better to stop something in advance rather than to 
let it get into the record and then have to try to take it out of the record 
later.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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186. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, July 28, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906
B. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated June 19 and July 6 

and 7, 1959
C. NSC Action Nos. 2103, 2105, 2108 and 2110

The enclosed paragraphs 10, 12– a, 15, 16 and 62 for NSC 5906 are 
transmitted herewith as the basis for Council consideration of the sub-
ject at its meeting on July 30 in lieu of the corresponding paragraphs 
of NSC 5906. These paragraphs have been studied further by the NSC 
Planning Board as directed by the Council in NSC Action Nos. 2105– c 
and 2110– a (6) and the Planning Board has revised paragraphs 12– a, 16 
and 62 in the light of the Council discussion.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy

Enclosure

Revised Paragraphs for NSC 5906

Washington, undated

10. [Par. 8 of NSC 5810/1, amended.]2 A central aim of U.S. pol-
icy must be to deter the Communists from use of their military power, 

1 Source: Transmits revised paragraphs of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 8 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.

2 All brackets, except those that indicate footnotes in the original, are in the original.
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remaining prepared to fight general war, should one be forced upon 
the United States. This stress on deterrence is dictated by the disastrous 
character of general nuclear war, a danger of local conflicts developing 
into general war, and the serious effect of further Communist aggres-
sion. Hence the Communist rulers must be convinced that aggression 
will not serve their interest: that it will not pay.

12– a. [Par. 10– a of NSC 5810/1, amended.] It is the policy of the 
United States to place main, but not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons; 
to integrate nuclear weapons with other weapons in the Armed Forces 
of the United States; and to use them when required to meet the nation’s 
war objectives. Planning should contemplate situations short of general 
war where the use of nuclear weapons would manifestly not be militar-
ily necessary nor appropriate to the accomplishment of national objec-
tives, particularly in those areas where main Communist power will 
not be brought to bear. Designated commanders will be prepared to use 
nuclear weapons when required in defense of the command. Advance 
authorization for the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the 
President.3

15. [Par. 13 of NSC 5810/1, unchanged.] In carrying out the cen-
tral aim of deterring general war, the United States must develop 
and maintain as part of its military forces its effective nuclear retal-
iatory power, and must keep that power secure from neutralization 
or from a Soviet knockout blow, even by surprise. The United States 
must also develop and maintain adequate military and non- military 
programs for continental defense. So long as the Soviet leaders are 
uncertain of their ability to neutralize the U.S. nuclear retaliatory 
power, there is little reason to expect them deliberately to initiate 
general war or actions which they believe would carry appreciable 
risk of general war, and thereby endanger the regime and the secu-
rity of the USSR.

16. [Par. 14 of NSC 5810/1, amended.] Military planning for U.S. 
forces to oppose local aggression will be based on a flexible and selec-
tive capability, including nuclear capability for use in cases authorized 
by the President. Within the total U.S. military forces there must be 
included ready forces which, in conjunction with indigenous forces 
and with such help as may realistically be expected from allied forces, 
are adequate (a) to present a deterrent to any resort to local aggression, 
and (b) to defeat such aggression, or to hold it pending the applica-
tion of such additional U.S. and allied power as may be required to 

3 Paragraph 12– a of NSC 5906 was approved by the President with the understand-
ing that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy but rather as a clarification of 
existing policy with respect to the use of nuclear weapons and the requirement for main-
taining balanced forces. [Footnote is in the original.]
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defeat it quickly. Such ready forces must be highly mobile and suitably 
deployed, recognizing that some degree of maldeployment from the 
viewpoint of general war must be accepted. When the use of U.S. forces 
is required to oppose local aggression, force should be promptly and 
resolutely applied in a degree necessary to defeat such local aggression. 
Force should be applied in a manner and on a scale best calculated to 
prevent hostilities broadening into general war. Local aggression as the 
term is used in this paragraph refers to conflicts occurring outside the 
NATO area in which limited U.S. forces participate because U.S. inter-
ests are involved. The possibility of local aggression involving sizable 
forces of the United States and the USSR is ruled out. Incidents in the 
NATO area such as incursions, infiltrations and hostile local actions, 
involving the United States and the USSR, are covered by the NATO 
political directive and strategic concept.

62. [New] Outer Space. The United States should continue actively 
[and with a sense of urgency]4 to pursue programs to develop and 
exploit outer space as needed to achieve scientific, military and politi-
cal purposes.

Objectives should include: (1) a broad- based scientific and techno-
logical program in space flight and planetary- interplanetary exploration 
which will extend human knowledge and understanding; (2) a military 
space program designed to extend U.S. military capabilities through 
application of advancing space technology, [only in fields where such 
applications show promise of offering advantages over other possible 
means for achieving required capabilities];5 (3) a civil space program 
designed to promote the peaceful uses of outer space; and (4) as consis-
tent with U.S. security, achievement of international cooperation in the 
uses of and activities related to outer space—for peaceful purposes, and 
with selected allies for military purposes.

4 Treasury- Budget propose deletion. [Footnote is in the original.]
5 Budget-Treasury proposal. [Footnote is in the original.]
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187. Letter From Furnas to Smith (S/P)1

Washington, July 30, 1959

Dear Gerry:

The military paragraphs of Basic National Policy were disposed 
of by the NSC this morning in a way which I think should please you. 
There was practically nothing new or interesting in the discussion, and 
the Acting Secretary took the line set forth in the exchange of telegrams 
you’ve seen. Paragraph 12– a stood as written with McElroy’s note as a 
footnote. Twining commented that the language is all right with him so 
long as it is not a change of policy. He said he would have preferred the 
old but if the new one is agreed to he will not object. Paragraph 16 as 
agreed to in the Planning Board was amended only slightly and should 
cause us no serious trouble. Its main feature is that it leaves open the 
possibility of non- general war engagements between US and USSR 
forces so long as “sizeable” forces are not involved. Everyone agreed 
that the determination as to what is a sizeable force must be a question 
of judgement and needs to be looked at in individual circumstances. 
The “Radford Doctrine” is now out. Since paragraph 16 as now agreed 
to invalidates the present strategic concept and is satisfactory to the 
Department, Mr. Dillon withdrew our proposed definition of general 
war in paragraph 10.

The problem in the paragraph on enhancing the nuclear capability 
of selected allies is not yet fully resolved but will probably be settled 
before the end of the day. Only JCS is opposed to the version you last 
saw, and I believe they are coming around.

Attached are copies of paragraphs 12– a and 16 as they came out of 
this morning’s meeting.

Sincerely,

Howard Furnas

P.S. Sorry to miss you next week, but I’m off to Georgian Bay. Glad this 
ball-game didn’t go into extra innings. I feel that we just pushed over 
that winning run in the last of the ninth. Regards, HF.

1 Source: Transmits approved revised military paragraphs of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 
3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.
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Enclosure

Approved Paragraphs

Washington, undated

12– a. [Par. 10– a of NSC 5810/1, amended]2 It is the policy of the 
United States to place main, but not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons; 
to integrate nuclear weapons with other weapons in the Armed Forces 
of the United States; and to use them when required to meet the nation’s 
war objectives. Planning should contemplate situations short of general 
war where the use of nuclear weapons would manifestly not be militarily 
necessary nor appropriate to the accomplishment of national objectives, 
particularly in those areas where main Communist power will not be 
brought to bear. Designated commanders will be prepared to use nuclear 
weapons when required in defense of the command. Advance authoriza-
tion for the use of nuclear weapons is as determined by the Preseident.3

16. [Par. 14 of NSC 5810/1, amended] Military planning for U.S. 
forces to oppose local aggression will be based on a flexible and selective 
capability, including nuclear capability for use in cases authorized by the 
President. Within the total U.S. military forces there must be included 
ready forces which, in conjunction with indigenous forces and with such 
help as may realistically be expected from allied forces, are adequate (a) 
to present a deterrent to any resort to local aggression, and (b) to defeat 
such aggression, or to hold it pending the application of such additional 
U.S. and allied power as may be required to defeat it quickly. Such ready 
forces must be highly mobile and suitably deployed, recognizing that 
some degree of maldeployment from the viewpoint of general war must 
be accepted. When the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose local 
aggression, forces should be promptly and resolutely applied in a degree 
necessary to defeat such local aggression. Force should be applied in a 
manner and on a scale best calculated to prevent hostilities broadening 
into general war. Local aggression as the term is used in this paragraph 
refers to conflicts occurring outside the NATO area in which limited 
U.S. forces participate because U.S. interests are involved. The possibil-
ity of local aggression involving sizable forces of the United States and 
the USSR is ruled out; incidents in the NATO area such as incursions, 
infiltrations and hostile local actions, involving the United States and the 
USSR, are covered by the NATO political directive and strategic concept.

2 All brackets, except those indicating footnotes in the original, are in the original.
3 Paragraph 12– a of NSC 5906 was approved by the President with the understand-

ing that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy but rather as a clarification of 
existing policy with respect to the use of nuclear weapons and the requirement for main-
taining balanced forces. [Footnote is in the original.]
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188. Minutes of Cabinet Meeting1

Washington, July 31, 1959, 9–10:40 a.m.

The following were present:

President Eisenhower

1 Source: Civil defense exercise and planning. Confidential. Extracts—4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Cabinet Secretariat.

Mr. C. Douglas Dillon for Sec. Herter
Sec. Anderson
Mr. Thomas S. Gates for Sec. McElroy
AG Rogers
Mr. Edson O. Sessions for PMG 

Summerfield
Mr. Fred Aandahl for Sec. Seaton
Sec. Mueller
Sec. Benson
Sec. Mitchell
Sec. Flemming

Director Stans
Gov. Hoegh

Mr. John F. Floberg, AEC
Dr. Raymond J. Saulnier, CEA
Dr. Arthur Maxwell, Navy
Dr. James H. Wakelin, Navy

Gen. Goodpaster
Mr. Robert Gray
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Harr
Mr. Kendall
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Morgan
Dr. Pearlberg
Maj Eisenhower
Mr. Stephens—(in part)
Capt Aurand—(in part)
Mr. Patterson

[Omitted here is the beginning of the minutes.]

Phase IV of OPERATION ALERT, 1959—Gov. Hoegh noted that the 
President’s original suggestion for this fourth phase was for a 10-day 
“buttoned- up” period in October. Because many of the relocation sites 
are on college campuses—which would be active in October—and 
because of the cost involved, Governor Hoegh recommended an alter-
nate procedure. Since, except for its final communications, the new 
underground facility at High Point will be completed by October, Gov. 
Hoegh’s proposal is that there be a 2- day “familiarization test” of that 
facility by members of the Cabinet, other agency heads, and some 650 of 
the 2750 personnel for whom High Point is their emergency duty station.

The President approved the proposal of the Director of the Office 
of Civil and Defense Mobilization for Phase IV of OPERATION ALERT, 
1959 as follows: (a) A familiarization test of the protected facility 
at High Point from 10:30 A.M, October 19, to 4:00 P.M., October 20; 
(b) Participation by heads of departments and major agencies plus 25 
per cent of the agencies’ emergency staffs designated to operate from 
High Point (of column three of Attachment B to approved Cabinet 
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Paper 59–98/1); (c) Specific guidelines for Phase IV to be developed by 
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization in consultation with the 
interested agencies, through the Interagency Test Planning Group.

Funding of the Delegate Agencies’ Civil Defense and Defense Mobilization 
Function—Gov. Hoegh described the manner in which Executive 
Branch agencies have been buffeted about by conflicting instructions 
from the House Appropriations Subcommittees—which this year have 
all but cut out funds for the “delegate agencies”. (Under this “delegate 
agency” program, for example, the Labor Department prepares emer-
gency manpower plans, HEW would prepare a HEW post- emergency 
attack health and welfare plan, etc.—this being considered a more 
proper execution of departmental responsibilities than to have OCDM 
itself hire new people of its own to do such planning.)

Gov. Hoegh and Sec. Flemming emphasized that this “game” 
between the Executive and Legislative Branches has this year turned 
into a “procedural tragedy”.

The President spoke very strongly about the need for enough non- 
military defense to ensure that our $40 billion military defense effort 
is not wasted. The feeling was expressed that the degree of balance 
between these two aspects of our national security program borders on 
the ridiculous; the cuts the House has made in civil defense could make 
our military defense nearly useless.

The President expressed his strong conviction that civil defense and 
defense mobilization activities are as vital to the total national security 
program of the country as is the armor around a tank; convinced that 
these activities are in effect armor around our nation and our civilization, 
the President approved Director Hoegh’s initiating steps which would: 
(a) Bring to the attention of the Congressional Leaders the severe cuts 
made in the delegate agency financing; (b) Have prepared a supplemen-
tal appropriation making up the amount cut below the FY 1960 budget 
request for the delegate agencies, together with a strong transmittal mes-
sage setting forth the President’s views; (c) Enable an Administration- 
wide effort to be made, through speeches and other public statements by 
Cabinet and agency heads (except State and Treasury), to bring forcefully 
to public attention the vital requirement for balance in our national secu-
rity program, i.e., an effective non- military as well as military defense.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the minutes.]

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copy to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Gray
Mr. Minnich

(Note: This account based on Mr. Patterson’s summary memorandum 
prepared for General Persons’ information and on the Record of Action.)
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189. Memorandum of Meeting Between Eisenhower and Gray1

Washington, August 3, 1959, 11:10 a.m.

1. I took up with the President the Record of Actions of the NSC 
meeting of July 30, 1959. I reported to him that the Defense Department 
wished to add some language to paragraph 16 which he approved. 
I also pointed out that the Defense Department wished to delete the 
qualifying clause of paragraph 62 b. The President instructed me 
to leave the language as it was written and asked me to remind the 
Defense Department that this was language that he had suggested in 
the Council meeting. The President also approved the small change in 
the language of the Record of Actions which related to paragraph 58 of 
NSC 5906 (Mobilization Base).

With respect to paragraph 62 on Outer Space, I reported to the 
President that there was some unhappiness among the operators, 
including specifically Mr. Harr and the OCB Staff, about the Council 
action in deleting references to psychological values. The President 
had said that he had not intended to eliminate psychological factors 
and thought that the word “political” adequately took care of the 
situation. However, he said that in order that no one misunderstand 
he would put a footnote to the word “political” which would read 
substantially as follows: “The term political includes consideration of 
psychological factors.”

2. In connection with space problems, I said to the President that 
I was concerned about the adequacy of our machinery for dealing 
with some of the very difficult questions which we will be confronted 
with in the future. I expressed the view that the Space Council could 
not be as fully effective as some people had hoped. The President 
reminded me that he had not sought the creation of the Space Council 
but had been forced to accept it as a compromise with the Democratic 
leadership. I indicated that it was not clear to me just what space 
responsibilities the NSC now had. The President agreed that there 
probably would arise jurisdictional problems and asked me to pre-
pare a directive for his signature which would go to the Space Council 
and other appropriate agencies under which the Special Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs would be made a sitting 
member of the Space Council and be given the specific responsibility 
of dealing with problems arising out of either conflict of jurisdiction 
or lack of clearly defined jurisdiction. The directive would provide 

1 Source: Basic national security policy; Space Council/NSC coordination. Top 
Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Staff Memos.
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that any problems the Special Assistant could not solve with respect 
to machinery should be taken to the President.

3. I discussed two 5412 matters with the President, which are the 
subject of a separate memorandum.

4. I presented to the President a draft of a memorandum to the 
Secretary of Defense, Chairman, JCS, and the Director, OCDM con-
cerning the President’s request for a study of the requirements of 
the mobilization base under conditions of a nuclear exchange. The 
President approved the memorandum with one editorial change that 
he made.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

cc: Mr. Lay

190. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 4, 1959, 11 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Kistiakowsky
Major Eisenhower

The President opened by asking Dr. Kistiakowsky if he had 
seen the memorandum from Secretary Gates to General Goodpaster, 
dated July 27th, on the subject of military department contracts for 
space activities. The President is primarily afraid of the develop-
ment of “squatters’ rights” by the individual services. He has asked 
Mr. McElroy to take a look at this subject, and also told Mr. McElroy 
that if Dr. York is not available to advise him, he should contact 
Dr. Kistiakowsky. He said that even $500,000 is a lot of money. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky agreed, and said that the situation is not quite so bad 
as it looks, since the total funds allowed would be some $3.5 million, 
of which $2.5 million would go to “systems planning” and only $1.0 

1 Source: Service involvement in space activities; need for single, global military 
communications system; ICBM basing. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
DDE Diaries.
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million in new research. He mentioned that he received a memo-
randum from General Goodpaster on this subject and was putting 
together his own comments on the individual programs for submis-
sion to the President.

*  *  *
Dr. Kistiakowsky then gave his briefing, which is appended hereto.
The President had the following comments to make with regard to 

this briefing:
a. He approved the idea of a single global military communi-

cations system, as recommended by Dr. Baker. He took note of Dr. 
Kistiakowsky’s statement that close coordination with Dr. York will 
suffice to convince the Secretary of Defense of the necessity to develop 
only one new ambitious system of this type.

b. With regard to ICBM bases, the President agreed with Dr. 
Kistiakowsky that it is possible that our philosophy of high reliabil-
ity of missiles is not right. He felt it would perhaps be better to pro-
duce cheaper missiles and cheaper dispersed and hidden bases with 
a much lower level of reliability than we now demand. Conceivably, 
one group could handle one missile; and each missile could have its 
target predetermined. In this connection, Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed 
out that the inspection conducted by General Betts will probably 
not save much money on the ATLAS and TITAN programs since the 
15 squadrons of these are already programmed for long lead- time 
items. He feels, however, that his inspection of MINUTEMAN would 
save a lot of gold plating in that vast program. If the MINUTEMAN 
becomes as complicated as the ATLAS and TITAN systems, its value 
is lost.

c. With regard to test talks at Geneva, the President recognized that 
our problems are getting more complex all the time.

d. As a general comment, the President cautioned against a situ-
ation whereby we tend to take the sum total of everybody’s optimum 
requirements and thereby break ourselves. He hopes that the studies on 
targeting which are being conducted will be helpful in this regard. He 
also expressed satisfaction at Dr. Kistiakowsky’s ferreting out of these 
trouble areas.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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191. Presentation by Kistiakowsky to the President1

Washington, August 4, 1959

MR. PRESIDENT:

With your permission I will report to you on three subjects: the 
progress in global military communications; the problem of ICBM 
bases; and the problem of nuclear test suspension negotiations.

I.

As you know, the three Services are involved in planning global 
communications systems of a most advanced nature which are not 
closely coordinated. A panel, headed by Dr. W. O. Baker of your 
Science Advisory Committee, has been looking into the problems of 
present and future military; communications and especially into the 
CRITICOMM System. The main emphasis of its findings is that a great 
deal of improvement is possible with the present type of communica-
tions, by making limited technical changes and additions, and simulta-
neously aiming toward maximum possible sharing of the facilities by 
the Services. The Director of Defense Research and Engineering and the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Supply and Logistics also have been 
emphasizing the advantages which may result from the improvements 
in present facilities over focusing of attention on the as yet unproven 
future developments. Due to these efforts, there has been a gratifying 
improvement in the handling of critical messages. For instance, the 
median- average- time for handling such messages is down to 13 min-
utes this June as contrasted with 52 minutes from June to December 
1958. [text not declassified] It appears, Mr. President, that the concerted 
efforts to make the best possible use of the present facilities are bearing 
fruit and further improvements are definitely to be hoped for.

II.

In response to Dr. Killian’s memorandum of last winter concerning 
the cost and complexity of missile bases, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense undertook a study of this problem, and General Betts, who 
conducted the inquiry, just told me informally about his findings. In 
essence they are these:

The complexity of earliest missile bases will be almost beyond 
imagination. An example is that under the floor of the Command Post 
at the Vandenberg Air Force Base, controlling only three Atlas missiles, 

1 Source: Global military communications; ICBM basing; Geneva disarmament 
negotiations. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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there are 30,000 relays. The Air Force, however, has made earnest efforts 
to reduce the complexity in the design of later squadrons, while at the 
same time improving dispersion and hardening. The result is that the 
fully dispersed and hardened squadrons are expected to cost less than 
the early installations. The high cost and complexity of the early instal-
lations must be largely blamed on lack of experience and the speeded 
up program, which allowed little time for testing of base designs.

Even in the later installations, there appears to remain some gold-
plating. Starting now, changes could be profitably made only in Atlas 
squadrons after the 8th, and in Titan squadrons after the 6th, since 
the detailed base designs are already too advanced on the others. The 
OSD has now directed inquires to the Air Force as to why certain items 
couldn’t be eliminated or a simplified in the late squadrons, but these 
are not the major items.

The complexity of the ground installations is very largely due to a 
high degree of automation. This, in turn, is an unavoidable consequence 
of the requirement to have a 15 minute response time. Unfortunately, 
nothing much in the way of simplicity is gained by changing from 15 to, 
say, 20–25 minutes. To simplify base design drastically one needs to go 
to manual operations, and that probably means 1 to 2 hours response 
time.

The fully dispersed and hardened squadrons of 9 missiles each are 
expected to cost in the neighborhood of $130 million each. The costs 
may be higher, however, because the estimates of the cost of hook- up 
and check- out of ground equipment have been rising from 5 to 15 mil-
lion dollars per squadron and some people are pessimistic enough to 
think that they may actually turn out to be some $30 millions. This part 
of the program may become the time- controlling factor for achieving 
operational ICBM force, as it is for Thors in England, because of short-
age of competent engineers to do the job.

III.

Since July 23, when Mr. Dillon presented to you a plan for changing 
the objectives of our Geneva negotiations on nuclear test suspension, I 
have been trying to analyze the technical aspects of the plan and have 
discussed the matter with selected members of your Science Advisory 
Committee, including Dr. Killian.

Recently I presented my considerations to Mr. Dillon and with his 
knowledge would like to present them now to you. Mr. Dillon wished 
me to tell you that because of the British reaction to his message and the 
coming end of the Foreign Ministers Conference, the urgency of talking 
to Gromyko has been reduced.

As you recall, Mr. President, the plan presented by Mr. Dillon 
involves approaching Gromyko with the proposal that a treaty be 
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negotiated for the cessation of atmospheric and outer space nuclear 
tests, with a complete Geneva monitoring system, except for on- site 
inspections. There is to be also a joint test program to study seismic 
monitoring, including tests in big holes. Pending the outcome of such 
study, the parties to the treaty retain freedom of weapons development 
by means of underground nuclear tests.

A point to note is that purely theoretical considerations about tests 
in outer space and underground indicate that in both instances evasion 
could be achieved by the use of elaborate and costly procedures. The 
plan which proposes a monitored ban on space tests but postpones a 
ban on underground tests in therefore technically not self- consistent. 
The plan calls for a billion dollar monitoring organization, which could 
not be technically justified for monitoring atmospheric tests, and which 
provides no complete protection against outer space tests. Moreover, 
it does not prevent weapons development because of uncontrolled 
underground tests.

The proposal to undertake jointly with the Soviets the study of 
seismic monitoring and of means to control evasion involving shots in 
big holes suffers from another technical weakness. It is impossible to 
predict how long the investigation will take. Intuitively it seems proba-
ble that a sort of a race will develop between improved means of detec-
tion and of evasion, and so the operation may drag on for years without 
conclusive results.

One alternative to the State Department plan is to propose cessa-
tion of atmospheric tests, but of no others. Since this measure would 
involve virtually no aspects of arms limitation, and the monitoring of 
atmospheric tests can be done from outside USSR, technical arguments 
for a monitoring organization inside USSR would be weak. We might 
thus lose the advantages of an organization within the USSR and of a 
beginning toward arms limitation measures.

Another alternative might be to continue with negotiations for a 
treaty based on the original Geneva monitoring system, insisting on a 
sufficiently large on- site inspection quota that an adequate deterrent 
against invasion by underground tests would result, except by the use 
of the big holes.

Judging by the past Soviet reaction, they are not likely to accept a 
hundred or so on- site inspections, and hence the result of such a move 
might be a suspension of negotiations due to their unwillingness to 
accept reasonably effective monitoring.

However, they might accept. The question as to whether a treaty 
which may then result would safeguard our security, cannot be 
answered on a technical basis, although some technical factors have an 
important bearing on the over- all conclusion.
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The treaty would define a monitoring system which would be 
admittedly not fully effective. Evasion with up to megaton weapons, 
but at extremely high cost, would be theoretically possible in outer 
space. For somewhat smaller weapons, and at somewhat lower but 
still rather high cost, the evasion would also be theoretically possible 
underground by using large holes. Both techniques would require 
major development programs on the part of the Soviets to make them 
practical and detection proof. The underground technique with its 
large earth- works would be very sensitive to our presently planned 
advanced reconnaissance systems.

The technical requirements and uncertainties of clandestine testing 
underground and in outer space, together with the attendant risk of 
disclosure by the diverse intelligence sources available to the United 
States, could constitute an adequate deterrent to USSR evasion—partic-
ularly if the Soviets conclude that the technical gains possible through 
continued testing under these conditions are limited. Whether this 
adds up to an adequate safeguard for us is consequently not a technical 
question.

These, Mr. President, are the considerations involved, which I 
thought might be useful to you if the result of the impending discussions 
with the British is a change in our tactics at the Geneva negotiations.

192. Note From Buford to Martin1

Washington, August 5, 1959

Following our conversation this morning regarding the attached 
alternative sentences in paragraph 16 I notified Jimmy Lay that we 
much preferred the second alternative but would be willing, if there 
were some strong objection from other quarters, to accept the first 
alternative. Jimmy informed me then that Gordon Gray had seen the 
President this morning on some other matter and in the course of their 
discussion had shown the President the two alternatives. The President 
indicated that he much preferred the second alternative. Apparently 
Mr. McElroy was there or came in shortly thereafter and Mr. McElroy 
agreed with the President’s choice. Mr. Lay therefore is circulating an 
approved Record of Action incorporating the second alternative.

1 Source: Eisenhower’s preferred revision of paragraph 16 of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Mr. Lay also told me that Hadyn Williams of Defense was some-
what upset by this development and indicated that he planned to dis-
cuss the matter further with Mr. McElroy.

A. Sidney Buford, III

Attachment

Revised Paragraphs

. . . . The possibility that local aggression could occur in the NATO 
area or elsewhere involving sizable forces of the United States and the 
USSR is ruled out.

Alternate

. . . . Conflicts occurring in the NATO area or elsewhere involving 
sizable forces of the United States and the USSR should not be con-
structed as local aggression.

193. Memorandum From Boggs to the NSC1

Washington, August 11, 1959

SUBJECT

Priorities for Ballistic Missile and Space Programs

REFERENCES

a. NSC Actions Nos. 1846, 1941, 1956 and 2103
b. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated May 7 and 10, 1959
c. NSC Action No. 2081

The enclosed memorandum from the Secretary of Defense, for rec-
ommending revisions in NSC Action No. 2081– b, is transmitted here-
with for consideration by the National Security Council at its meeting 
on Tuesday, August 18, 1959.

Marion W. Boggs
Acting Executive Secretary

1 Source: Transmits Secretary of Defense’s paper on ballistic missile and space pro-
grams. Top Secret. 7 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, Ballistic Missiles.
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cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Administrator, National Aeronatics and Space Administration
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

Enclosure

Memorandum From McElroy to the Special Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs

Washington, August 10, 1959

SUBJECT

Priorities for Ballistic Missile and Space Programs

REFERENCES

NSC Actions Nos. 1846, 1941, 1956, 2013 and 2081

At the meeting on 18 May 1959 the National Security Council 
noted, under NSC Action No. 2081, that the President has established 
the following programs as having the highest priority above all others 
for research and development and for achieving operational capability; 
scope of the operational capability to be approved by President:

(Order of listing does not indicate priority of one program over 
another.)

(1) ATLAS (ICBM) Weapon System.
(2) TITAN (ICBM) Weapon System.
(3) THOR-JUPITER (IRBM) Weapon Systems.
(4) POLARIS (FBM) Weapon System.
(5) Antimissile-missile defense weapon system, including active 

defense and related early warning for defense of the United States 
proper.

(6) Space programs determined by the President on advice of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Council to have objectives having key 
political, scientific, psychological or military import.

It is believed that the weapon systems and related programs 
included in the above listing should be re-examined for the following 
reasons:

(a) The THOR–JUPITER IRBM programs are well advanced and 
deployment problems appear to be such that the need for a special pri-
ority to procure these items no longer exists. The highest Department 
of Defense priority will meet the needs of the THOR and JUPITER 
programs.
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(b) The MINUTEMAN ICBM weapon system, now in the research 
and development stage, has progressed sufficiently to justify the assign-
ment of the highest national priority to this weapon system. The assign-
ment of priority is in consideration of the projected military importance 
of this system and the demonstrated need for this priority to achieve 
earliest possible operational capability.

(c) It is believed that the intent of the priority on antiballistic mis-
sile defense weapon system, including active defense and related early 
warning for defense of the United Stated proper, would be more easily 
realized by defining the programs now being carried out within this 
area. The present projects now considered to properly belong within 
the antiballistic missile defense category are:

(1) NIKE-ZEUS Weapon System
(2) Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) Phase I, 

including Project DEW DROP

In view of the above, the following recommendations are presented:

(a) Delete the THOR-JUPITER (IRBM) Weapon Systems
(b) Delete the antimissile-missile defense weapon system, includ-

ing active defense and related early warning for defense of the United 
States proper

(c) Add the MINUTEMAN (ICBM) Weapon System (now in 
research development)

(d) Add NIKE-ZEUS Weapon System
(e) Add Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) Phase I, 

including Project DEW DROP

Attached is a brief description of each project recommended for 
inclusion in the national priority list.

/s/ Neil McElroy

Attachment 1

Washington, undated

MINUTEMAN (ICBM) WEAPON SYSTEM

The MINUTEMAN program is an Air Force development to pro-
vide a second generation intercontinental ballistic missile using 3- stage 
solid propellant propulsion to deliver thermonuclear warheads on tar-
gets up to 6500 nautical miles from launch points.

This project is now in advanced research and development and is 
approaching component final design. The decision for production and 
deployment has not been made.
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Attachment 2

Washington, undated

NIKE- ZEUS WEAPON SYSTEM

The NIKE- ZEUS is being developed by the Army to provide a 
defense against all forms of the ballistic missile threat out to a range 
of 75 nautical miles. An early system demonstration against simulated 
targets up to 130,000 feet altitude is scheduled during 1961 at the White 
Sands Missile Range, with full system capability demonstration against 
actual ballistic missile targets up to 500,000 feet altitude in 1962.

The engineering design of the system is essentially complete and 
major components are now being fabricated or installed for tests. The deci-
sion for production and deployment of this system has not been made.

Attachment 3

Washington, undated

BALLISTIC MISSILE EARLY WARNING SYSTEM (BMEWS)  
PHASE I, INCLUDING PROJECT DEW DROP

BMEWS is an Air Force project to provide a ballistic missile early 
warning system with radars to be located at Clear, Alaska; Thule, 
Greenland; and a site in the United Kingdom. The system is designed 
to give warning of a mass ballistic missile attack on the North American 
continent.

Site I at Thule, Greenland is more than 50% complete. Construction 
at Site 2 at Clear, Alaska will beging this summer. Negotiations for Site 3 
in the United Kingdom will begin in Agugust 1959.

Site 1 will be operational in September 1960, Site 2 in September 
1961, and Site 3 approximately 36 months after completion of negotia-
tions with the United Kingdom.

The Air Force Project DEW DROP is a 630 mile long Tropospheric 
Forward Scatter Communications System which will link the BMEWS 
station at Thule, Greenland with Cape Dyer, Baffin Island and existing 
rearward communications to the United States.

The equipment for DEW DROP is already installed and is under 
final test. The system will be operational in December 1959.



National Security Policy 817

194. Memorandum From Twining to the JCS1

CM–386–59 Washington, August 24, 1959

SUBJECT

Target Coordination and Associated Problems

REFERENCE

CM–380–59, dated 17 August 1959

1. In reference memorandum I indicated to the Secretary of Defense 
that he would be advised of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the 
matters discussed in the memorandum.

2. In order to expedite resolution of several issues related to tar-
geting which are hampering current planning, there is provided in the 
attachment hereto a list of the specific questions for consideration by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

3. I am of the opinion that additional elaborate and time- consuming 
studies on the part of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are not necessary to 
the resolution of most of the questions set forth in the attachment. 
Accordingly, I recommend:

a. That the Joint Chiefs of Staff provide the Secretary of Defense 
their views on the questions posed in the following numbered para-
graphs of the attachment by 15 September 1959: Paragraphs 1 c, 1 d, 2 a, 
2 b, 2 c, 2 d, 2 e, 2 j, 2 k, 3 a and 3 b.

b. That the Joint Chiefs of Staff provide the Secretary of Defense 
their views on the remaining paragraphs by 1 December 1959.

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachment

Washington, undated

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED WITH REGARD TO  
TARGET COORDINATION AND ASSOCIATED PROBLEMS

1. Strategic Targeting Policy:

a. What should be our policy for development of a national strate-
gic target system?

1 Source: Target coordination. Top Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 218, JCS Files, CJCS 381 
(1957–1959).
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b. What categories of targets should be included in the national 
strategic target system?

c. What agency should apply our strategic targeting policy, develop 
the national strategic target system, and keep it up- to- date?

d. What agency should review the national strategic target sys-
tem for consistency with policy and approve it as a basis for further 
analysis?

2. Integrated Operational Plan:

a. Do we need a single integrated operational plan for attack of the 
national strategic target system?

b. If we do need a single integrated operational plan for strategic 
attack, what agency should develop this plan? What agencies should 
review it and approve it?

c. Should any force without an all- weather capability be allocated 
strategic targets? If so, under what conditions?

d. Should our aircraft carrier forces be relieved of responsibility for 
H- hour coverage of targets on the national strategic target list?

e. If the attack carrier forces were to be relieved of this responsibil-
ity, how should their nuclear attack mission be stated?

f. Is there an immediate need for the establishment of a Unified 
Strategic Command?

g. If the answer to the above question is negative, is a Unified 
Strategic Command viewed as desirable for the more distant future?

h. If a Unified Strategic Command is not established in the prox-
imate future, is there a requirement for the integration of operational 
plans for the employment of POLARIS submarines with CINCSAC’s 
operational plan?

i. If so, how should this be accomplished?
j. Dose the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization need policy control of 

an agency capable of operational analysis and war gaming of opera-
tional plans?

k. If so, what agency should perform this function for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff?

3. Operational Control of Atomic Strike Forces:

a. As a general policy, should unified commanders having an area 
responsibility be responsible for H- hour attack of targets on the national 
strategic target list?

b. Should the operation of the Joint War Room Annexes and the 
Joint Coordination Centers be continued?

c. Should any additional measures be taken to improve the coordi-
nation of forces operating under the operational control of the various 
commanders?



National Security Policy 819

195. Cabinet Paper1

C–59–78/2 Washington, September 10, 1959

Proposed Policy on Strategic Materials

For consideration by the Cabinet, attached is a revised brief and 
Cabinet paper prepared by the Director of the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization following discussions with the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget; the Administrator, General Services Administration; and 
the Civil and Defense Mobilization Board.

This paper constitutes the proposed Administration position on 
stockpile disposals and contains six specific recommendations.

Principal changes include rewording of Recommendation 2 and 
deletion of Recommendation 6 from the August 20 paper.

The Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization staff report (classi-
fied SECRET), and Defense Mobilization Order V– 7, entitled “General 
Policies for the Stockpile of Strategic and Critical Materials,” should be 
removed from the August 20 paper and attached to the revised version.

In considering the attached recommendations, the attention of 
Cabinet members is called to CP–58–78/1.

Robert Gray
Secretary to the Cabinet

Attachment

Paper Prepared by the Director of the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization

CP–59–78/3 Washington, September 30, 1959

THE CABINET

POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO STOCKPILING

Problem:

Various questions have arisen on strategic materials policy. What 
should continue to be the basis of stockpiling in the light of the prospec-
tive needs and supply capabilities for materials in national emergen-
cies? What should be done about disposal of excess stocks of materials? 
Should surplus inventories be channeled to Government users, such as 

1 Source: Proposed policy on strategic materials. R-Privileged. 8 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Cabinet Series.
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the Bureau of the Mint and arsenals? What preference should be given 
to disposals from the Defense Production Act inventory? Should a more 
intensive effort be made to cancel contracts for delivery of materials in 
excess of stockpile objectives?

Discussion:

1. Character of the Strategic Stockpile

The strategic stockpile has been accumulated as an industrial mate-
rials inventory for meeting military, defense- supporting and essential 
civilian needs. It contains raw and semi- processed forms of minerals, 
metals, industrial oils, fibers and certain other materials such as crude 
natural rubber that are basic to manufacturing. It is not an end- product 
stockpile to be used directly by ultimate consumers.

2. History of the Strategic Stockpile

The strategic stockpile originated because of experience of the U.S. in 
relying on foreign sources of supply for materials that are indispensable 
to meeting military and other essential needs of the U.S. in time of emer-
gency. The U.S., despite its enormous productive capacity, is seriously 
deficient in some raw materials. This problem of dependence is recog-
nized in the first section of the postwar Stock Piling Act passed in 1946.

The U.S. is completely dependent on foreign areas for one- third 
of the 75 materials on the current stockpile list. It is completely self- 
sufficient in peacetime in only 3 of the materials. These are molybde-
num, magnesium and vanadium. In other cases, the U.S. has varying 
degrees of foreign dependence.

The strategic stockpile as originally established under the Stock 
Piling Act was on a 5- year basis and had only one set of objectives 
which assumed partial dependence on foreign sources.

In 1954 following a review by a Cabinet Committee on Mineral 
Policy, long- term objectives were added which completely discounted 
for a 5- year period the supplies originating beyond North America and 
comparably accessible areas. In the same year, the one- year rule was 
introduced which provided that when a metal or mineral is declared 
to be strategic and critical the long- term stockpile objective shall not be 
less than 1 year’s normal U.S. use.

Also in 1954 the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act was passed which provided for accelerated barter of agricultural 
commodities for strategic materials on the assumption that it is bet-
ter to have non- deteriorating materials with low storage costs than to 
retain surplus agricultural commodities that are subject to deteriora-
tion and have high storage costs.

Early in 1956, all cash purchasing for the strategic stockpile was 
cut back to meeting needs for a 3- year emergency period, but minimum 
and long- term objectives were kept on a 5- year basis.
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On June 30 last year, the planning period for all stockpile objectives 
was reduced from 5 years to 3 years. This cutback followed an exten-
sive review by the Special Stockpile Advisory Committee (Pettibone 
Committee) and by the Executive Branch.

3. Basis of the Strategic Stockpile Objectives

Strategic stockpile objectives generally represent estimated deficits 
of materials for an emergency period after taking account of the avail-
ability of materials from domestic production and imports under emer-
gency conditions.

Requirements are computed to reflect military, defense supporting 
and essential civilian needs of the U.S. in emergencies. An allowance 
may be made for exports where the U.S. is the essential source of sup-
ply. For example, in molybdenum the U.S. produces most of the total 
world supply. Therefore, our allies would be dependent on the U.S. for 
this material.

Estimates of supplies for the emergency period are based on the 
world- wide availability of materials and the vulnerability of the sources 
of supply under emergency conditions. Discounts are applied to reflect 
the risks involved internally in supply countries, the risks of concentra-
tion of the source, the risks of overseas shipping and the vulnerability 
of domestic sources to destruction.

The difference between the requirements estimate and supply esti-
mate is the deficit to be met by stockpiling, unless other measures pro-
vide a better solution.

Stockpile objectives are computed at two levels: the basic objec-
tive level, which assumes partial dependence on areas beyond North 
America and comparably accessible areas, and the maximum objective 
level, which provides a higher degree of security by completely dis-
counting sources beyond North America and comparably accessible 
areas.

Cash procurement for the strategic stockpile is generally limited 
to meeting the basic objectives. Only 3 relatively minor materials are 
now included in the procurement program. These are jewel bearings, 
diamond dies and amosite asbestos.

4.  Requirements for Strategic Materials and Over- all Status of Government 
Inventories

The grand total requirements for strategic materials would amount 
to about $15 billion for a 3-year emergency, or about $5 billion per year, 
at December 31, 1958 prices. This requirement is somewhat below the 
over- all industrial potential of the U.S.

Domestic production would be relied upon to provide consider-
ably more than half the total supply of strategic materials required. This 
estimate allows for possible loss of the production base where there is 
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extreme concentration of capacity but does not yet include allowances 
otherwise for massive nuclear damage.

Imports of strategic materials from nearby areas would be relied 
upon to provide $2.3 billion in materials in the 3- year emergency.

After allowing for U.S. production and nearby imports (excluding 
overseas sources), about $4 billion in strategic materials would need to 
be supplied by the strategic stockpile.

Total Government inventories of strategic materials amounted to 
about $7.2 billion on December 31, 1958, valued at market prices as of 
that date. The composition of the inventory was as follows, in millions 
of dollars:

Stockpile- Grade Materials Having Objectives

Strategic stockpile $5,777

Defense Production Act inventory 632

Supplemental stockpile 327

Commodity Credit Corp. inventory (obtained by barter) 245

Tin inventory (residual from Texas smelter) 9

Department of the Interior inventory (domestic purchases) 13

Materials Not Meeting Specifications or Having Objectives 170

$7,173

The total quantity of strategic materials on order for all Government 
programs, including barter, was about $865 million on December 31.

Thus the total market value of materials on hand or on order was 
about $8 billion or about twice the total of the present maximum stock-
pile objectives.

In view of this status of the strategic materials programs, the two 
chief problems now relate to (1) the size and character of the stockpile 
needed in the light of present- day conditions and (2) policy on disposal 
of materials that are not needed. These problems and collateral policy 
problems are discussed below.

Recommendations:

Recommendation #1. Determination of Strategic Stockpile Objectives

Determine stockpile objectives on the basis of time required for supplies 
of materials in a national emergency to match essential needs of the emer-
gency. Until such time as the essential needs of the nation after a nuclear attack 
(including reconstruction) can be determined by a pending OCDM study, the 
period of emergency used as a basis for planning will be limited to a maximum 
of three years; provided that, until such determination is made, the maximum 
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objective shall not be less than six months’ usage by industry in the United 
States in periods of active demand.

Defense Mobilization Order V–7, issued on June 30, 1958, provided 
for reducing all stockpile objectives from a 5- year to a 3- year basis. The 
period applies to various national emergencies during which deficien-
cies of the supply of basic materials for industry may occur. This action 
was taken after a review by the Pettibone Committee, Interdepartmental 
Materials Advisory Committee, Defense Mobilization Board and 
National Security Council. The period is being restudied by the National 
Security Council and is subject to change. Pending a determination of 
needs after a nuclear attack on the U.S., the planning period would be 
limited to 3 years, but a shorter period would be used where an anal-
ysis would lead to the conclusion that supplies could feasibly match 
requirements in less than 3 years. (Some of the stockpile objectives cur-
rently assume a deficit of supply only over a period of 6 months to 
2 years until capacity can be restored to adequate levels or alternate 
materials can be utilized.)

The recommendation also recognizes that a deficit of materials 
supply may occur after a nuclear attack on the U.S. Such a deficit, of 
course, could never be larger than the consuming capacity of indus-
try as rehabilitated and would need to take into account also rehabil-
itated supply capacity. After a devastating attack, some stockpiles of 
basic industrial materials in or near consuming areas doubtless would 
be needed. Generally stockpile objectives established for an emergency 
short of an attack on the U.S. would be adequate for an emergency after 
an attack. In some cases, however, the objectives calculated to meet the 
first contingency are so small that their adequacy for the second con-
tingency may be questionable. The recommendation provides, there-
fore, that until the needs after a nuclear attack, including those for 
reconstruction, have been determined, the maximum objectives shall 
be not less than 6 months’ usage of the materials by industry in peri-
ods of active demand. This level of the maximum objectives would not 
require any new purchases but would require retaining some materials 
that otherwise would be regarded as surplus.

“In establishing requirements of specification- grade nondeterio-
rating materials, which are mostly metals and minerals, consideration 
may be given to such factors as increasing essentiality in the light of tech-
nological change, special usefulness for reconstruction after a nuclear 
attack, depletion of reserves, and other pertinent factors.”

Recommendation #2. Disposal of Excesses

“Dispose of excesses whenever possible under the following conditions: 
(a) approval of Departments of Interior, Commerce, State, Agriculture, 
Defense, and other agencies concerned, (b) appropriate consultation with the 
industries concerned, (c) avoidance of serious disruption to usual markets 
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of producers, processors, and consumers, (d) avoidance of adverse effects on 
international interests of the U.S., and (e) preference to disposal of excess 
materials from DPA inventories. Generally expedite disposals of excess mate-
rials that deteriorate, that are likely to become obsolete, or that do not meet 
quality standards.”

The Stock Piling Act requires that disposals of materials from the 
stockpile shall give due consideration to protection against disruption 
of usual markets, and current policy requires that similar protection 
be provided for disposals from the Defense Production Act inventory. 
Current policy also requires that disposals shall not adversely affect 
the international interests of the U.S. Continuation of these policies is 
recommended.

Expeditious disposal would be favored for (1) materials that are 
subject to deterioration or obsolescence, (2) non specification-grade 
materials and (3) materials that do not have stockpile objectives. In the 
case of deteriorating materials, measures other than stockpiling, such 
as research to develop readily-available substitutes, should be empha-
sized for meeting emergency needs. Materials that are not directly 
applicable to objectives also should be available disposal.

Recommendation #3. New Legislation

At appropriate time submit proposed legislation, subject to interagency 
clearance, to achieve better coordination and management of the diverse stock-
pile programs.

The Stock Piling Act has not been revised since its enactment in 
1946. Meanwhile other stockpile legislation has been added piece-
meal. It is believed that a general revision of the legislation should 
be submitted to recognize changed conditions, especially the greater 
domestic hazard resulting from nuclear warfare, and to coordinate 
the various enactments relating to the strategic stockpile, Defense 
Production Act inventory, supplemental stockpile, and the residual 
tin inventory accumulated from the operation of the Texas City tin 
smelter. Proposed legislation has already been partly cleared with 
agencies concerned. This proposed legislation should be completed 
and submitted to Congress.

Recommendation #4. Relationships Between Disposals and Barter

Continue using barter to obtain materials within strategic stockpile objec-
tives. Consider establishing more definite standards for determining when to 
barter for materials beyond maximum objectives. Avoid simultaneous barter 
and sale of identical materials.

Barter should continue to be used to reduce the Government’s 
cash outlays for the strategic stockpile. Beyond that, there is a need for 
coordinating barter acquisition policy with disposal policy for strategic 
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materials. Should the Government, for example, barter for more met-
allurgical manganese or sell a part of the inventory already on hand?

Recommendation #5. Government Use of Excess Materials

Require Government organizations which use strategic materials directly 
to use excess inventories when this would be consistent with the over- all dis-
posal policy and in the best interest of the Government.

Channeling of excess strategic materials to Government agencies, 
such as the Bureau of the Mint, Atomic Energy Commission and arse-
nals, which are direct users of such materials should be authorized 
when feasible and consistent with general disposal policy. Required use 
of the materials in prime contracts and especially in subcontracts, how-
ever, is considered to be inadvisable because the quantities on individ-
ual contracts would be small and probably would add to the cost of the 
contracts by departing from normal supply channels, introduce uncer-
tainty that the precise qualities of materials needed could be obtained 
readily, and unjustifiably complicate the bookkeeping involved. Also 
such required use would have substantially the same effect as an out-
right disposal.

Recommendation #6. Cancellation of Commitments

Continue to seek mutually satisfactory cancellation of contracts to deliver 
excess materials and include possible cancellation by payment of above- market 
premiums specified in the contracts. This would include payments to contrac-
tors on account of anticipated net profits. Negotiations to that end should be 
conducted in the light of over- all interests of the Government and in the light 
of possible contract adjustments through cash payment, payment in kind, or 
barter of excess property.

Current policy authorizing cancellation of deliveries in excess 
of objectives has functioned satisfactorily, but very little more can be 
accomplished by further negotiation unless some additional incentives 
are included.

Implementation: If approved, the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization will initiate actions, in cooperation with the agencies con-
cerned, to carry out the above recommendations.

Concurrences: Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, BoB, GSA, 
and all members of the Civil and Defense Mobilization Board concur in 
the Recommendations as amended.

Attachments: OCDM staff paper on “The Program for Strategic 
Materials”.
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196. Minutes of Cabinet Meeting1

Washington, September 11, 1959, 9—10:40 a.m.

The following were present
President Eisenhower

1 Source: Approval of policy on stockpiling. Confidential. Extracts—4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Cabinet Series.

Mr. Douglas Dillon for Sec. Herter
Mr. Fred Scribner for Sec. Anderson
Sec. McElroy
AG Rogers
PMG Summerfield
Sec. Seaton
Sec. Benson
Sec. Mitchell
Sec. Mueller
Sec. Flemming

Gov. Hoegh
Director Stans, BoB

Mr. Ralph Reid

Dr. Saulnier, CEA
Mr. John A. McCone, AEC
Mr. George Allen, USIA
Mr. J. Roy Price, OCDM (part time)

Mr. Russell H. Hughes (part time)
Mr. Emil W. Reutzel (part time)

Mr. Wm. McC. Martin, FRS
Mr. Bradford Morse, VA (part time)
Mr. Norman Mason, HHFA
Dr. Hugh Dryden, NASA (part time)

Gen. Persons
Major Eisenhower
Mr. Merriam
Mr. Morgan
Mrs. Wheaton
Mr. Harr
Mr. Harlow
Mr. Siciliano
Mr. Kendall
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Robert Gray
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Dr. Paarlberg
Mr. Minnich

[Omitted here is discussion of other subjects.]

Stockpiling—Gov. Hoegh went over the Cabinet paper, pointing out 
the history of stockpiling and outlining the current situation as regards 
excesses. He explained that the excess resulted from the reduced goals 
as a result of the three- year concept, the change in strategical concepts, 
the expansion of some sources of supply, and obsolescence of some 
materials; of a slightly different nature were the excesses resulting from 
operations under P.L. 480. He presented several charts giving the quan-
tative status of selected materials. He pointed out that at present there 
are over $7 billion worth of materials in the stockpile, of which $3.76 
billion were for filling established objectives; the remainder is excess. 
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Under the proposed plan, $4.22 billion worth would constitute objec-
tives, leaving an excess of $2.95 billion.

Gov. Hoegh repeatedly emphasized that disposal of excesses 
would be undertaken only if the market conditions for the item were 
satisfactory and if disposal would not adversely affect our foreign rela-
tions. He made clear that it is proposed at this time to sell only natu-
ral rubber. There will be further interagency discussions prior to any 
disposal of aluminum. As regards other minerals, the market is not in 
satisfactory condition at this time.

Gov. Hoegh also stressed the importance of pressing again next 
year the general legislation which would eliminate the requirement for 
a six- month waiting period prior to any disposal.

Gov. Hoegh then went over the specific recommendations in 
the Cabinet Paper. Following this, Sec. Benson inquired whether the 
three- year requirement was based on estimates of need in an all out 
war. Gov. Hoegh said the basis was that of a three- year period of 
emergency, not necessarily related to the duration of any potential 
war. The President added a word about his own concern with having 
resources at hand for accomplishing recovery in the event of nuclear 
attack.

Mr. Stans highly recommended approval since the paper contained 
all the needed safegards.

Mr. McElroy suggested that the paper be amended to eliminate 
the requirement that all the agencies approve each disposal action—
something that would be pretty cumbersome. The President said that 
concurrence rather that approval would be satisfactory but that spe-
cific agreement seemed to be needed. Mr. Flemming concurred with 
the President’s view.

Dr. Flemming inquired whether Sec. Mitchell should be consulted 
because of the relationship of any strike. Sec. Mitchell indicated that 
satisfactory arrangements for this were already established.

The paper was approved.
[Omitted here is discussion of other subjects.]

L.A. Minnich, Jr.

Copy to:
Mrs. Whitman (2)
Mr. Minnich
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197. Memorandum From Allen Dulles to Eisenhower1

Washington, September 12, 1959

SUBJECT

Soviet Guided Missile Estimate

1. The United States Intelligence Board has this week brought up 
to date its estimate as to the current status of the Soviet Guided Missile 
Program. I enclose a copy for your information.

2. In the course of its review the Board made use of a panel of 
distinguished military and civilian experts involved in our own 
Guided Missile Program. Their findings and recommendations are also 
attached.

3. It occurred to me that you might find this latest thinking of 
ours of use in preparation for your forthcoming talks with Chairman 
Khrushchev.

Allen W. Dulles
Director

Enclosure

Memorandum From Hyland to Allen Dulles

Washington, August 25, 1959

SUBJECT

Report of DCI Ad Hoc Panel on Status of the Soviet ICBM Program

1. This Panel, consisting of the below membership and meet-
ing at your request, has reviewed available evidence relating to the 
Soviet ICBM program. We have also reviewed the Guided Missiles 
and Astronautics Intelligence Committee (GMAIC) report on this sub-
ject, dated 21 August 1959 and have discussed their report with the 
(GMAIC) members.

Mr. L.A. Hyland, Chairman
Mr. Charles R. Irvine
Major General John B. Medaris
Dr. William J. Perry
Dr. W.H. Pickering

1 Source: Transmits report on Soviet guided missile estimate. Top Secret. 4 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, 
CIA.
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Rear Admiral W.F. Raborn
Major General Osmond J. Ritland
Dr. Albert D. Wheelon

2. Based on the foregoing, this Panel has arrived at the following 
conclusions:

a. Evidence acquired, primarily at the TYURA TAM missile test 
range, indicates the Soviets are following an orderly, and effective 
ICBM program, and intend to acquire a substantial capability at the ear-
liest reasonable date. We believe the Soviets are now testing the initial 
complete system capable of the intercontinental range required by their 
needs. Although there is only indirect evidence of KAPUSTIN YAR 
support to this program, it is considered reasonable that the ranges 
have been mutually supporting with respect to component testing and 
shared experience.

b. The Panel believes that a Soviet IOC capability with a very few 
operational missiles (10)2 is at least imminent. This number of missiles, 
however, represents only a highly limited capability, and an opera-
tional capability sufficient to assure the application of effective force in 
the international field (100 missiles) will probably not be available until 
late 1960 or later. It is also believed that the Soviet determination as to 
their balanced needs may result in a deployment of not more than 400 
to 500 ICBM’s which could be attained by the latter part of 1962. The 
Panel no longer believes that this latter capability will be obtained in 
two years after IOC, as the evidence is now firm that the Soviets are not 
engaged in a “crash” program.

c. Regarding the characteristics of the ICBM at IOC, the Panel 
finds the subject thoroughly discussed in the GMAIC report and, on 
most points, generally valid. Two additive statements to the GMAIC 
report are submitted, however, and in one instance, the Panel favors the 
minority statement, as follows:

(1) In the area of system mobility vs fixed sites, we find the GMAIC 
statement well considered. We believe further that whatever the opera-
tional launching mode, the Soviet railroad will play a central role in the 
operational deployment and usage of ICBMs.

(2) The Panel considers the determination of the CEP to be 
extremely important, but does not find hard evidence to substanti-
ate the CEP figures in the GMAIC report. Recent successes in the U.S. 
program indicate that achievement of CEPs considerably better than 3 
n.m. theoretical and 5 n.m. operational may not be as difficult a prob-
lem as initially believed. Recognizing the difficulties of equating U.S. 

2 There is no evidence to support or deny the present availability of ten IOC mis-
siles. However, the test program observations support the judgment that the ten IOC 
missile availability is imminent and that the probable production buildup to an accumu-
lation of 100 is reasonable by late 1960 or later. [Footnote is in the original.]
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accuracies with Soviet capabilities, the Panel believes the statement 
should be: “The operational CEP of the Soviet ICBM at IOC will not be 
worse than 5 n.m. and may very well be better.”

(3) Available evidence does not adequately support a probability of 
more than one basic type ICBM currently being flight tested at TYURA 
TAM. Variations noted in current test programs could well be achieved 
through relatively minor modifications. Such changes would also be suf-
ficient to accommodate specific special missions, such as certain space 
requirements. The current missile should be capable of delivering a war-
head of at least 6000 pounds to a range of about 5500 n.m., or with war-
head reduced to the order of 3000 pounds could achieve 7500 n.m. range.

d. Positive evidence relative to Soviet ICBM production facilities 
or operational deployment sites continues to be missing. The Panel 
believes that intelligence on the status of the Soviet program requires 
these inputs if it is to be as precise as national security demands. 
Recognizing that these types of data have not been accumulated on 
other types of offensive missiles either, some adjudged to have been 
operational for several years, the Panel giving consideration to collec-
tion means available to the U.S. finds this situation alarming.

e. The Panel can see no indications that the Soviet space program 
has interfered with their ICBM program, nor vice versa. The Panel con-
siders that the Soviet facilities are probably adequate to handle both 
programs even under a program more accelerated than observed here-
tofore. While the Soviet space program, observed to the current time, 
appears to have utilized considerable ICBM hardware, there appears to 
be no deficiency in reserve missiles or equipment.

3. Available intelligence information continued to be inadequate 
for assessing the Soviet ICBM threat. We therefore strongly recommend 
that:

a. All collection concepts capable of providing date on the status 
of Soviet ICBM accuracy, deployment and production be vigorously 
pursued.

b. Continued effort be directed toward determining Soviet ICBM 
characteristics by directing specific attention to the acquisition of read-
able telemetry data prior to first stage burnout and to the intercepts of 
the ICBM beacon prior to final burnout. Additional collection should 
be directed to the reentry phase including the type of nosecone, fuzing 
and arming techniques, and possible use of penetration aids.

c. Present ELINT capabilities be augmented by passive tracking 
capabilities such as interferometer techniques.

d. [text not declassified] activities be directed toward acquiring data 
concerning ICBM deployment, production rates and goals, and future 
ICBM design concepts.

L.A. Hyland
Chairman
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198. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, September 16, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
General Goodpaster

Mr. McElroy first discussed with the President a draft memoran-
dum on space and satellite activities that General Randall had sent 
to me. After discussion, the President indicated his approval of the 
memo, on the basis of assurances given to him by Mr. McElroy. Mr. 
McElroy said that Defense is negotiating to turn AMBA over to some 
agency other than the Army—probably NASA—since it is getting so 
expensive to support. The President said that the assignments called 
for in the draft memorandum must be “mutually exclusive,” i.e., when 
one service has the assignment the others will not duplicate its proj-
ect. The President asked if all solid propellant work is being assigned 
to one service. Mr. McElroy said that the advanced research is being 
done in ARPA, with applications in each of the services. The President 
asked how Mr. McElroy now feels about the Minuteman project. Mr. 
McElroy said that Defense feels very good about it, expecting to have 
operational missiles delivered in FY–63. He commented that our sci-
entists are now expecting that both we and the Russians will achieve 
increased accuracy. As a result, we must give more consideration to 
dispersion and mobility, perhaps putting the Minuteman on rail- road 
firing platforms. The President thought there would be great savings 
if we can get out of the hardening of missile sites. Mr. McElroy said 
Defense is going some distance in that direction already, cutting down 
its hardening to twenty- five pounds to the square inch overpressure 
rather than one- hundred pounds. The President added that the Titan 
may be becoming unnecessary. Mr. McElroy said it provides a bet-
ter booster for missiles of very long range. If our scientists do not 
see a way of attaining extremely large thrust with solid fuels, there 
will remain a need for high- grade liquid rockets—undoubtedly using 
storable propellants.

The President then turned to our financial situation. He said it is 
getting quite serious, and some would in fact call it desperate. Within 
a few days we will be paying 5% for six- months’ short- term bills. This 
situation could be eased by printing additional money, but this would 
make further inflation inevitable. It was a terrible blow to the nation’s 

1 Source: Ballistic missiles; budget problems. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on September 18.
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welfare that the Congress did not pass the interest legislation pro-
posed. The bankers, some of whom initially opposed the legislation, 
are now seeing the significance of the situation, are terribly worried, 
and will be put to work on the Congress at once. He did not rule out 
the possibility of calling a special session once this additional process 
had been advanced. Under present trends in FY–60, we are running 
at an annual rate $1.9 billion over our estimates, with but a one- half 
billion dollar increase in our income. An announcement at this time 
that we expect a deficit this year would really “blow the top” off the 
money market.

The President thought Mr. McElroy should go to work on the tar-
get of reducing military and civilian personnel in the armed forces. He 
said Mr. McElroy will have to be emphatic in holding the line, and that 
he will support him.

Mr. McElroy said that major actions are already being taken in the 
Pentagon along these lines. The Air Force has recommended reducing 
its own strength by 20,000 military personnel and 7000 civilian person-
nel. The F–108 project is expected to be cancelled within thirty days. Mr. 
McElroy said Defense is cutting down on its total outlays, and also on 
what is being spent overseas.

The President commented in this connection that he is holding 
$50 million out of the medical research appropriations from the Public 
Health appropriation. Mr McElroy said that he feels Defense has gotten 
hold of its expenditure rate and is now keeping books on this for the 
first time. He credited Mr. McNeil with this work, and said that Mr. 
McNeil had deeply appreciated the nice letter the President sent him 
accepting his resignation. The President recalled that Mr. McNeil had 
resisted this type of financial control for several years.

The President said he wanted someone to advise Governor Brucker 
that, with regard to the new construction starts, we should take our time 
over preparatory work, and not jump into their initiation. He asked me 
to be in touch with General Bragdon to get a list of the 67 new starts 
with the object of working on this right in the White House.

The President said he thought that in General Lemnitzer Mr. 
McElroy had a very excellent man who would do everything possi-
ble to carry out Mr. McElroy’s desires. Mr. McElroy said that General 
Twining continues to wish to withdraw in about mid- year 1960. He 
said he had asked General Twining if he thought General Lemnitzer 
would be ready to take on his assignment, and General Twining enthu-
siastically said he would.

Mr. McElroy then discussed briefly his own personal situation, 
which requires that a change be made before too long.

Reverting to the subject of the budget, Mr. McElroy said that the 
Defense Department had taken some medicine and must take a good 
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deal more. The regrettable thing is that many of the actions now being 
taken could have been taken a year ago with no or little damage. He 
thought by hard work we could hold to the present rate of spending 
but felt that to go below it would be “murder.” Because of the grad-
ual increase in unit costs as well as the reduction in credits from MSP, 
a level budget really is a requirement to cut back. The President said 
every time he receives a survey of the financial picture it presents the 
situation in blacker colors. The defeat on the long- term interest rates 
really hurts us in attempting to put our national debt on a longer term 
basis. He repeated the sentiment on this is now turning and that bank-
ers are getting worried. Mr. McElroy said that while it is a rough thing 
to state, we may in fact need a little “shake out” in some of the pres-
ent industrial excitement to slow things down. The President said that 
commercial banks are now dumping their government bonds in order 
to get money for term lending at high rates. He could not imagine any-
thing more contrary to the nation’s interest.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

199. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, September 21, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906/1
B. NSC Action No. 2114– c

The enclosed draft revision of paragraph 59 (Mobilization Base) 
of NSC 5906/1, prepared by the NSC Planning Board on the basis of a 
draft submitted by the Department of Defense and the Office of Civil 
and Defense Mobilization after review of current mobilization base pol-
icy pursuant to NSC Action No. 2114– c, is transmitted herewith for con-
sideration by the National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, 
October 1, 1959.

1 Source: Transmits draft revision of paragraph 59 of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 5 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Also enclosed for consideration by the Council at this meeting 
is a draft revision of paragraph 64– f of NSC 5906/1, prepared by the 
NSC Planning Board in the light of its review of the Mobilization Base 
paragraph.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

Enclosure

Draft Revision

Washington, August 29, 1959

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

59. Mobilization Base.2 The mobilization base consists of the military 
logistics base and the civilian readiness base and should emphasize 
those elements that will increase U.S. D- Day readiness and capability.

a. Military Logistics Base.3 The military logistics base should be 
designed to provide for the forces and the logistic requirements of: 
(a) cold war (b) opposition to local aggression, and (c) general war. The 
general objective of the military logistics base is to achieve a degree 
of war readiness which will provide for meeting foreseeable military 
contingencies. The highest priority will be placed upon achieving and 

2 “For planning purposes, the mobilization base is defined as the total of all resources 
available, or which can be made available, to meet foreseeable wartime needs.

“Such resources include the manpower and material resources and services 
required for the support of essential military, civilian, and survival activities, as well as 
the elements affecting their state of readiness, such as (but not limited to) the following: 
manning levels; state of training; modernization of equipment; mobilization materiel 
reserves and facilities; continuity of government; civil defense plans and preparedness 
measures; psychological preparedness of the people; international agreements; planning 
with industry; dispersion; and stand- by legislation and controls.”

(This is the definition of the term “Mobilization Base” adopted by NSC Action No. 
1756, subsequently approved by the President.) [Footnote is in the original.]

3 The military logistics base is defined as the total of all resources available, or which 
can be made available, to the military effort in order to meet foreseeable wartime needs. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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maintaining optimum readiness for the active forces. To achieve this 
objective, implementation of the military logistics base planning, in 
addition to providing for a continuing deterrent (including force and 
equipment modernization), should be sufficiently flexible to meet the 
requirements of the following:

(1) Cold war including periods of heightened tension.
(2) Opposition to local aggression, in accordance with paragraphs 

12– a and 16 above, by:

(a) U.S. active forces, supplemented as necessary, without degrad-
ing the general war posture to a militarily unacceptable degree.

(b) Allied forces, to the extent it is essential they be provided sup-
port for combat operations from U.S. resources.

Planning for [illegible in the original] opposition to local aggression 
will include arrangements for the timely provision of personnel same 
as and combat essential materiel to insure the continued maintenance 
of an acceptable general war posture.

(3) General War:

(a) The active forces as of D- Day.
(b) The selected reserve forces having an initial general war 

mission.
(c) Additional forces necessary for continued support and reconsti-

tution of forces required to achieve national objectives.
Planning for general war will include appropriate consideration of 
nuclear damage.

b. Civilian Readiness Base. The general objective of the civilian 
readiness base is to provide for the mobilization and management, for 
war and survival purposes, of all resources and productive capacity 
not under military control which can be made available to meet essen-
tial military and civilian requirements in any international emergency 
affecting U.S. national security interests. In developing this base, 
emphasis will be placed upon meeting the following goals:

(1) Support of the military logistics base, as set forth in a above.
(2) Implementation of the national policies set forth in paragraphs 

58 (Civil Defense), 60 (Strategic Stockpiling) and 64– g (Manpower).
(3) Maximum feasible support from U.S. trade and other economic 

policies for both the cold war efforts of the United States and the war-
time readiness posture of U.S. industry and that of our allies.

(4) Development and maintenance in a high state of readiness of 
(measures) essential

(5) Develop plans essential to recovery in the event of general war.

STATE- OCDM- COMMERCE BUDGET- TREASURY

to national survival and to retain 
a capacity for quick recovery in 
the event of general war.

to survival as a nation, including 
minimum civilian needs and 
continuity of government.
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64. f. Develop and maintain suitably- screened, organized and 
trained reserve forces of the size necessary to support the military logis-
tics base (Par. 59– a).

200. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, September 29, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906/1
B. NSC Action No. 2114– c
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated September 21, 1959

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the enclosure 
to the reference memorandum of September 21, are transmitted here-
with for the information of the National Security Council in connec-
tion with its consideration of the subject at its meeting on Wednesday, 
September 30, 1959.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

1 Source: Transmits the views of the JCS on proposed revisions to paragraphs 59 and 
64–f of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Twining to McElroy

Washington, September 28, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy—Mobilization Base (U)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the proposed revisions 
of paragraphs 59 and 64– f of NSC 5906/1 (Basic National Security 
Policy) submitted by the NSC Planning Board for consideration by the 
National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, 1 October 1959.

2. It is their view that the proposed revisions are militarily accept-
able, except:

a. The subparagraph following paragraph 59 a (2) (b). Change to 
read as follows:

“Planning for cold war and opposition to local aggression will 
include . . . general war posture.”

REASON: The requirements for cold war, as well as those for oppo-
sition to local aggression, may affect the posture for general war. This 
rewording will preserve the intent of this paragraph as contained in the 
memorandum by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, dated 24 August 1959, 
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and concurred in by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in their memorandum, JCSM– 357– 59, dated 31 August 1959.

b. Paragraph 59 b. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have no comment on the 
divergencies.

REASON: Consideration of the two divergencies in this paragraph 
will require a decision as to what proportion of its national resources the 
United States will allocate to Civil Defense. The present divergencies of 
wording appear to be largely a question of semantics. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff are interested in the protection and recovery of the nation should it 
be subjected to an attack, and therefore any wording which would indi-
cate a policy of at least minimum protection of the civilian population 
and the eventual recovery of the country is satisfactory to them.

3. It is recommended that the above form the basis of your views 
before the National Security Council.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff
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201. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to Herter1

Washington, September 29, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy; Revision of Paragraph 59 (Mobilization Base)

Discussion:

On October 1 the NSC will consider this subject which was deferred 
during the basic policy review to allow Defense and OCDM additional 
time to work out an agreed draft revision. The proposed new mobi-
lization base policy would replace a policy in existence since 1957. 
The main purpose of the changes is to carry out the instructions of the 
President, who last December asked Defense and OCDM to inject more 
realism into mobilization planning. He suggested that in view of the 
likely character of general nuclear war, it is unrealistic to expect, and to 
plan for, (1) the availability of a six-month period for civilian and mil-
itary buildup between the beginning of mobilization and the outbreak 
of hostilities, and (2) a World War II type buildup of forces.

The new policy contains three important changes:

1. The M + 6 months concept is abandoned. The new policy does away 
with the M + 6 months concept and calls for planning for a military 
logistics and civilian readiness base flexible enough to meet any fore-
seeable military contingencies, placing the emphasis upon optimum 
readiness and capability for active forces. The new policy is expected 
to result in planning involving (a) a somewhat shorter time period 
than six months for achieving military readiness, and (b) force levels of 
lesser magnitude, particularly for non-active forces. The exact details 
of time periods and planned force structures are not yet known and 
will depend upon the planning experiences of the next few months. It 
would be unfortunate, however, if Council approval of the new concept 
were to be interpreted as agreement to further reductions in present 
U.S. ground force strength.

2. Planning for general war will now take into account estimates of dam-
age from nuclear attack both on the U.S. and on U.S. forces abroad. Previously, 
this problem had been ignored in mobilization base planning because 
of the difficulty of making such estimates and of factoring them into 
plans.

3. The new policy distinguishes between requirements for general war, 
and those for limited war. The previous concept was that readiness for 
general war would automatically satisfy the requirements for limited 
war because the latter would require only a small portion of the general 
war resources. The new policy recognizes that there must be separate 

1 Source: Recommends State Department position on paragraph 59 of NSC 5906. 
Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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readiness planning for limited war because different weapons, combi-
nations of forces, etc., will be involved.

The new policy states the purpose of civilian readiness to be to sup-
port the essential military and civilian requirements in an emergency. 
Subparagraph b. (3) is of particular importance to the Department. It 
is intended to point up the relationship between U.S. trade and eco-
nomic policies and the civilian readiness base, and to emphasize that 
such matters as the strength of our alliances and the wartime readiness 
of our allies’ industries, as well as our own, are affected by U.S. tariff 
policies, import quotes, etc.

The difference of view on page 4 concerns the degree to which 
planning should include measures essential to recovery of the nation 
after general war, in addition to measures essential for survival. 
Budget and Treasury believe the explicit mention of recovery will 
result in greater expenditures (e.g. for stockpiling of industrial and 
other items) then would be the case under a policy such as the existing 
one where only survival is named as an objective. OCDM, supported 
by State and Commerce, considers it appropriate to include recovery 
because that objective is part of OCDM’s responsibility, and because 
recovery must be an integral part of the U.S. objective of survival in 
general war.

The proposed change in paragraph 64 f is to be consistent with new 
paragraph 59.

Conclusion:

While the Department has no direct responsibility for mobiliza-
tion planning, the degree of U.S. military and civilian readiness for an 
international emergency possibly leading to hostilities would exercise 
considerable influence upon foreign policy alternatives which might be 
available to the U.S. The new concept appears to be more realistic and 
workable than the old and should result in more effective measures to 
improve the readiness posture of the U.S. It also takes account of the 
importance of planning for a limited war readiness and capability.

Recommendation:

That you concur in the revised paragraph, supporting OCDM in its 
split with Budget- Treasury.

Concurrence:

E—Mr. Fuqua (in draft)
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202. Briefing Note for October 1 NSC Meeting1

Washington, September 29, 1959

MOBILIZATION BASE

Our first item, Mr. President, is a new mobilization base paragraph 
for the basic national security policy. When the Council wound up its 
basic policy discussions in July, this was one of the two paragraphs left 
in their old form for further work by the agencies. The other one con-
cerned stockpiling, and the PB hopes to be able to present a revision of 
that paragraph to the Council soon.

In reading this revision of the mobilization base paragraph, you 
may have noticed that it has been changed considerably in form. It is 
now divided into two sections, one on what is called the “military logis-
tics base” and one on what is called the “civilian readiness base.” This 
change in form reflects, I believe, the fact that the term “mobilization 
base” no longer means what it used to. Before the Korean War, the term 
referred to a foundation on which expansion could take place after gen-
eral war began. Accordingly, “mobilization base” still suggests all kind 
of World War II thinking. The PB considered this semantic problem, but 
decided not to propose a new term at this time.

Turning to the substance of the paper, I should first like to highlight 
for you the changes in subparagraph a, the military section. The first one 
is the abandonment of the M- plus- 6- months concept. This is the second 
time in the last 2½ years that mobilization base thinking has under-
gone a drastic change, with all that such a change means for procure-
ment, reserves, industrial planning and so forth. In early 1957 we went 
from a concept of M- plus- 36- months to one of M- plus- 6. This substan-
tial step was reflected in our 1957 Basic National Security Policy state-
ment. Defense now feels that planning should not envisage a 6- month 
mobilization, but rather one of smaller proportions. For that reason, the 
old M- plus- 6 language has been dropped, and the more flexible lan-
guage in 3(c) at the top of page 3 substituted. Paragraph 64– f also has 
been appropriately revised. The second change in the military section 
involved the insertion of the sentence on nuclear damage just above 
the middle of page 3. Although this represents a change in the basic 
policy paragraph, it is not new policy since it reflects the President’s 
decision made last December (Action 2019– b). A third change does not 
clearly come through in the text. It consists of Defense’s intention to 
make separate analyses of general war needs and local war needs. You 
may know that it has always been assumed in the past that preparation 

1 Source: Mobilization base paragraph of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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for general war would serve also to meet the needs of local war. Now 
this assumption will no longer be made, and a separate analysis of local 
war needs will be conducted.

Before we turn to subparagraph–b, I want to mention the JCS pro-
posal to add three words to the last sentence on page 2. They would 
have it read: “Planning for cold war and opposition to local aggression 
will include . . .” Is there any objection?

Are there any other comments on this military logistics base section?
In subparagraph– b, the only substantial change proposed is that of 

going beyond survival to plan for recovery. Here we have a split, which is 
shown on page 4. OCDM, State, and Commerce would like to speak of 
“national survival and recovery,” whereas Budget and Treasury would 
like to retain the language in the old paper, which uses the phrase “sur-
vival as a nation.” The JCS have made a comment to this effect:

Consideration of this split will require a decision as to what pro-
portion of its national resources the United States will allocate to Civil 
Defense. The present-language difference appears to be largely a ques-
tion of semantics. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are interested in the protec-
tion and recovery of the nation should it be subjected to an attack, and 
therefore any wording which would indicate a policy of at least mini-
mum protection of the civilian population and the eventual recovery of 
the country is satisfactory to them.

Dr. Saulnier is unable to be here today, but he has sent me the fol-
lowing comment:

“I prefer the State- OCDM- Commerce language because it makes 
quite explicit the need for readiness measures essential to recovery, as 
well as to survival during the attack. We should take the measures that 
are truly needed to effect recovery from an attack. Actually, recovery 
would seem to be implied by the word “survival,” so that either alter-
native could be employed, but I would prefer the more explicit form.”

In the absence of Mr. McCone, who is overseas, the AEC informs 
me that it has no comment on this or any other part of the paper.

CALL ON: Mr. Patterson
Mr. Staats
Secretary Herter
Mr. Scribner
Secretary Mueller
General Twining

In connection with this question of survival and recovery, you will 
recall that the President recently asked for an informal study by staff 
officers in Defense and OCDM on the wartime situation which would 
probably exist following a nuclear exchange between the U.S. and the 
USSR. (Action 2110– c)
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203. Memorandum of Discussion at the 420th NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 1, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 420th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 October 1, 1959

Present at the 420th NSC Meeting were the Secretary of State, pre-
siding; the Acting Secretary of Defense (Gates); and the Acting Director, 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (Patterson). Also attending the 
meeting and participating in the Council actions below were Mr. Fred C. 
Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary or the Treasury; the Acting Director, Bureau 
of the Budget (Staats); the Attorney General (Item 1); and the Secretary 
of Commerce (Item 1). Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Director, 
U.S. Information Agency; the Assistant to the President; the Special 
Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs and for Science 
and Technology; the White House Staff Secretary; from the Department 
of State—the Under Secretary of State (Dillon), Assistant Secretary 
Gerard C. Smith, Assistant Secretary G. Lewis Jones, and Messrs. Armin 
Meyer and Howard Furnas; from the Department of Defense Assistant 
Secretary E. Perkins McGuire and Assistant Secretary John N. Irwin II; 
the Executive Secretary, NSC; the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
Mr. Charles Haskins, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY
(NSC 5906/1; NSC Action No. 2114– c; Memos for NSC from 

Executive Secretary, same subject, dated September 21 and 29, 1959)

Mr. Gray said the first item on the agenda was a new mobiliza-
tion base paragraph for Basic National Security Policy. Some members 
of the Council might form the impression that the divergence of view 
reflected in the draft paragraph was a matter of semantics only; actu-
ally hidden behind the language differences were policy differences 
involving billions of dollars. He hoped the Council would discuss the 
issues which he would point out, and would not devote much time to 
redrafting the language of the paragraph.

Mr. Gray then began reading his Briefing Note (a copy of which is 
filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another copy of which is attached 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Basic National Security Policy. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—8 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.



National Security Policy 843

to this Memorandum). After Mr. Gray had referred to the sentence in 
the draft mobilization paragraph dealing with planning (“Planning for 
opposition to local aggression will include arrangements for the timely 
provision of personnel and combat essential materiel to insure the con-
tinued maintenance of an acceptable general war posture.”) and had 
indicated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed adding the words “cold 
war and” before “opposition”, Mr. Allen said he would like to find out 
more about the meaning of “cold war planning”, especially as it con-
cerned the timely provision of personnel. Mr. Gray said one illustration 
of cold war planning was the use made of the Sixth and Seventh Fleets 
in the cold war. General Twining pointed out that the Lebanon opera-
tion was another example of cold war use of military force.

Mr. Gray then completed the reading of his Briefing Note and 
made some additional comments regarding the “split” between State, 
Commerce, and OCDM on the one hand and Budget and Treasury on 
the other. He said it would be possible for the US to develop a high state 
of readiness for (1) survival (2) survival and rehabilitation, (3) survival, 
rehabilitation and recovery, (4) survival, rehabilitation, recovery and 
reconstruction. Readiness for category (4) would permit stockpiling of 
anything anyone could think of. Perhaps the niceties of language did 
not sufficiently emphasize the “split”, which he hoped he had not char-
acterized unfairly.

Secretary Herter felt the problem was largely a matter of seman-
tics, involving the difficulty of finding the right language. Providing 
for recovery was a matter of degree; and the degree was a pragmatic 
question affected by budgetary and other considerations, including the 
question or who stockpiles recovery items. Secretary Herter then said 
his experience in State government led him to raise another question, 
i.e., the relation of the National Guard to mobilization. He was unable to 
see where the National Guard fitted into the mobilization policy except 
in connection with minimum civilian needs and recovery. The princi-
pal function of the National Guard as a disciplined group would be to 
help salvage civilian resources. He wondered how the present concept 
of the National Guard conformed to a national point of view under 
nuclear war conditions. State Governors had often suggested that the 
National Guard be organized in regional commands on the ground that 
nuclear war would not follow State lines. Of course, the Guard could 
be “federalized”, i.e., placed under Federal jurisdiction. The US was 
now spending large sums to provide the National Guard with modern 
war equipment which it might not need if it performed a recovery role. 
Secretary Herter confessed that he was thoroughly confused as to the 
National Guard’s function in survival and recovery.

Mr. Gates said the old mobilization base plan provided for forty 
to sixty National Guard divisions integrated with the Army. Some ves-
tiges of this kind of thinking still remained in the military services. In 
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a new mobilization policy it would be desirable to be specific about 
National Guard functions. However, the practical problem was a polit-
ical one; neither the National Guard nor the Army would agree to the 
proposition that the Guard should become a militia to enforce martial 
law under conditions of nuclear attack on the US. Mr. Gates, on the 
contrary, was sure the National Guard would become just such a mili-
tia. Enforcement of martial law had been openly adopted as a mission 
for the National Guard in Canada. Our dilemma is that we know what 
the role of the National Guard will be in nuclear war, but we can’t put 
it down on paper.

Secretary Herter wondered whether the issue should not be 
met head on. Mr. Gates said that in any future war our mobiliza-
tion base will be what we have in readiness on the day of the attack. 
Nevertheless, Congress continues to legislate for the National Guard 
on a different basis. It would be more realistic to assume that in the 
event of nuclear war, the National Guard will be federalized and will 
enforce martial law. Secretary Herter felt it was foolish for the Federal 
Government to provide the National Guard with expensive equip-
ment which it might never use.

Mr. Gray pointed out that the draft mobilization paragraph, under 
the heading “general war,” referred to active forces, selected reserve 
forces having an initial general war mission, and additional forces. 
Mr. Gates said the issues raised by the language of the paragraph 
were not identical with National Guard issues. Mr. Gray suggested 
that the draft paragraph might perhaps make it clear that planning 
is under way and direct the responsible agencies to submit proposals 
which would be specific as to recovery stockpiles. Not much progress 
would be made by leaving fuzzy language in the paragraph.

The Attorney General thought that since the Government could 
not continue after a nuclear attack unless the country recovered from 
the attack, there was little difference between the alternative versions 
of the draft paragraph. Secretary Mueller said Mr. Gray’s suggestion 
would allow for greater flexibility. Mr. Gates agreed that the paragraph 
could be completely “open- ended.”

Mr. Scribner thought that if the language of present policy were 
changed, the change would indicate to those Government officials who 
desire an expansion of the mobilization base that expansion is possible. 
The Attorney General felt that if the purpose of the draft paragraph was 
to give a signal to the staffs of the various agencies, the signal should 
be given in more precise terms. Mr. Gray suggested the Council might 
regard the draft paragraph as a paragraph for planning purposes and 
ask Defense and OCDM to submit the programs contemplated.

Mr. Patterson said the draft paragraph, if adopted, would be 
authority to develop proposals for consideration through the budgetary 
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process. He felt the mobilization pattern had been set in US Policy in 
the Event of War (NSC 5904/1) and in the Strategic Stockpiling question 
considered by the Cabinet. It was difficult to define the terms, but sur-
vival and recovery were recognized as essential objectives. Language 
which did not include both these terms could carry the implication that 
no measures for recovery would be included in the mobilization base. 
He felt the NSC would not wish to be put in the position of hamstring-
ing recovery.

Mr. Staats said the Bureau of the Budget was concerned lest the 
language proposed by State, OCDM, and Commerce in the draft para-
graph indicate to some that large recovery stockpiles would be estab-
lished. If the mobilization base paragraph was being formulated for the 
first time Budget would not feel so strongly, but in contrast to existing 
policy the State-O CDM- Commerce proposal placed undue emphasis 
on recovery. Mobilization planning was covered by existing law and 
policy. Stockpiling had been considered by the Cabinet, which had 
directed a further study. He would prefer to postpone further consid-
eration of this paragraph until the stockpiling study was completed, at 
which time the Council would be in a better position to judge the impli-
cations of the proposed policy language. The State- OCDM- Commerce 
proposal prejudged the stockpiling study and might also require a 
change in the law, since it went beyond the language of the OCDM 
statute.

Mr. Patterson felt it would be undesirable to postpone a pol-
icy decision on mobilization pending the outcome of a study of one 
phase of stockpiling, which would require nine months or a year. Such 
a postponement would put the brakes on progress and planning. He 
wondered what harm there would be in adopting a mobilization para-
graph which would merely provide the opportunity for mobilization 
programs to be considered on their merits in the normal process of 
government.

Secretary Herter asked whether assumptions for the study called 
for by NSC Action 2110– c (the wartime situation which would probably 
exist following a nuclear exchange between the US and the USSR) had 
been worked out. Mr. Patterson answered in the affirmative. Secretary 
Herter said he seemed to recall that Dr. Kistiakowsky thought there 
were no agreed assumptions as to the extent of nuclear damage.

Mr. Gray believed the Net Evaluation study provided as satisfac-
tory a crystal ball on damage as anyone was likely to find. He suggested 
amendment or the draft paragraph by striking the words “maintenance 
in a high state of readiness.”

Mr. Scribner said measures essential to survival as a nation ought 
to be kept in a high state of readiness. No one objected to recovery; the 
question was whether scarce resources could best be used for defense 
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or for recovery. He suggested a subparagraph on survival and a sepa-
rate subparagraph on recovery.

Mr. Gates suggested the word “plans” might be used instead of 
“measures.” Mr. Gray said this wording would enable OCDM to move 
ahead. The Attorney General confessed that all the drafting proposals 
so far advanced seemed to him to have exactly the same meaning.

Secretary Herter said the words “develop and maintain” were of 
key importance; these words meant that whatever plan is developed 
goes immediately into force.

At Mr. Gray’s suggestion, Mr. Scribner restated his proposal as fol-
lows: “(4) Development and maintenance in a high state of readiness of 
measures essential to survival as a nation, including minimum civilian 
needs and continuity of government (5) Development of plans essential 
to national recovery in the event of general war.”

Mr. Patterson asked what was meant by “minimum civilian 
needs.” Mr. Gray said OCDM had been operating under this phrase 
for several years. Mr. Patterson said that under the formula “mini-
mum civilian needs” there was nothing to prevent the minimum 
being reduced. Mr. Gray wondered whether OCDM wanted to do 
anything it could not do under the Treasury proposal. He suggested 
that the Treasury language might be adopted while sympathy might 
be extended to OCDM.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the draft revision of paragraphs con-
tained in NSC 5906/1, transmitted by the reference memorandum of 
September 21, 1959; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
thereon, transmitted by the reference memorandum of September 29, 
1959:

(1) Paragraph 59 (Mobilization Base), prepared by the NSC 
Planning Board on the basis of a draft submitted by the Department of 
Defense and the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization after review 
of current mobilization base policy pursuant to NSC Action No. 2114– c.

(2) Paragraph 64– f (Manpower), prepared by the NSC Planning 
Board in the light of its review of the Mobilization Base paragraph.

b. Adopted as a recommendation to the President the revisions of 
paragraphs 59 and 64– f of NSC 5906/1 enclosed with the reference mem-
orandum of September 21, 1959, subject to the following amendments:

(1) Page 2, subparagraph 59– a– (2): In the last sentence of this sub-
paragraph, insert the words “cold war and” between “Planning for” 
and “opposition”.

(2) Page 4, subparagraph 59– b– (4): Include the Budget- Treasury ver-
sion in the right column, delete the State- OCDM- Commerce version in 
the left column, and add the following subparagraph (5):

“(5) Development of plans essential to national recovery in the 
event of general war.”
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c. Agreed to recommend to the President that the following be pre-
sented to the Council at the earliest practicable date: A report by the 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization presenting a general descrip-
tion of the anticipated effect on the current mobilization base program 
of the policy on the “Civilian Readiness Base” contained in the above- 
mentioned paragraph 59– b of NSC 5906/1.

NOTE: The actions in b and c above subsequently submitted to the 
President for consideration.

The revisions of paragraphs 59 and 64– f of NSC 5906/1, as approved 
by the President, subsequently circulated to all holders of that paper.

The recommendation in c above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Director, OCDM, for appropriate 
implementation.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

Marion W. Boggs

204. Memorandum of Meeting Between Eisenhower and Gray1

Washington, October 12, 1959, 10 a.m.

1. I first discussed the Record of Actions of the NSC meeting of 
1 October. I reported to the President that Secretary of State Herter 
presided in the absence of the Vice President. I discussed the action 
on the new mobilization base paragraph which had been agreed upon 
in the Council and recommended for his approval. I pointed out to 
him that the new paragraph is divided into two sections: one is what is 
called “Military Logistics Base” and one on what is called the “Civilian 
Readiness Base.” As far as the Military Logistics Base was concerned, 
the M-6 months concept has been abandoned and the period will be 
something shorter. Also, the military section involves the addition of 
a directive on nuclear damage. Finally, the new language, although 
not explicit, reflects the fact that Defense and JCS have accepted a new 
approach and will make separate analyses of general war needs and 
local war needs. I reminded the President that in the past the JCS had 
taken the position that preparation for general war would serve also to 
meet the needs of local war.

With respect to Civilian Readiness, I pointed out to the President 
that the policy now would require a high state of readiness of measures 

1 Source: Mobilization base, Service roles and missions, international information 
activities report, long- range planning, VOA broadcasting, organization for space activi-
ties, future NSC activities, and Berlin. Top Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Project Clean Up, Meetings With the President. Drafted October 14.
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for survival, specifically including minimum civilian needs and conti-
nuity of Government. With respect to recovery in the event of general 
war, the policy would direct planning towards this end. I pointed out to 
the President that no one at the moment was quite sure about the extent 
and nature of recovery measures and the Council had not felt it prudent 
to direct that these be maintained in a high state of readiness. I also 
pointed out to the President that the action called for a report from 
OCDM as to what the planning would involve so that the President 
could then have a judgment as to what measures should be directed. 
The President said he thoroughly agreed with this approach.

With respect to the request that OCDM make this report, I indi-
cated to the President that the Draft Record also requested Defense 
to report on the general effect of the changes in the military sec-
tion. I indicated that I was encountering considerable resistance 
from Defense and JCS to the inclusion of this request in the Record 
of Actions largely at least on the ground that it was not specifically 
agreed upon in the Council meeting although I had indicated an 
intention to call for a report. I said that the JCS particularly felt that 
too many requests for studies were being levied upon them by the 
NSC. I told the President that I was in negotiation with respect to the 
inclusion of this request for a study, with the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense and with General Twining, and that I would include it if 
I could get their agreement; otherwise, we would approach the prob-
lem in a different way.

In this connection I told the President that we were having consider-
able difficulty in getting ahead with some of the studies which had been 
requested. For example, I reported that the Maritime Study had come 
back without the factoring- in of nuclear damage and that I had declined 
to accept the report for the Council.

The President then said that with respect to our problems for the 
future, perhaps he would get Secretary McElroy and the Chiefs to go 
again to some point removed from Washington and their staffs, to dis-
cuss the question of where we were really going with respect to our 
military establishment. He wonders whether we’re facing up realisti-
cally to the problems ahead and said that he was not too impressed 
with the continuation of our thinking on the basis of roles and missions 
for particular services. I indicated to the President that I thought the 
Chiefs were working very hard at their problems despite their funda-
mental differences and the President agreed, saying that he thought 
that this was about the best set of Chiefs of Staff that he had had in his 
administration.

We discussed then some of the fundamental differences such as 
those deriving from the question of “how much is enough” of retalia-
tory capability.
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2. I then reported to the President on the new policy for Finland.
3. I reported to the President that I had done nothing with respect 

to recruiting members or staff for the new committee to review the 
report of the old President’s Committee on International Information 
Activities because Mr. Sigurd Larman had been out of the country and 
was due back only that day. However, I had arranged for quarters and 
financing. The President said he continued to think well of having 
Mr. Larman as the Chairman and authorized me to explore the matter 
with Mr. Larman, agreeing, if necessary, to write him a letter.

4. I then again discussed with the President the proposal of the 
Institute for Defense Analysis to broaden its interests and capabilities to 
include economic, social and political fields so that it might be in a posi-
tion to make studies for the government in non- military fields just as it 
had done on weapons systems. I reported to the President that except for 
OCDM the departments represented on the Council took a rather nega-
tive view of the IDA proposal. I said to the President that I was reopening 
the question because I was still convinced that in some way we should 
try to do long- range planning, or at least thinking, in economic and polit-
ical fields as well as in the military field and, I did not think we had ade-
quately faced up to the problem. Furthermore, I reported that there was 
developing in many quarters an interest in such a thing and described to 
him as an example, the proposed University of Chicago group under the 
leadership of Dr. Bothwell and I said that something similar was going 
on at Ohio State University and other places.

The President then said that this was the kind of thing that he was 
now thinking about for his National Goals Commission for which, of 
course, he had been unable to get financing. I suggested to the President 
that there might be a possibility of combining the National Goals 
Commission with the kind of proposal that was coming out of IDA and 
the University of Chicago with the purpose of obtaining financing. For 
example, Dr. Bothwell had indicated that the Foundations would look 
favorably upon his proposal if they were satisfied with respect to lead-
ership and also with respect to some sort of sponsorship or interest on 
the part of the Federal Government. The President seemed interested in 
this approach and I offered to discuss it with General Persons.

5. I then reported to the President on my discussions with Secretary 
Herter and with Mr. George Allen with respect to the objectivity of the 
Voice of America broadcasting in relation to the President’s discussion 
with Premier Khrushchev about jamming. I said that Mr. Allen agreed 
with the prescription but felt he still had some problems which he would 
like discussed with the President. As an example, he did not know quite 
what to do with a situation as was involved in Mr. Walter Robertson’s 
speech to the United Nations concerning Communist China, which was 
made of course as an official representative of the U.S. This was not 
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propaganda cooked up by USIA but simply the reporting of an event. 
However, Premier Khrushchev would probably take offense at it. The 
President observed that he could see some of the difficulties but won-
dered whether the Voice of America could not simply forego broadcast-
ing this particular item to the Soviet Union but proceed with broadcasts 
to the Far East and Asia, for example.

6. I reported to the President that I detected mounting unrest not 
only in Government but out of Government, about our organization 
for space activities. I said that there was not only an inherent friction 
between the military establishment and the space agency which would 
always derive from jurisdictional problems but there was beginning 
to be thoughtful concern from outside of Government. As an exam-
ple, I described the visit of Mr. Ralph Davies from the Management 
Consultant firm of Klein and Saks, who offered the services of his 
firm in developing a most effective organization within government. I 
acknowledged to the President that this matter was not precisely within 
my charter. However, I said it seemed to me that this was becoming a 
very important problem and one which would get increasing visibility.

The President said that he had always felt that the emphasis on space 
should be on peaceful uses and that the Defense interest should develop 
only when a specific military application was clearly discernible. I said 
that there was a question of whether the Army Ballistics Missile Agency 
should stay under the Army or be transferred to the Space Agency. The 
President indicated that his personal view was that it should be so trans-
ferred and that Mr. McElroy had demonstrated an interest in this matter 
by memorandum just before he left on his current trip.

I asked the President if he had anything specifically before him on 
the general problem and he indicated that he did not. I then agreed to 
discuss it with General Goodpaster.

7. I then said to the President that I would like to talk to him for a 
few minutes about the posture, character and activities of the National 
Security Council in the next 15 months. I said that perhaps the problem 
might be stated in an over- simplified way: as to whether the Council 
should be an active or a passive body. I said to the President that I 
wished to take the liberty of observing that for my own part I was eager 
to serve him in any way he found my services useful; that I was not 
interested in being a custodian or a caretaker. I said that with respect to 
what is now being called “The Thaw” might require many revisions of 
many papers if the thaw was really meaningful or if it was not, in the 
nature of the things we may have very little paper work to do in the 
next 15 months. In the last months of the Administration there would 
probably be little in the way of development of new policies and we 
would probably find ourselves running out of backlog. At this point the 
President interrupted to say that he did not think that the thaw really 
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was a thaw and that he immediately saw no basis for contemplating 
serious changes in our overall policies.

I then said to the President that he many times had indicated his 
impatience with too many papers and too much fussing with language. 
He replied that General Cutler had never been able to bring himself to 
present matters to the Council for discussion but preferred the academic 
approach of wrestling with language. He said that what he would like to 
do in the next 15 months would be to spend the time of the Council in 
discussing the major problems facing the Government. I then said that I 
would like to make three points: First, there would continue to be some 
policy papers, which the President acknowledged. Second, that it was 
important that the discussion topics be dealt with in some sort of frame-
work or the meetings would be incoherent and range over too wide a 
variety of problems without being productive. I reminded the President 
of the meeting following his stag dinner on September 10 in which the 
discussion was disorganized and diffuse. He agreed, saying that unless 
there were some guidelines the Council would find itself discussing the 
World Series. Finally, I pointed out to him that in some important mat-
ters there had been what I called “exclusions” that is to say, that he had 
expressly not wished the Council to deal with certain matters.

I referred first to disarmament and said that I acknowledged 
that the Council should probably not discuss disarmament until the 
Coolidge Report is completed but at that time I thought the Council 
should get into this field. Second, I pointed to discussions for prepara-
tion for Summit meetings which had not really been discussed in the 
Council. I reminded him of the old Summit Committee which had not 
really ever been active. Third, I pointed out that the Council had really 
never gotten into serious consideration of all the problems relating to 
NATO. With respect to the latter the President said that this would be a 
very real problem for us in the months ahead because of the necessity 
of U.S. troop reduction.

At this point the President said that he was still thinking about the 
Berlin and German situation. He said that if we make the assumption 
that East and West Germany are not to be reunited in a decade, which 
appeared to him to be the only assumption that can be made, then what 
is our solution for Berlin? He felt that we might get something which 
Chancellor Adenauer could live with. The President felt that we should 
continue to maintain such forces in Berlin as an indication that our 
position has not changed at all. In any event, he felt that this might be a 
topic of fruitful discussion.

The President then said he did not wish to think in terms of any 
exclusions in the months ahead and that the Council should discuss 
every problem of consequence which was in its field of interest.
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The President then said that he looked upon the Council and its 
machinery for the next few months as follows: First, he would like to 
keep the OCB and the Planning Board active in their respective roles. 
As for the OCB he wanted it to continue to study and review progress 
under our policies and to make a decision whether to recommend any 
change in the policies. On the other hand, he wished to keep OCB paper 
work at a minimum and OCB reports at a minimum, consistent with 
the guidelines he had previously established.

As far as the Council itself, and the Planning Board are concerned 
he would like to devote a major portion of the time to an identification 
on what is going on and what we should be doing about it and a dis-
cussion of these problems.

He felt that we should spend more time in discussion, and with 
respect to many topics discussed there need not necessarily be a Record 
of Actions.

For example, he cited the changing face of war and what that 
means to us now and in the future.

He said we were not adequately thinking of the great problem 
of the U.S. in sustaining itself in the free world which must grow in 
morale and economic strength.

He said that we must address ourselves to those countries on the 
periphery of the Eurasian land mass which the USSR can destroy with-
out war.

He said that with respect to whether the Council should be active 
or passive he had never allowed any of the members of the Council 
an excuse to be away from the meetings. This was one reason why he 
attended meetings regularly himself. If we were to drift toward atten-
dance by deputies and under secretaries there would be no point in 
his participating. He therefore continued to think of the Council as an 
active vigorous body and not as a passive one.

I then summed up to the President, saying that on the basis of this 
discussion, it seemed to me that we would be dealing in the Council 
for the next few months with three main types of items: First, of course, 
would be the necessary new policy papers or revised policy papers. 
Second, the Council would devote itself more to the discussion of major 
problems and policies which might or might not result in a Record 
of Actions. Third, out of the Council meetings in the next 15 months 
would come some policy decisions but that there would also come, 
what the President has frequently referred to as “legacies of thought” 
for the next Administration.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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205. Memorandum of Discussion at the 421st NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 15, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 421st Meeting (Special) of the National Security Council,  Thursday, 
October 15, 1959

Present at the 421st (Special) Meeting of the National Security 
Council were the President of the United States, presiding; the Vice 
President of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Acting 
Secretary of Defense (Gates); and the Acting Director, Office of Civil 
and Defense Mobilization (Patterson). Also attending the meeting 
and participating in the Council actions below were the Secretary of 
the Treasury and the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget (Staats). 
Also attending the meeting were the Members of the Comparative 
Evaluation Group (Mr. Gerard C. Smith for the Under Secretary of 
State; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central 
Intelligence; the Chairman, President’s Board of Consultants on 
Foreign Intelligence Activities (Hull); the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology; and the Special Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs); Vice Admiral John 
H. Sides, USN, Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation Group; Lt. 
General Earl W. Barnes, USAF (Ret.), Central Intelligence Agency; 
J. Patrick Coyne, Secretary, Comparative Evaluations Group; 
Brig. General Andrew J. Goodpaster, White House Staff Secretary; 
Mr. Richard Dubois, Weapons Systems Evaluation Group; Colonel 
Earle MacFarland, Jr., Central Intelligence Agency; Major John 
Eisenhower, Assistant White House Staff Secretary; and Mr. James S. 
Lay, Jr., Executive Secretary, NSC.

For a summary and discussion of the main points taken at the 
meeting see the File on COMPARATIVE EVALUATION GROUP in 
Mr. Lay’s Safe (3rd Report) and the following Record of Actions.

1. COMPARATIVE EVALUATIONS GROUP
(NSC Action No. 2004; Note following the Record of Actions for 

the 404th NSC Meeting; NSC 5908)

Noted and discussed the third report of the Comparative 
Evaluations Group, pursuant to NSC 5908, as presented orally at the 
meeting by the Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation Group.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Comparative Evaluations Group; Agenda item 2: Outer 
Space Science and Technology; Agenda item 3: History of the Development of Long- 
Range Guided Missiles Weapons Systems. Top Secret. Extracts—3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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2. OUTER SPACE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Noted the President’s request that the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology, with the participation of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Department of 
Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and other interested depart-
ments and agencies, arrange for the preparation of a study, to be pre-
sented to a joint meeting of the National Security Council and the 
National Aeronautics and Space Council, appraising the relative capa-
bilities of the United States and the USSR in the field of outer space 
science and technology.

NOTE: The above action, as approved by the President as of 
October 26, 1959, transmitted to the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Technology, the Administrator, NASA, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Director of Central Intelligence for appropriate 
implementation.

3.  HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF LONG- RANGE GUIDED 
MISSILES WEAPONS SYSTEMS

a. Noted the President’s request that the Secretary of Defense 
arrange for the preparation for the President during the next three 
months of a factual history of the development by the United States 
of long- range guided missiles weapons systems (including ICBMs, 
IRBMs, fleet ballistic missiles, and aerodynamic long- range missiles).

b. Noted the President‘s request that the Director of Central 
Intelligence arrange for the preparation for the President of a history of 
the development by the USSR of long- range guided missiles weapons 
systems, complementary to the study referred to in a above.

NOTE: The action in a above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation.

The action in b above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Director of Central Intelligence for appropriate 
implementation.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

Marion W. Boggs



National Security Policy 855

206. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, October 21, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Glennan, Dr. Dryden, Mr. Horner, General Persons, Dr. Kistiakowsky,  Secretary 
McElroy, Secretary Gates, Dr. York, General Twining, Mr. Staats, Mr. Hagerty, 
Mr. McCabe, General Goodpaster

Dr. Glennan said the group had come in to discuss the transfer of 
ABMA to NASA. Underlying considerations were that there is not a 
clear military requirement for a super- booster, whereas in the field of 
space activities there is a need to go ahead with the development, and 
the program should be based on a single super- booster. At the present 
time there are two programs each of about $3/4 billion total. If these 
are put together the total cost would be between $3/4 billion and  
$1 billion, rather than a billion and a half. Mr. McElroy said this mat-
ter has been thoroughly discussed in Defense. The President asked 
whether Governor Brucker had been in these discussions. In this con-
nection he said he had no doubt that Brucker was ready to carry on 
loyally once a decision was made. Mr. McElroy said that the Army is 
now out of the space business, and is well resigned to an alternative 
use of ABMA. There were two options—to turn it over to NASA or 
to the Air Force. The JCS have looked at the problem and have con-
cluded that it would be better to retain the agency in the Department 
of Defense. The office of the Secretary of Defense, however, favors a 
transfer to NASA.

The President asked how ABMA would handle the Pershing mis-
sile if this change were made. Mr. McElroy said that the Army can han-
dle the Pershing missile other than at ABMA. Mr. McElroy said there 
are two questions. First there was now a divided project for a super- 
booster, and this should be consolidated. Second, there is the ques-
tion whether ABMA should go to NASA or elsewhere. On these, he 
thought that the big booster responsibility should be shifted to NASA 
and that the ABMA group should be shifted to NASA to work on it. 
The President said he saw no sense in Defense having a super- booster 
project. Defense should take advantage of the NASA work. In fact, he 
saw no problem in this except the possibility of a morale problem at 
ABMA. Mr. McElroy commented on one further point. Over the years 
he said the U.S. has given fluctuating support to science. He acknowl-
edged they had also given fluctuating support to defense. However, the 

1 Source: Transfer of ABMA to NASA. No classification marking. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on October 23.
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Defense people thought there is better assurance of public support for a 
large booster project over the years if it is put in Defense than if it goes 
into a civilian agency. The President did not give very much weight to 
this consideration.

The President then commented that this shift will force us to focus 
on the development of a super- booster, which to him is the key to a 
leading position in space activities. Dr. Glennan commented that there 
will still be need for interim vehicles and for collateral NASA activities. 
He commented that if ABMA is transferred, with a $140 million budget 
for FY–61, he could foresee saving approximately half of this out of the 
consolidated activity. The President said that a caustic budget review of 
space activities is required. The question is one of priorities. He thought 
the super- booster is the key to successful competition and we should 
concentrate on that. He recalled his principle of attacking one enemy or 
one principal objective at a time. The NASA budget must go through 
the whole process of review. He recognized that there are of course 
many things—instruments, payloads, etc.—which must be brought 
along in order to make effective use of the booster when available.

Dr. Glennan then presented the gist of the Defense/NASA proposal 
on the transfer (as set out in the joint letter of himself and Mr. McElroy 
to the President).

The President said that this field breaks into three main elements 
in his view. The first is that we must get what Defense really needs 
in space; this is mandatory. The second is that we should make a real 
advance in space so that the United States does not have to be ashamed 
no matter what other countries do; this is where the super- booster is 
needed. The third is that we should have an orderly, progressive sci-
entific program, well balanced with other scientific endeavors. He 
thought that these efforts should be carried out in agreement between 
DOD and NASA, efficiently and wisely. To this end he thought this 
transfer was a good one to make. He thought, however, that there is 
need for Defense and NASA to do a real job with ABMA and the Army 
in order to get them to understand the reasons for the transfer, and not 
only accept it but support it.

Mr. McElroy said there will not be a perfect meeting of the minds. 
He anticipated that Congress will bring out whatever dissent exists. The 
President said he is more interested in good working relations between 
NASA and Defense. NASA can do a fine job of service to Defense, as 
NACA did before it. He stressed that this must be carried down and 
explained to the people really involved, however. He then raised the 
question whether the transfer should be announced at once or whether 
some time should be spent explaining it to the people involved. Dr. 
York commented that there had been so many leaks on the matter that 
an announcement seemed imperative.
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Secretary Gates repeated that there would be controversy over this 
in the testimony given to the Congress. The President intervened at this 
point saying it never would have occurred to him in his military service, 
once a decision had been made by higher authority, to make public his 
personal convictions where they differed from this decision. He said he 
would like to see the next Quantico Conference devoted to  loyalty— to 
the principle that when a decision is made all join in carrying it out. 
Mr. Gates said that many people in the military service think that there 
will be a requirement on the part of Defense for a super- booster and 
would like to keep an “in- house” capability for the production of such 
a booster in the Defense Department.

Dr. Glennan said he saw two problems in making an announce-
ment—the first pertaining to the group at Huntsville and the second to 
the Congress. The President said that Congress will not have the cour-
age to get into this matter if there is not too much dissension within 
Defense. He then outlined the kind of announcement he had in mind—
stressing his admiration for the fine performance of ABMA, its tremen-
dous accomplishments under Army aegis, and the need for bringing 
this talent to bear on a consolidated super- booster program. He asked 
for a draft announcement along these lines to be furnished to him for 
release later in the day at Augusta.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

207. Memorandum From Gates and Glennan to Eisenhower1

Washington, October 21, 1959

SUBJECT

Responsibility and Organization for Certain Space Activities

The Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of NASA have 
agreed upon, and recommend to the President, certain actions designed 
to clarify responsibilities, improve coordination, and enhance the 
national space effort. The actions recommended below are consistent 

1 Source: Responsibility and organization for certain space activities: transfer of 
ABMA to NASA. No classification marking. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
DDE Diaries.
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with the steps taken by the Secretary of Defense to clarify responsibil-
ities and assignments in the field of military space applications within 
the Department of Defense.

The Secretary of Defense and the Administrator have agreed upon 
and recommend to the President the following actions:

A. The assignment to NASA of sole responsibility for the devel-
opment of new space booster vehicle systems of very high thrust. Both 
the DOD and NASA will continue with a coordinated program for the 
development of space vehicles based on the current ICBM and IRBM 
missiles and growth versions of those missiles.

B. The transfer from the Department of the Army to NASA of the 
Development Operations Division of the Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 
including its personnel and such facilities and equipment which are 
presently assigned and required for the future use of NASA at the 
transferred activity, and such other personnel, facilities and equipment 
for administrative and technical support of the transferred activity as 
may be agreed upon.

C. The provision by the Army to NASA of such administrative 
serv ices as may be agreed upon to effect a smooth transition of man-
agement and funding responsibility of the transferred activity.

The Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of NASA are in 
agreement on the following:

1. The nation requires and must build at least one super booster 
and responsibility for this activity should be vested in one agency. 
There is, at present, no clear military requirement for super boosters, 
although there is a real possibility that the future will bring military 
weapons systems requirements. However, there is a definite need for 
super boosters for civilian space exploration purposes, both manned 
and unmanned. Accordingly, it is agreed that the responsibility for 
the super booster program should be vested in NASA. It is agreed 
that the recommendations to center this function in NASA and to 
transfer the Development Operations Division of ABMA to NASA are 
independent of any decisions on whether either or both of the super 
booster systems currently under development are continued in their 
presently conceived form.

2. The transfer of the Development Operations Division of ABMA 
shall include transfer of responsibility for Saturn, together with 1960 
funds allocated for the project, and transfer to the NASA 1961 bud-
get of such amounts as may be approved for this project in the 1961 
Department of Defense budget.

3. In carrying out its responsibilities, NASA will keep the 
Department of Defense thoroughly and completely informed on its 
booster program and will be fully responsive to specific requirements 
of the Department of Defense for the development of super boosters for 
future military missions as requested by the Secretary of Defense.

4. It is NASA’s intent to center at the transferred activity the bulk 
of its space booster vehicle systems work, including an appropriate 
research and development effort, and ultimately, substantial responsi-
bility for NASA launch operations.



National Security Policy 859

5. It is agreed that NASA will provide support to the Department 
of Defense and military services at the transferred activity in the same 
manner as it now does at all other field centers.

6. The management and employment of the transferred activity 
will be the responsibility of NASA, and no commitment is possible 
with respect to levels of staffing or funding for the operation. NASA, 
however, will make every possible effort within its responsibilities and 
resources to utilize the capabilities of the Development Operations 
Division of ABMA.

7. The transfer of personnel, facilities, and equipment will be on a 
nonreimbursable basis.

8. The Department of the Army will provide and maintain on a 
reimbursable basis station- wide services as required by NASA within 
the Redstone Arsenal complex.

9. NASA will provide for continuation, transfer, or phasing out 
of military projects under way at the transferred activity as may be 
requested and to the extent funded by the Department of Defense, and 
will undertake at the transferred activity such additional military proj-
ects as may be agreed upon by NASA and the Department of Defense.

10. The Department of Defense, the Department of the Army, and 
NASA, recognizing the value to the nation’s space program of main-
taining at a high level the present competence of ABMA, will cooperate 
to preserve the continuity of the technical and administrative leader-
ship of the group.

11. The detailed implementation of the actions proposed will be 
accomplished through the subsequent negotiation of cooperative 
agreements between the Department of Defense and NASA.

The Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of NASA have 
reached agreement and recommend approval of the above actions in 
the firm belief that the national space effort requires a strong civil-
ian agency and program and a strong military space effort by the 
Department of Defense, and clear lines of responsibility and authority 
if the U.S. is to employ its best efforts in the exploration of outer space 
and to assure the defense of the nation.

If the President approves the recommended actions set forth in 
A, B, and C above, the Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of 
NASA will proceed immediately to form the necessary staff teams to 
develop the required implementing documents.

T. Keith Glennan
Administrator, NASA

Thomas S. Gates
Acting Secretary of Defense
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208. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to Herter1

Washington, October 29, 1959

SUBJECT

Force Cuts Discussion with DOD on October 24, 1959

I have read the memorandum of the conversation which you had 
on October 24 with Secretaries Anderson, McElroy and Gates about the 
possibility of force cuts abroad.

Having given a good deal of attention for some years to the subject 
matter of that conversation, I thought that a few observations might be 
of some use.

I gather that the real argument for force withdrawals is based on 
economic pressures and that the military arguments given are more or 
less rationalizations. If economic factors require us to weaken American 
military influence abroad, I think it is most important that we not fool 
ourselves by rationalizing such retraction as being warranted by the 
military situation.

Secretary McElroy is reported as having commented “. . . that as 
long as the US was committed to the principle that any war with the 
Soviet Union was general war, the need for NATO defenses diminished.”

You are aware that the principle relied on by Secretary McElroy has 
in the past several years come under increasingly heavy fire. Almost 
two years ago Foster Dulles on a number of occasions told the Secretary 
of Defense and the President that he believed this principle was obso-
lescent and that we should be developing a new strategic concept and 
military posture to implement it.

The drift of Secretary McElroy’s thinking seems to be that it is 
in the US security interest to more and more depend on the total war 
nuclear deterrent. For example, Secretary McElroy is reported as saying 
that there is a need to modify the shield and sword concept.

This can only mean that he favors a modification in the direction of 
the “trip- wire” concept which requires fewer conventional forces and 
places a heavier deterrent burden on the general war strategic bomb-
ing capability. The NATO military authorities believe just the opposite. 
They are pressing for a buildup of the shield forces.

This problem is directly related to your efforts during the past year 
to reduce America’s dependence on the total war threat and to restore 
some balance in our military establishment. As a result of your efforts, 

1 Source: Effect of force cuts on foreign and defense policy. Top Secret. 3 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy.
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a small advance in this direction was made in Basic National Security 
policy this year. I believe that any move which will increase our depen-
dence on the strategic bombing deterrent would be contrary to the 
new emphasis on maintaining balanced forces which the President 
approved only a few months ago.

I am struck by the likely effect of the force cuts on our limited war 
capability. Irwin touched on a very sore point indeed in stating “by 
moving air strength out of Europe, we would limit US capability for 
responses to problems in the Middle East, and in the Far East would 
reduce flexibility to meet local situations there.” Such limitation is com-
pletely at odds with the policy which you have urged many times of 
beefing up our capability to meet limited situations.

I think there is a good deal of sense in Irwin’s point that there 
is a degree of “schizophrenia in at one and the same time moving in 
the direction of nuclear test suspension and pursuing a trend toward 
increased development and dependence on nuclear weapons as a result 
of budgetary and balance of payment pressures.”

The statement on page 7 of the report referring to “our growing 
dependence on nuclear weapons in limited war situations” seems to 
fly in the face of the recent Presidential decision calling for greater “bal-
ance” in our military establishment.

There is no comfort in Secretary McElroy’s stated belief that in a 
limited war situation the “use of tactical nuclear weapons would not 
necessarily start a general nuclear war.” If there is even a 50–50 chance 
that their use would start a general nuclear war, I would think that they 
would be completely ruled out as limited war weapons by the dictates 
of common sense.

I share Tom Gates’ expressed feeling that perhaps the courageous 
thing to do would be to raise taxes rather than permit budget consider-
ations to reduce our military power.

There seems to me to be no greater problem facing this Government 
than whether or not to warp our military doctrine and stunt our mili-
tary establishment to meet temporary economic pressures. We face the 
alternative of whether to run an uncertain risk of some loss of confi-
dence in the dollar or the certain risk of loss of confidence in America’s 
determination to make common cause with its allies and maintain a 
rational and credible deterrent to communist aggression. If this hap-
pens, the standing of the American dollar and a great deal more besides 
will inevitably be prejudiced.

I hope that you will urge this line vigorously upon the President. It 
seems especially important that American military influence abroad not 
be reduced at this time of pre- Berlin negotiation and post- Khrushchev 
visit.
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209. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, October 29, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906/1
B. NSC Action No. 2114– d
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated October 8, 1959

The enclosed memorandum by the Director, Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization, is transmitted herewith for consideration by 
the National Security Council of the proposed revision of paragraph 
60 (Strategic Stockpiling) of NSC 5906/1 prepared on the basis of the 
“Proposed Policy on Strategic Materials” approved by the President in 
the Cabinet Meeting of September 11, 1959. The enclosed revision is a 
substitution for that transmitted by Reference C, prepared in the light 
of comments by the NSC Planning Board.

It is requested that each member of the National Security Council, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
Commerce, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission, indicate his action with respect to the 
enclosed proposed revision of paragraph 60 of NSC 5906/1, by com-
pleting and returning the enclosed memorandum form.2

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits for comment OCDM memorandum on paragraph 60 of NSC 
5906 on strategic stockpiling. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.

2 Memorandum form not enclosed with this copy. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Hoegh to Lay

Washington, October 28, 1959

SUBJECT

Policy on Strategic Materials

The following language is recommended for inclusion as Paragraph 
60 of the Basic National Security Policy:

A stockpile of strategic and critical materials as authorized under 
P.L. 520, 79th Congress, should be maintained. Objectives for the strategic 
stockpile should be determined on the basis of the time required for sup-
plies of materials in a national emergency to match essential needs of the 
emergency. Pending a determination of the essential needs of the nation 
after a nuclear attack (including reconstruction), the planning period 
should be limited to a maximum of three years, provided that until such 
determination is made the “maximum objective should not be less than 
six months usage by the U.S. industry in periods of active demand.

The suggested language is in accord with the policy on strategic 
materials approved by the President following the Cabinet meeting of 
September 11, 1959.

/s/ Leo A. Hoegh

210. Memorandum of Discussion at the 422d NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 29, 1959

SUBJECT

422nd NSC Meeting, Thursday, October 29, 1959

Present at the 422nd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense 
(Gates); and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security; 
Agenda item 4: U.S. Overseas Military Bases; Agenda item 5: Status of National Security 
Programs as of June 30, 1959, The USIA Program (NSC 5912). Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Extracts—7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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attending the meeting and participating in the Council actions below 
were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury (Scribner); the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
(Item 3). Also attending the meeting were the Director of Central 
Intelligence; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director, U.S. 
Information Agency; the U.S. Representative to NATO (W. Randolph 
Burgess); the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs (Murphy); 
the Deputy Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to 
the President for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, 
and for Security Operations Coordination; Assistant Secretary of State 
Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin II; the 
White House Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; 
Mr. Frederic Bundy, U.S. Information Agency; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; Mr. Robert H. Johnson, NSC; and Mr. Charles Haskins, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  SIGNIFICANT WORLD DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING U.S. 
SECURITY

The Director of Central Intelligence began his briefing by stating 
that during the past week—on the 22nd and 25th—two ballistic missiles 
had been launched from Tyura Tam which had gone 4700 nautical miles 
landing in a new impact area in the Pacific 700 miles from Midway. He 
reminded the Council that sometime back there had been two other 
“long” shots into this same area. He was inclined to credit Khrushchev’s 
statement that these earlier shots had been overshots. The two recent 
shots, however, had landed in the new impact area as planned. Using 
a map he indicated the course of these missiles and the location of the 
impact area. He reminded the Council that in an earlier briefing he had 
described this impact area and the heavily instrumented vessels which 
the Soviets had positioned in this area for detection purposes.

In the case of each of these last two shots the vehicle had been 
sighted during the terminal part of its flight by American observers from 
a nearby island. The first of them had also been seen from American 
aircraft; monitoring of the count- down had given us sufficient time to 
get planes in the air. There were no reports as yet as to whether the sec-
ond shot had been observed from U.S. aircraft. Preparation for these two 
launchings had been long and elaborate. They may have had something 
to do with the Russian space program—for example, with the develop-
ment of a recoverable nose cone. The missiles had had a lower trajectory 
than they were capable of. If the trajectory had been raised, they could 
have gone farther; the Russians in future shots may therefore have prob-
lems in avoiding coming too close to Midway.

The Director indicated that the scientific office of CIA had been 
analyzing the Soviet moon photograph. The photograph was probably 
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genuine, and, if so, represented a technical feat of singular importance. 
The Russians had had to overcome great technical problems in con-
trolling from such a great distance the equipment which took the pic-
ture and transmitted it back to the earth. The photographs were being 
studied further. If the Russians should make the film available, more 
careful analysis would be possible.

[Omitted here are agenda items 2 and 3.]

4. U.S. OVERSEAS MILITARY BASES
(NSC Actions Nos. 1876, 2034 and 2070; Memos for NSC from 

Executive Secretary, same subject, dated January 14 and March 17, 1958)

At the end of the discussion of Moroccan bases, the President referred 
to the study by the late Frank Nash of U.S. overseas bases. He said that 
he believed that the base system should be looked at by an official who 
would go and study it every six months. He felt that we had our heads 
in the sand on the bases—the foreign countries concerned were excited 
about national aspirations and sovereignty and we were in the position 
of being blackmailed. He noted that only this morning, in connection 
with the paper on Libya, it had been indicated that we were likely to 
have trouble at Wheelus. He thought that the base agreements which 
had been made ten years ago were beginning to be outmoded. We could 
not continue to depend on these facilities on the same basis as in the past. 
He was tired, he said, of repetitions of formal studies, but he wanted 
someone to go off and look at the base situation and then to come back 
and report. Responding to the President’s point, Secretary Gates said that 
he would have someone look again at the Nash Report. Secretary Herter 
suggested that anyone who went overseas to survey U.S. bases should 
include the Prime Minister of Morocco in his consultations.

The National Security Council:

Noted the President’s request that the Secretary of Defense des-
ignate an official to re-examine the U.S. overseas military base system 
and review the findings and recommendations thereon contained in 
the Report to the President by the late Mr. Frank C. Nash (enclosure to 
the reference memorandum of January 14, 1958), reporting the results 
of such re- examination and review to the President within six months.

NOTE: The above action, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation.

5.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS AS OF JUNE 30, 
1959: THE USIA PROGRAM (NSC 5912)

Mr. Allen began his briefing by pointing out that the activity in 
which USIA was engaged was really an additional aspect of the conduct 
of our foreign relations. It had very recently been added as an activity 
of governments. Traditionally, communications between countries had 
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been on a government- to- government basis. If a diplomat appealed to 
the people of a country over the heads of the leaders, he would, in the 
past, have been rapped over the knuckles. Now, however, practically 
all governments were speaking directly to the peoples of other coun-
tries. This sort of activity was growing very rapidly. Mr. Allen stated 
that some of those who were involved in this aspect of the conduct of 
our foreign relations had to remind themselves of the relatively small 
part that it still played in the conduct of those relations. Diplomacy 
was still the most important means by which nations spoke to each 
other. However, even those activities that were primarily important as 
communication between governments, such as the President’s trip to 
Europe, had an important aspect of communication with peoples as 
well. For example, one important aspect of the President’s trip to Europe 
was his appearance on television with Prime Minister Macmillan. This 
appearance had been credited with having an important effect upon 
the outcome of the British elections.

Mr. Allen then displayed a chart organized on the basis of media 
and showing the share of the Communist World, the Free World, and 
the U.S. in the output of the various means of international communi-
cation. He noted that 600 million books each year crossed international 
boundaries either through direct export or through publication by one 
country in another. Of this world total 25 per cent was Communist, 75 
per cent Free World. The U.S. accounted for 17 per cent of the world 
total and USIA inspired publication of 3 per cent of that total. USIA 
last year published 17 million books of which 9.5 million were in for-
eign languages and 7.5 million in English. Mr. Allen displayed exam-
ples of the books published under USIA auspices in foreign languages. 
He said that these books fell into two main categories: those dealing 
with Americanism and those which were anti- Communist. In most 
cases USIA inspires publication either by agreeing in advance to buy 
a certain number of copies or by paying for translation and helping 
the publisher obtain copyright privileges. He also displayed student 
editions which were sold for as little as ten or fifteen cents. He said that 
the U.S. had often been rawhided on the grounds that the Communists 
were flooding world markets with literature while the U.S. was doing 
nothing. However, in some cases the U.S. had flooded the market to 
such an extent and put the price so low that the value of a book as paper 
was greater than its value as literature. Thus a book published in India 
in the Gujerati language had been distributed in quantities that were 
greater than the traffic would bear and as a result copies had turned up 
in the paper pulp shops in Bombay.

Turning to the press, Mr. Allen pointed out that one million words 
a day crossed international boundaries of which 30 per cent were 
Communist and 70 per cent Free World. One- half of the total was 
accounted for by the U.S. and five per cent, or 50,000 words per day, 
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was accounted for by USIA. He noted that there were 10,000 hours 
of international broadcasting every week of which 25 percent were 
Communist and 75 per cent Free World. USIA accounted for 6 per cent. 
Referring next to motion pictures, he stated that 2700 feature films are 
produced each year of which 12 per cent are Communist and 88 per 
cent Free World. The U.S. accounted for 10 per cent. USIA produced no 
feature films, only documentaries.

Mr. Allen then went on to state that exhibitions were often the most 
effective way of reaching people. As an example, he pointed out that, 
when he first went to Belgrade as Ambassador, Tito had just broken 
with the Kremlin and had been afraid to show any sympathy with the 
U.S. The Yugoslavs would not go to the USIA Library. However, USIA 
had had a display window on the main street which was changed each 
week. When the people of Belgrade promenaded on this street every 
evening, the area around the USIA window was mobbed. Mr. Allen also 
noted that the Moscow Exhibition had been the most spectacular sin-
gle incident involving USIA programs during the last year; it had been 
attended by three million Russians. He noted the role of the performing 
arts in USIA programs and called attention to programs for sending 
American athletes and lecturers abroad.

He pointed out that the people- to- people program provided a means 
through which the American people could make contacts with people 
with similar interests in other countries. He noted that the business com-
munity was now getting into this program in a big way. He suggested 
that official visits were one of the most important ways of communicat-
ing with peoples and in this connection mentioned the impact of the Vice 
President’s visit to the USSR on the Russian people. He again empha-
sized the impact of the President’s trip to Europe on European peoples 
and went on to point out that in the history of the U.S. no President had 
visited the area of Asia and the Middle East where one- half the popu-
lation of the world lives. He noted the speculation in the press that the 
President might make a trip to this part of the world. He stated that, if the 
President should make such a trip, it would greatly overshadow USIA 
efforts in its impact upon the peoples of this area in addition, of course, 
to its importance in providing opportunities for communication between 
the President and the leaders of countries in the area.

Mr. Allen suggested that the American people and other peoples 
of the world were alert to propaganda. In the light of this alertness 
USIA could take two approaches to its job. It might conceal itself as 
much as possible, making use of local publications, the furnishing of 
background information to local newspapers and similar activities. 
Often this was the most effective way of doing the job. On the other 
hand, Mr. Allen felt that the main effort should be to make the label 
“USIA” something not to be ashamed of—something to be respected. He 
believed that our efforts should be directed toward creating a situation 
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where people would say “This is the American Government speaking 
and therefore what is said is correct, is true.” We should concentrate 
more and more on creating an atmosphere where we would not be 
ashamed, but would actually be proud, of USIA. This atmosphere, he 
indicated, already exists in some places. For example, he pointed out 
that a newspaper publisher in Bombay had indicated to him that he 
considered material more, rather than less, reliable when it bore the 
USIS label. If we took this course, Mr. Allen suggested, it would tend 
to get USIA increasingly out of gray or covert operations. USIA would 
then not have to be continually withdrawing from positions or having 
to explain embarrassing situations. Other agencies of the government, 
he felt, could handle covert activities.

Mr. Allen said that the business community was becoming more 
interested in building a better impression overseas and that Mr. 
Clarence Randall as well as Mr. White of Republic Steel had been very 
helpful in this respect. However, there was still considerable resistance 
in the business community based upon the view that business should 
not become involved in working hand- in- glove with the government 
overseas. For example, Mr. Humphrey of U.S. Rubber argued that 
American business overseas was highly regarded and that if the gov-
ernment got us into trouble overseas, it was up to the government to 
get us out of trouble. Mr. Humphrey did not want business tarnished 
with anything looking like government propaganda. However, some 
business leaders were working to get the business community to rec-
ognize that their overseas operations sink or swim with the U.S. pos-
ture overseas. The business Council for International Understanding, 
which was to meet on Friday, had been helpful in developing people- 
to- people projects.

Mr. Allen then referred to Voice of America construction activi-
ties. He stated that the principal construction underway was the big 
facility being built on the East Coast of the U.S. When this facility was 
completed, we would be able to send a strong signal abroad even if 
our installations abroad were knocked out. Next in importance to this 
East Coast facility was the important relay base we were building on 
the West Coast of Africa in Liberia. Liberia actually welcomed this 
facility. Mr. Allen noted that in some areas of the world listening to 
short- wave broadcasts was on the decline as local stations were devel-
oped, but in an area like Africa, where people were just acquiring 
enough money to be able to afford to buy radios, short- wave broad-
casting was of increasing importance. In this connection he pointed 
out that Phillips had sold three thousand radio sets during the month 
of July in the Belgian Congo and that 90 per cent of these had been 
bought by Africans.

Finally, Mr. Allen stated that those who were engaged in the USIA 
type of activity realize that sometimes the best policy is to keep quiet. 
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For example, the State Department had a year ago set up a group to 
do something about Antarctica. This group had decided that a con-
ference should be called of the eleven nations that had worked in 
Antarctica during the Geophysical Year in order to develop a formula 
for continued international cooperation. When the State Department 
note had been sent to the eleven nations, there had been talk within 
USIA of putting it on VOA and exploiting it heavily. Mr. Allen, how-
ever, had taken a contrary position. He had felt that if we had started 
bragging, our action would have been viewed as a propaganda stunt 
rather than as a real effort to get agreement and therefore that we 
would have prejudiced the changes of getting an agreement. He 
noted that there was now a real possibility of getting a solid agree-
ment on Antarctica.

The President concluded the meeting by telling the Council a story. 
He said that a wealthy friend of his, who had recently died, had told 
him when he was 75 years old that he could not remember any time 
during the 75 years when he had learned anything while talking.

The National Security Council:

Noted an oral presentation on the status of the U.S. Information 
Agency Program, by the Director, U.S. Information Agency, based upon 
Part 5 of NSC 5912 and recent developments.

Robert H. Johnson

211. Memorandum From Lay to Holders of NSC 59121

Washington, October 30, 1959

The enclosed Part 1 (The Military Program) is transmitted here-
with for insertion in NSC 5912.

Part 1 has been given a special limited distribution, and access to it should 
be on a strict need- to- know basis.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

1 Source: Transmits Part 1 of NSC 5912, Defense Department report on “Status 
of United States Military Programs as of 30 June 1959.” Top Secret; Restricted Data. 
Extracts—12 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–RD Files: Lot 71 D 171, NSC 5912.
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NSC 5912, PART 1, THE MILITARY PROGRAM

I. OBJECTIVES OF THE MILITARY PROGRAM.

The basic national objective of the United States is to preserve and 
enhance the security of the United States and its fundamental values 
and institutions. The primary threat to fulfillment of this objective is that 
posed by an aggressive and deeply hostile International Communism. 
All elements of U.S. national power must be resolutely directed toward 
meeting this Communist challenge.

The objectives of the U.S. military programs, in support of the basic 
national objective and in light of the primary threat, are to provide:

An effective nuclear retaliatory capability, adequately safeguarded 
and ready for immediate action.

An adequate continental defense system.
Highly mobile and suitably deployed ready forces, with the capa-

bility to respond selectively and flexibly to local aggression, using all 
weapons (including nuclear weapons), as required to achieve national 
objectives, and to carry out general war tasks.

A capability of maintaining control of essential sea areas and air 
communications.

A cold war contribution of U.S. military power to reinforce and 
support, in appropriate ways, overt and covert political, economic, psy-
chological, technological and cultural measures.

II.  SUMMARY EVALUATION OF OUR ACTUAL AND 
POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES TO FULFILL CURRENT MILITARY 
COMMITMENTS AND BASIC OBJECTIVES AS OUTLINED IN 
NSC 5810/1.

Through FY 1960, the nuclear strike forces of the United States 
will continue to provide a capability to inflict such loss and damage 
upon an enemy as to achieve a significant margin of advantage which, 
if exploited effectively in conjunction with other military operations, 
would permit the United States and its Allies to prevail in general 
war. Despite continued improvement in the quality and posture of the 
nuclear retaliatory forces of the United States and its Allies, as presently 
programmed, and within current expectation for Fiscal Years 1961 and 
1962, Soviet technological advances will probably continue to dimin-
ish the present margin of U.S. military superiority. By the end of FY 
1962 with a continuance of present trends and programs on both sides, 
and with no major technological break- throughs on either side in the 
intervening years, the most probable position will be that each side will 
possess military strength of potentially decisive proportions. While 
operational factors which apply in the initial action may lead to advan-
tage for either side, an advantage, possibly conclusive, will accrue to 
the side taking the initiative.
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Additional improvements have been made in North American 
defense during FY 1959, particularly in the areas of warning and 
defense against the air breathing threat; however, concurrent Soviet 
offensive improvements have made any relative U.S. gain question-
able. The North American defense system is not capable of preventing 
an attack which could seriously damage the United States although it 
should significantly degrade any such attack and it does complicate 
seriously the attackers’ problems.

The ready forces of the United States are capable of responding 
selectively and flexibly to local aggression and to meet the initial require-
ments of general war. However, while the over- all nuclear posture of 
all Services has improved, modernization of non- nuclear fire support 
has not kept pace. The scope and timing of response to local aggres-
sion would be limited by a number of factors, including: the nature and 
location of the aggression, the degree to which mal deployment for ini-
tial tasks of general war could be accepted, the availability of transpor-
tation, and whether or not nuclear weapons are to be employed. The 
over- all military capabilities of our Allies to support U.S. and collective 
defense organization strategic concepts possibly increased in the Far 
East during FY 1959, but probably decreased on balance in the Middle 
East and has not significantly changed in Europe. The capabilities of 
our Allies to assist in coping with local aggression vary from country 
to country. With few exceptions, the capabilities of our Allies to assist 
in coping with local aggression in other than their own general area are 
very limited.

The United States and its Allies are capable of controlling essential 
air communications except on the periphery of the Soviet Bloc. Extreme 
difficulty will be incurred in controlling essential sea areas until such 
time as the Soviet submarine capability is reduced to manageable pro-
portions. The mining, mine countermeasures and harbor defense pro-
grams continue to be only partially satisfactory.

The military forces, as the largest segment of U.S. population 
abroad, are capable of significant reinforcement of overt and covert 
political, economic, psychological, technical and cultural measures to 
achieve national objectives. Although this capability has not been fully 
exploited, increased emphasis has been given to cold war activities and 
the U.S. position has thus been strengthend in several areas.

A.  AN EFFECTIVE NUCLEAR RETALIATORY CAPABILITY, 
 ADEQUATELY SAFEGUARDED AND READY FOR IMMEDIATE 
ACTION.

The Strategic Air Command (SAC) has primary responsibility for 
nuclear retaliation and is charged with exploiting U.S. current superior-
ity in nuclear weapons and long- range delivery systems against selected 
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targets and target systems at the outbreak of hostilities. Total SAC force 
has been reduced from 44 (11 heavy, 28 medium and 5 reconn.) wings 
of bomber and reconnaissance aircraft at end FY 1958 to 43 (11 heavy, 28 
medium and 4 reconn.) wings at end FY 1959, one medium reconnais-
sance wing having been inactivated. Programmed changes during FY 
1960 will result in the inactivation of another medium reconnaissance 
wing and activation of one strategic missile wing, retaining the total of 
43 wings (comprised of 12 heavy, 27 medium, 3 reconn. and one strate-
gic missile wings).

Combat capability of SAC heavy bomber wings increased during FY 
1959 as two more B–30 wings converted to B–52s, bringing total to 9 
equipped2 B–52 wings. Two more redesignated wings are in process 
of being equipped with B–52s. By end FY 1960, 11 wings will be fully 
converted to B–52s, and one additional wing will be in the process of 
converting from B–47 medium bombers to B–52s. While combat capa-
bility of SAC heavy bombers is improving through introduction of 
new equipment, the B–47 medium bomber fleet is approaching obso-
lescence. These aircraft, which make up the bulk of the bomber force 
and have now been in service about 7 years, have recently under-
gone a major safety- of- flight structural reinforcement to extend their 
usefulness.

As the Soviet delivery capability increases, the vulnerability of 
SAC bases and in turn, the SAC nuclear retaliatory forces within and 
outside the United States, continues to be a matter of great concern. 
To reduce vulnerability, SAC dispersal and alert programs are being 
implemented. The status of these programs is:

1. Heavy bomber dispersal. Although there is a goal to have no more 
than one heavy bomber squadron on any one base, 33 squadrons are 
presently located on 18 bases. By end FY 1960, 36 squadrons are pro-
grammed to be dispersed on 27 bases, i.e., three bases each with three 
squadrons, three bases each with two squadrons, and 21 bases each 
with one squadron. (See Dispersal map, Sec. VIII).

2. Medium bomber dispersal. At present, there are 28 wings on 18 bases. 
At end FY 1960, 27 wings are programmed to be located at 18 bases (nine 
bases each with two wings, and nine bases each with one wing).

3. Alert. As of 30 June 1959, 268 bombers with associated tankers 
were on continuous 15- minute alert. By end FY 1960, approximately 
335 SAC bombers with associated tankers are expected to be on contin-
uous 15- minute alert. A test of the airborne alert concept was completed 
on 30 June 1959 and the results are being evaluated.

2 Note: An “equipped” unit possesses 50% or more of authorized number of aircraft. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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The first ATLAS intercontinental ballistic missile complex, at 
Vandenburg AFB, initially programmed to be operational in June 1959, 
is now scheduled to be operational before the end of October 1959. A 
second complex for the first squadron is programmed to become oper-
ational before the end of CY 1959. The second ATLAS squadron, pro-
grammed for Warren AFB, is scheduled to become operational prior 
to the end of FY 1960. The research and development programs for 
the TITAN and MINUTEMAN are progressing satisfactorily. The first 
TITAN squadron is programmed by the Air Force to be operational by 
end FY 1961 and the first MINUTEMAN squadron during FY 1963.

Supplementing the SAC retaliatory capabilities are the USAF tac-
tical nuclear strike forces. In the Pacific, these forces consist of 3 wings 
of tactical fighters, one wing of tactical bombers and 2 squadrons of 
MATADOR tactical missiles, all to continue in the program during 
FY 1960. In the United Kingdom, Europe and the Middle East, tacti-
cal nuclear strike forces consist of 6 tactical fighter wings permanently 
deployed plus 4 squadrons on continuous rotation from the United 
States; one wing of tactical bombers, and 3 squadrons of tactical mis-
siles (2 MATADOR and one MACE). The tactical nuclear strike units 
in these areas are programmed to remain unchanged during FY 1960 
except for converting one of the 2 MATADOR squadrons to MACE mis-
siles. Nuclear- capable tactical air forces in the United States, capable 
of augmenting forces overseas, consist of 6 tactical fighter wing equiv-
alents which continue in the program through FY 1960. One bomber 
wing and 6 tactical fighter wings were inactivated during FY 1959.

Continuing progress is being made in providing the above deliv-
ery systems with weapons and warheads having improved weight to 
yield ratios. Continuing dispersal of nuclear weapons to combat units 
in the field has improved greatly the operational readiness of our offen-
sive forces. This action, coupled with streamlining of our release pro-
cedures, has reduced substantially the reaction time of these forces to 
counter enemy aggression. However, due to political denial of storage 
rights in certain countries, weapons allocated to some combat units 
are not immediately available to those units. Action is continuing to 
obtain the authority for dispersal of nuclear weapons to those addi-
tional countries.

Certain major U.S. Navy forces, with the primary mission of main-
taining control of essential sea areas and air communications, possess 
a significant nuclear retaliatory strike capability. This capability is pri-
marily in the attack carrier striking forces with a secondary capability 
in missile delivery from surface ships and submarines. There are 14 
attack carriers (including 2 new carriers in “shakedown” status) and 16 
associated carrier air groups of which 4 to 5 attack carriers with their 
attached air groups are normally in position to strike assigned targets. 
Deliveries of new jet aircraft and modernization and new construction 
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of attack aircraft carriers have materially increased the Navy’s nuclear 
weapon delivery capability. The 4 CVA 59 (FORRESTAL) class carriers 
have markedly increased this capability in fleet operations. Included in 
the naval forces are Marine Corps forces which contribute to the over- all 
nuclear retaliatory capability. This includes one Marine aircraft wing in 
the Pacific (2/3 wing in 7th Fleet and 1/3 wing in other Pacific areas). 
One Marine division in the Pacific (2/3 division in 7th Fleet and 1/3 in 
other Pacific areas) and one Battalion Landing Team (BLT) with Sixth 
Fleet in the Mediterranean can contribute to a nuclear retaliatory capa-
bility when deployed into position. Two Marine aircraft wings and 
1- 8/9 divisions, all nuclear capable, located within CONUS are avail-
able for augmenting overseas forces. Fleet Marine Force troops rein-
forcing the division in the Pacific had both 8” howitzer and HONEST 
JOHN equipment while the BLT with the Sixth Fleet was reinforced by 
an 8” howitzer unit.

The present Naval capability for guided missile delivery of nuclear war-
heads from surface ships and submarines is represented by the REGULUS 
I system for which nuclear warheads are stockpiled. REGULUS I sys-
tem is now installed in 4 submarines and 3 heavy cruisers. There are 
11 other submarines equipped with REGULUS radar guidance sys-
tem (TROUNCE) to provide terminal control of a REGULUS missile 
launched from either a submarine or cruiser. By end FY 1960, one more 
submarine will be equipped with REGULUS I system. Normally 1/3 to 
1/2 of these ships are deployed and contribute to capabilities of unified 
commands.

The first 5 Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) submarines authorized, for 
which money was appropriated by Congress, are under construction. 
Congress appropriated funds for 4 additional FBM submarines in the 
FY 1959 budget, plus additional funds to lend assurance to the achieve-
ment of an effective early operational capability for the POLARIS mis-
sile. In December 1958, funds for one of these submarines were released 
for obligation in FY 1959. Excellent progress has been made in the 
POLARIS missile development and the system support programs.

Nuclear delivery systems organic to deployed major U.S. Army 
forces contribute to the nuclear retaliatory capability. In Europe, the 
Army currently maintains 2 REDSTONE missile groups, 8 CORPORAL 
missile battalions, 5 HONEST JOHN rocket battalions, 5 HONEST 
JOHN batteries, six 280mm gun battalions (to be reduced to 4 during 
FY 1960), nine 8- inch howitzer battalions and five 8- inch howitzer bat-
teries. In the Pacific, the Army currently maintains one 280mm gun 
battalion, one HONEST JOHN battalion, two 8- inch howitzer battal-
ions, three 8- inch howitzer batteries and 3 HONEST JOHN batteries. 
Nuclear warheads are stored in the immediate vicinity of the above 
units thereby insuring maximum operational readiness. New weapons 
design and missile check- out procedures have appreciably reduced 
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reaction time. Nuclear delivery units in the United States capable of 
augmenting forces overseas include one medium missile command 
(HONEST JOHN and CORPORAL), one air transportable missile com-
mand (HONEST JOHN) and one REDSTONE missile group. By end 
FY 1960, eight of the newly developed air transportable LACROSSE 
missile battalions will be available for U.S. Army forces deployed in 
CONUS, Europe and Pacific. The planned transition from the liquid- 
fueled REDSTONE and CORPORAL missiles to solid propellant and 
all- inertial guidance system for the PERSHING and SERGEANT sys-
tems will greatly improve mobility and reaction time. One SERGEANT 
missile battalion will also be activated during FY 1960. Current devel-
opmental progress of the PERSHING missile indicates that it will have 
an operational capability in FY 1963.

In opposing U.S. retaliatory forces, the Soviet Bloc air defense system 
has the following general capabilities:

1. Capabilities are greatest against penetration conducted during 
daylight and in clear weather, at altitudes between 5,000 feet and about 
45,000 feet.

2. At altitudes above about 45,000 feet enemy air defense capabil-
ities decrease progressively as altitude is increased, except in the areas 
equipped with surface- to- air missiles where capabilities are unim-
paired to at least 60,000 feet.

3. At altitudes below about 5,000 feet, enemy capabilities decrease 
progressively as altitude decreases and are probably seriously reduced 
at altitudes below about 1,500 feet.

4. Against penetrations conducted at night and under conditions of 
poor visibility, the capabilities of the enemy system are greatly reduced 
because of the limited availability of all- weather fighters and surface- 
to- air missiles.

5. Against varied penetration tactics utilizing altitude stacking, 
diversionary maneuvers, decoys, and electronic countermeasures, the 
capabilities of the enemy system are diminished through disruption 
and saturation.

The degree of advantage accruing to the United States and its 
allies as a result of retaliatory attacks would depend on a number of 
strategic and operational considerations, to include exercise of initia-
tive, the amount of warning of Soviet attack, the degree of protection, 
and the mobility or concealment afforded military forces and instal-
lations, particularly those from which our retaliatory effort would be 
launched. It is estimated that enemy losses sustained as a result of a 
U.S. retaliatory attack would provide a margin of advantage to the 
United States and its allies which, if exploited in conjunction with 
other military operations, would assure eventual victory.
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B.  HIGHLY MOBILE AND SUITABLY DEPLOYED READY FORCES 
WITH THE CAPACITY TO RESPOND SELECTIVELY AND FLEXI-
BLY TO LOCAL AGGRESSION USING ALL WEAPONS (INCLUD-
ING NUCLEAR WEAPONS) AS REQUIRED, AND TO CARRY OUT 
GENERAL WAR TASKS.

1. Over- all Capabilities.
a. U.S. Army forces are capable of reacting selectively and flexibly 

and with appropriate means to situations ranging from local aggres-
sion to general war. Integration of organic nuclear delivery systems in 
the reorganized infantry, armored and airborne divisions has increased 
the operational capability of the Army to engage in nuclear warfare. 
The dual capability of individual weapons systems has been improved 
by a new high explosive warhead for HONEST JOHN rocket, which 
is now available in limited quantities, and will be further improved 
by activation of LACROSSE missile battalions scheduled for FY 1960. 
Introduction of DAVY CROCKETT [text not declassified] atomic weapon 
planned for FY 1961 will further enhance nuclear capabilities of Army 
forces. Exploitation of the helicopter, together with introduction of self- 
contained, readily transportable combat units provides an increased 
degree of flexibility and mobility. The Army considers that principal 
limitations on effectiveness of Army forces are: insufficient manpower 
and funds; lack of modernization of non- nuclear weapons and equip-
ment; an insufficiency of combat support and logistic support; lack of 
forward depots, and insufficiency of adequate high speed troop lift.

b. Naval. Highly mobile and strategically deployed ready naval 
forces have the capability and flexibility to respond selectively and 
with the degree of force necessary to meet local aggression and to carry 
out general war tasks. U.S. naval forces have increased their nuclear 
and non- nuclear capability which adds materially to the effectiveness 
of the ready forces. The Navy has continued integration of guided mis-
siles weapons systems into fleet operations. BULLPUP air- to- surface 
missile, a close air support guided missile, is now in the combat inven-
tory of Atlantic and Pacific Fleets in limited quantities. Atlantic Fleet 
has a limited capability in surface- to- air missiles for fleet air defense 
with 3 TERRIER equipped ships and the USS GALVESTON now con-
ducting evaluation of TALOS shipboard system. All attack carriers are 
equipped with SIDEWINDER and some with SPARROW III air- to- air 
missile squadrons for air defense operations. Included in naval forces 
are Fleet Marine Force ground and air units with capability to employ 
nuclear and non- nuclear weapons, either surface or air launched. The 
vertical assault technique developed by Navy and Marine Corps no 
longer ties an initial assault to the shore line but permits landing of 
troops quickly and selectively to points up to 50 miles inland.

Capability to conduct vertical assault operations was increased 
materially by conversion of 2 CVS’s to LPH’s, bringing to 3 the number 
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of interim LPH’s available. One of these ships is assigned to Atlantic 
Fleet and 2 to Pacific Fleet. Two of the LPH’s are capable of carrying a 
fully combat- ready BLT and one helicopter squadron, while one LPH is 
capable of carrying one- half BLT and one helicopter squadron.

c. Air Force. There was a substantial reduction in the number of USAF 
tactical air wings world- wide during FY 1959. These forces were reduced 
from a total of 45 wings at end FY 1958 to 35 wings at end FY 1959, and are 
being reduced further to 34 wings at end FY I960. Nevertheless, tactical as 
well as strategic air units retain a capability to respond effectively to general war 
or local aggression, resulting from improved nuclear delivery means, decreased 
reaction time and increased mobility. However, our present programs do 
not compensate entirely for future improvements and increase in Soviet 
capability. The most pressing problems in the tactical area concern the 
slow rate of aircraft modernization and the need for improved ground 
environment systems which can control effectively both air defense and 
tactical air weapon systems in overseas areas.

d. In the succeeding paragraphs the ready forces capable of 
responding selectively and flexibly to local aggression and general war 
are treated by geographical areas.

[Omitted here is the remainder of Section II of the report.]

III.  EVALUATION OF OUR ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL 
CAPABILITIES TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE CONTINENTAL 
DEFENSE SYSTEM.

A. OBJECTIVES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
CONTINENTAL U.S. DEFENSE PROGRAMS (Based on NSC 5802/1). To be 
prepared at all times to counter an attack on the North American Continent 
in such a way as to deter Soviet attack, or, if an attack occurs, to insure 
our survival as a free nation. Such preparation requires that the United 
States achieve and maintain, in collaboration with Canada and other Free 
World nations, a continental defense readiness and capability which will 
protect and permit the launching of our nuclear retaliatory forces, even in 
the event of surprise attack. Such preparation should: (1) Provide warn-
ing to alert the nation to impending attack; (2) counter enemy subversive 
and clandestine efforts; (3) prevent the threat of nuclear destruction from 
unduly restricting U.S. freedom of action or weakening national morale; 
(4) maintain adaptability to make timely changes as technology permits 
and as the nature of the threat changes; (5) provide appropriate measures 
of protection for the civil population; and (6) include appropriately orga-
nizing, protecting, and placing in a condition of readiness the resources of 
the country essential to national survival.

B. ESTIMATED SOVIET THREAT AND CAPABILITIES.
1. Current Soviet capabilities for full- scale air attack on the con-

tinental United States depend mainly on their long range aviation. 
Although still consisting primarily of medium bombers capable of 
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attacking the continental United States only through the extensive use 
of one- way missions, Soviet long range aviation has continued to be 
improved by the phasing- in of additional jet bombers, more realistic 
and larger scale training exercises, improvement of potential staging 
bases in the Arctic, development of in- flight refueling, and improve-
ment of electronic equipment for ECM, bombing, navigation, and other 
purposes. Nuclear weapons storage sites have been identified at many 
home bases of the Soviet long range aviation force and it is believed that 
nuclear bombs are now the primary weapon of this force. The number 
of aircraft launched against the United States in an initial attack, even 
under conditions where surprise was a major Soviet consideration, 
could range in the several hundreds.

2. It is estimated that the USSR is developing and stockpiling a ver-
satile group of nuclear weapons with yields ranging from about 1 KT 
to about 12 MT.

3. For planning purposes, it should be considered that the Soviets 
will probably attain an operational capability with ten ICBMs in the first 
half of 1960, with a possibility of this occurring in the latter part of 1959.

4. The USSR probably now has a limited number of submarines 
capable of launching subsonic, cruise type missiles with a range of 
150–200 nautical miles. These missiles could be launched by a subma-
rine only after surfacing. Additional submarines could be converted to 
include this capability in four to six months from the time the decision is 
made to do so. At least 3 Z- Class submarines may have been converted 
to include a missile capability, possibly of the short range ballistic type.

5. Clandestine attack on the United States by sabotage, biological 
warfare, and placement of nuclear weapons, could occur against spe-
cifically selected targets.

C. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF U.S. AIR DEFENSE CAPABILITY 
AND PROBLEMS. The absolute capability of our forces to defend 
the United States against air attack by air breathing weapon systems 
has progressively increased. This over-all increase results from estab-
lishment of North American Air Defense Command; installation of 
additional early warning radar coverage (including full activation 
of Aleutian extension of Pacific DEW lines); provision of more effec-
tive control of the air defense system through automation; increased 
coverage of the sea surveillance system; and availability of improved 
weapon systems including those with nuclear warheads. Although U.S. 
air defense capabilities have improved during FY 1959, Soviet nuclear weap-
ons development and improved delivery capabilities during same period have 
made any relative U.S. gain questionable. Soviets are probably now capa-
ble of exploiting weaknesses in our air defense system at very high and 
low altitudes and of utilizing electronic countermeasures, sabotage, 
and deception to contribute to their attack. The estimated Soviet initial 
limited ICBM capability will provide an additional means of exploiting 
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weaknesses in the continental air defense system. This system cannot 
be expected to counter completely an all- out attack of the magnitude 
which the Soviets are capable of launching against the North American 
continent. Solutions to the following problems are being pursued on a high 
priority basis as funding permits:

1. Procurement, training and retention of the highly skilled per-
sonnel required by modern and increasingly complex defense systems.

2. Detection of airborne vehicles at very high and very low alti-
tudes, and development and availability of weapons which can be 
effectively used at these altitudes.

3. Development and implementation of measures to overcome or 
counteract enemy electronic countermeasures.

4. Development of a system which can be used in the defense 
against enemy ballistic missiles.

5. Development of an effective and integrated sea surveillance sys-
tem which will provide for detection, identification, and tracking of 
surface ships and submarines operating within missile launching range 
of the North American continent toward the goal of development of the 
capability to establish control over the submarine or surface ship prior 
to the launching of its missile.

6. Identification and engagement of hostile aircraft as far from our 
borders as possible.

7. Means to shorten the long lead time involved in the completion 
of programmed improvements to the systems.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the report.]

212. Memorandum of Discussion at the 423d NSC Meeting1

Washington, November 5, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 423rd NSC Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
November 5, 1959

Present at the 423rd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and 

1 Source: Agenda item 4: Status of National Security Programs as of June 30, 1959: 
The Atomic Energy Program. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—5 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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the Director, Office or Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present and 
participating in the Council actions below were the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury (Scribner); the Acting Attorney General (Walsh) (Item 
1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman Atomic Energy 
Commission (Item 4); and Mr. Philip Ray for the Secretary of Commerce 
(Item 1). Also attending the meeting were the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central 
Intelligence; the Under Secretary of State (Dillon); Special Assistants to 
the President for Foreign Economic Policy, for National Security Affairs, 
and for Science and Technology; the White House Staff Secretary; 
Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin II; from the Atomic 
Energy Commission Brig. General Alfred D. Starbird, Edward J. Block 
and Bruce Mercer; Howard Furnas, Department of State; the Assistant 
White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; the Deputy 
Executive Secretary, NSC; and Mr. Charles Haskins, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion and the main points 
taken.

[Omitted here are agenda items 1–3.]

4.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS AS OF JUNE 30, 
1959: THE ATOMIC ENERGY PROGRAM

(NSC 5912; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: 
“Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy” transmitting Report by AEC and 
State on Implementation of NSC 5725/1, dated September 2, 1959)

Mr. Gray said the Planning Board was examining all of the status 
reports, but had decided that some of them need not be scheduled for 
Council discussion. However, the Planning Board thought the AEC 
Report should be discussed by the Council because it deals with one of the 
major national security programs. Mr. Gray then called on Mr. McCone.

Mr. McCone said he would treat the highlights of the AEC pro-
gram of $2-¾ billion, 70–75 per cent of which is designed to meet 
Defense and military requirements, the balance being intended for 
peaceful purposes. Turning to uranium procurement and deliveries, 
Mr. McCone displayed and discussed a chart setting forth estimated 
uranium deliveries based on domestic, overseas, and Canadian com-
mitments. He indicated that through recent stretch- out agreements 
with domestic suppliers and the Canadian Government we would be 
able to reduce our requirements in 1960, 1961 and 1962, increasing them 
in 1963, 1964 and 1965, thereby substantially decreasing and leveling 
off appropriations for uranium deliveries. Despite the reduction in ura-
nium procurement, the U– 235 production rate would be maintained 
by the CASCADE improvement program and by a recycling the cost 
of which would be only half the cost of uranium procurement. Savings 
between uranium commitments for 1960 as against 1967 would amount 
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to approximately $360 million. Mr. McCone believed the present pro-
gram could adequately meet present military requirements for ura-
nium, but was uncertain about the new requirements which had just 
been presented by Defense.

Again displaying a chart, Mr. McCone indicated that plutonium 
production was slightly in excess of requirements now, but that in 1962 
we would be short by an insignificant factor in the amount necessary 
to meet military requirements. He concluded, however, that our pluto-
nium production program was satisfactory and that through improved 
processes we could produce more plutonium if necessary.

Mr. McCone remarked that our nuclear weapons program had 
been discussed in detail a few months ago with the President and 
accordingly would not be covered in detail in his briefing.

Mr. McCone next turned to naval nuclear propulsion. He indi-
cated that by December 31, 1959 we would have one POLARIS and 
eight other nuclear submarines; by December 31, 1960 we would have 
five POLARIS and thirteen other nuclear submarines. The GEORGE 
WASHINGTON, the first POLARIS submarine, will be undergoing sea 
trials in the near future. The nuclear- powered cruiser LONG BEACH 
should be operating by the end of 1960, after launching this spring and 
sea trials in July. The nuclear- powered aircraft carrier ENTERPRISE 
and the nuclear- powered destroyer BAINBRIDGE should be operating 
by the latter part of 1961. The naval nuclear propulsion program was 
summarized as consisting of six land- based prototype reactors, 37 sub-
marines, and 3 surface vessels. Mr. McCone concluded his remarks on 
maritime nuclear propulsion by indicating that minor modifications in 
design were being made in the N.S. (Nuclear Ship) SAVANNAH.

In passing, Mr. McCone remarked that we have eight or nine mili-
tary package power plants in various sizes and types and indicated that 
they were particularly important in view of their significant contribu-
tion to technology.

Mr. McCone then briefly described the PLUTO, ROVER and SNAP 
devices and the air nuclear propulsion program. He recalled to the 
President the thermo- couple principle which was embodied in one of 
the SNAP devices shown to the President, and indicated we were devel-
oping more of this type. All of the SNAP devices are being utilized for 
auxiliary power in space vehicles. A careful review is being made of the 
SNAP program, which will run to $300–$400 million from the point of 
view of cost and effectiveness as compared to other power sources such 
as solar heat. PLUTO involved the development of a ram jet to propel 
low- level unmanned supersonic missiles. Three to four years would be 
required for the development of this ram jet, but the program offers 
good prospects. ROVER is a nuclear propulsion system for a space vehi-
cle; again three to four years of development will be required before 
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its full possibilities are known. Mr. McCone recalled to the President a 
recent review of the aircraft nuclear propulsion program and indicated 
that the development rather than the hardware stage of the program is 
being emphasized as a result of such review. He said we had developed 
a reactor which would fly a plane, but the reactor would not fly the 
plane very well. By postponing the hardware stage two or three years, 
we could probably develop a better reactor for aircraft propulsion. Mr. 
McCone thought that the Russians were probably coming to a similar 
conclusion. He noted that the Russians were somewhat evasive in this 
area, but believed they had been unable to solve the ceramics problem 
and did not consider it likely they would surprise us with a technical 
break- through in aircraft nuclear propulsion.

Mr. McCone then turned to the peaceful uses of atomic energy. He 
displayed charts comparing the nuclear power program of the U.S. and 
the USSR. During his Moscow trip he had learned of various slippages 
in the Soviet power program and believed that these resulted from 
Russian awareness of the difficulties and the cost associated with the 
development of nuclear power. The Soviets are apparently cutting back 
or slowing down all phases of their power reactor program except for 
those projects which are already so far advanced in construction that it 
would be uneconomical to waste the work already done. The Chairman 
believed that we were well ahead of the Soviets in our domestic power 
program. He noted in particular that the DRESDEN Reactor was 
the largest in the world used exclusively for electrical power. When 
completed, the U.S. power reactor program would have a capacity of 
approximately one million KWE.

The President said that Khrushchev during his visit here had 
remarked that the Russians were eliminating a large number of projects 
in their nuclear power program.

Mr. McCone said the Soviet slow- down did not, however, apply 
to the peaceful uses research program, which was broadly based and 
competently staffed. He had been particularly impressed during his 
trip to the USSR by the ability of the Soviets to manage and direct their 
technical personnel, to make prompt decisions, and to carry them out 
very quickly. He cited their completion of construction of the OGRA, 
a large controlled thermo- nuclear device, within eleven months of the 
date of initiating design. The AEC was carefully reviewing means of 
improving U.S. ability to direct its technical effort, a review that might 
be helpful in other areas such as space.

Mr. McCone concluded his briefing with a discussion of our high 
energy physics program, an area in which we are well ahead of the 
Russians. In connection with our four high energy accelerators, Mr. 
McCone said a careful review was being made of the Stanford accelera-
tor to resolve some technical problems, such as the question of whether 
the accelerator could withstand earthquakes.
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The President asked whether it would not be wise to remove 
expensive equipment from tunnels in an earthquake area. Mr. McCone 
said some scientists believed that the tunnel would not be ruptured by 
an earthquake.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral presentation of the status of the atomic 
energy program, by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, based 
on Part 3 of NSC 5912 and recent developments.

Marion W. Boggs

213. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, November 5, 1959

Dr. Kistiakowsky
General Goodpaster

The President said he had had a question on nuclear weapons test-
ing at his press conference. He had brought out that the problem of 
atmospheric testing can apparently be managed. The Soviets now seem 
to be ready to have serious technical discussions concerning inspec-
tion of underground testing. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that the problem 
is extremely difficult. The McRae report brings out that there is no 
immediate need for the resumption of testing, but that over the longer 
term testing will give valuable progress, the nature of which cannot be 
estimated now. In his judgment the questions regarding suspension of 
testing are now a matter of political judgment rather than technical. 
Although the safety test question had been emphasized a great deal, in 
actual fact it is not of great importance since the tests may be conducted 
with zero or essentially zero yield. In addition, there will always be 
some possibility of nuclear accident, and the problem recently raised is 
probably not of tremendous importance.

After an explanation of possibilities for nuclear accident by Dr. 
Kistiakowsky, the President commented that the possibility seemed to 

1 Source: Possibility of suspending nuclear testing; reliance on deterrence; mak-
ing choices in defense programs; problems with Titan; problems with federally- funded 
research. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on 
November 6.
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be greater than he had previously realized. He summed up his instruc-
tions regarding the safety tests as telling the AEC to go as far as they can 
without risk of a nuclear explosion. When they reach the point of risk 
they are to come back to him. He emphasized that they should get on 
with this testing and not try to get into political questions.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said the President’s Science Advisory Committee 
has put the greatest amount of study to date into military R & D bud-
get. He will be taking up their findings with Dr. York and Secretary 
McElroy. The group will then be ready to come in and see the President.

The President said he is getting the impression that disarmament 
is not possible in the nuclear field. Probably we must get better and 
better weapons of our own in that field. At the same time he thinks 
that our concept of defending all around the world will not work. It is 
not practicable and is too great a burden for us. Mr. McElroy is plan-
ning to cut 14 air squadrons and 50,000 men in the Air Force. He feels 
that a new conception of defense is needed involving greater reliance 
on the deterrent. We must be able to return a tremendous blow. Short 
of that, a few mobile forces and a few carriers to move out from a 
central reserve must be provided. He does not think we can have such 
a thing as a perfect defense. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that without some 
military concepts, his group finds it impossible to make the judgments 
which need to be made in the scientific field. He was happy to see that 
their thinking runs along the line of the President’s. The President said 
our great problem is that our people want to do everything, and to 
start programs in all directions. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that in the field 
of strategic attack, for example, if everything were done that is now 
being planned and programmed we would have a fantastic overkill 
capability.

Dr. Kistiakowsky next said that there is evident need for a policy 
statement on space activities, since there is great confusion around the 
country. The President asked for a draft of a statement that he might 
make, either at a press conference or otherwise. Dr. Kistiakowsky said 
he would prepare one.

Dr. Kistiakowsky referred to troubles the Titan program is having. 
There has been an eight- month flight delay. The program is not in good 
shape, and the failure is essentially managerial. The Martin Company 
is spread over too many projects. A group from BMD is now taking 
over the Denver plant, at least long enough to put it on its feet. He said 
there is a good chance that they will still catch up with their schedule. 
The President said this is most surprising to him since the Denver plant 
was most impressive, and that people (including me) had told him that 
the Titan was a better missile than the Atlas. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that 
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it is. The problem is not one of design, but one of management and 
production.

Dr. Kistiakowsky next said that the Federal Council for Science 
and Technology is making some progress, putting emphasis for exam-
ple on oceanography, materials research and the atmospheric sciences. 
The Council gets agreements in principle, but little then seems to hap-
pen. There are obstacles in practice, many of them genuine, since the 
agencies have their own fields and laws. Progress is very slow and 
laborious.

The President said that if this situation is due to specific obstacles 
or attitudes, he will take quick action if the group will simply advise 
him where action is needed. If on the other hand it is just due to the 
nature of our enormous federal government, and its built- in bureau-
cracy, then all he could advise is to keep nagging. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said he believes it is almost entirely the latter. He said there is, for 
example, no uniformity in practices regarding grants and aids to 
private research. Some grants include provision for construction of 
facilities; others prohibit this. The President said there would seem 
to be need for a group, perhaps under Dr. Kistiakowsky, to survey 
these grants before commitments are made, against such questions 
as whether adequate talent—both individual competence and num-
bers of people—exists. In many cases mediocre talent is no good at all. 
He could take a look at the programs at Defense, at AEC, Agriculture 
and Public Health Service as a start. A very exact and clear- cut check 
should be made as to whether talent exists, whether it will have to be 
robbed from other programs, whether skills are of secondary caliber, 
etc. Dr. Kistiakowsky mentioned in this connection that he is com-
ing to believe that the real question regarding technical manpower is 
whether there is in fact a shortage. He knows of great hoarding by 
industries. Defense contracts in fact encourage this since they are on a 
straight cost basis. The President asked Dr. Kistiakowsky to give him 
the questions and suspicions that he has. He said he would be quite 
ready to get the senior officials of Defense and the AEC in to his office 
and ask them to explain this.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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214. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, November 17, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Glennan, General Goodpaster

Dr. Glennan said the ABMA transfer is going very well. He is 
receiving excellent cooperation from the Army and expects to have 
detailed papers ready before Congress reconvenes. He foresees certain 
problems when the Congress does reconvene. Although the big booster 
project is now being cleared up, there is still confusion regarding dual-
ity of management of the space program. He then read to the President 
excerpts from a memorandum on space organization (copy attached).

The President said he regards the space organization as having a 
major role in proving out what can be done in the field of space boost-
ers. The military forces can then take over developments which they 
regard as having promising military applications.

The President suggested that Dr. Glennan next take up with the 
Department of Defense the proposals he had outlined. He said he was 
not aware of the great confusion to which Dr. Glennan had referred. 
Dr. Glennan said this is a concept the newspapers are trying to cre-
ate and the Congress is trying to exploit. The President said it is quite 
acceptable to him to try to clarify the situation. This effort should not, 
however, be put on the basis that the Soviets hit the moon or took pic-
tures of it. In his mind the real question is what should we—the United 
States—do. It seems that everything centers on the development of the 
big booster. He thought we should take one or two particular projects 
that we want to carry out and concentrate on those. Dr. Glennan said 
that the greatest problem is how to get into a real perspective regarding 
space that makes sense. He thought a Presidential public statement is 
essential.

The President said that such a statement could be very brief. He 
would simply state what the law meant to those who proposed it. This 
could be put into proper language and placed before the American 
people. As to the budget and the program for space, he said he felt that 
should be thought out very carefully. He does not like the idea of grow-
ing and growing with no foreseeable limit. Instead we should try to find 
a level that seems about right. Dr. Glennan said that to develop payloads 

1 Source: Transfer of ABMA to NASC; defense budget; reorganization of space activ-
ities. Confidential. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on 
December 1.
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for the Saturn missile will take about three years and will be quite expen-
sive. The building of a booster puts a “hump” in what would otherwise 
be a steady or level curve. The President said that the field of payloads 
is not an entirely new one. He did not think that we have to carry on 
expensive testing of Atlas, Titan, etc., just to hit the moon since these are 
being well checked out by the military forces. Dr. Glennan said he has 
one more immediate space shot in view—an attempt to orbit the moon 
using an Atlas- Able missile. Beyond this all others are scientific shots, for 
the study, exploration and investigation of space phenomena.

The President then spoke of his desire to see our country put on 
a sound fiscal basis. Sputnik gave a surge to defense spending from 
which we have not recovered. He said that if he has to approve another 
unbalanced budget he would be obliged to regard his Administration 
as discredited. He thought the key to our space program was the Saturn 
or the big booster. The job from now on is to develop it at a carefully 
determined speed, to decide what kind of instrumentation we would 
like for it to have, to consider how much of this has already been devel-
oped and what else is needed. He would concentrate on these tasks.

Referring again to the question of reorganization, Dr. Glennan said 
his proposal involves certain changes in the law including the elimina-
tion of the Space Council, the setting up of a NASA General Advisory 
Council, and the establishment of a Military Applications Committee, 
wholly within Defense, in lieu of the existing civilian military liaison 
committee.

The President recalled that Congress had wanted to put the respon-
sibility directly on the President for deciding what would go into NASA 
and what into Defense. This part of our job is very much behind us, and 
it would seem that there is less need for the Space Council and for this 
activity of the President. He asked Dr. Glennan to try to work the mat-
ter out with the Secretary of Defense, and if the latter agreed get the 
proposal published and on the record.

The President told Dr. Glennan there is one thing he would like 
very much to see and that would be for Dr. Glennan to put his face 
sternly against the working of Parkinson’s law, to hold his staff strictly 
limited to essentials. Dr. Glennan said this is difficult in the case of the 
ABMA since the Von Braun group increased about 1000 in the last year. 
He doubted that he could cut it back this year but would do so next year 
through not putting work there. Finally, Dr. Glennan said he would like 
to have a new name for the ABMA center. There are not many names of 
people famous in space activity. He asked whether the President would 
be favorable to naming it the George C. Marshall Center. The President 
said that he would, even though there was not much logical connec-
tion. Dr. Glennan said the matter would be studied further.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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215. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to Herter1

Washington, November 18, 1959

SUBJECT

Long- Range Security Policy

INTRODUCTION

I believe that an essential element of an effective foreign policy is a 
respected military force with appropriate strategy for its use.

I am concerned about the damage to our foreign policy to be 
expected from our likely military posture in years to come if current 
trends are not changed.

For several years, the Secretary of Defense has indicated in reports 
to the National Security Council that the US is losing its margin of mili-
tary superiority over the Soviet Union.2 During these same years, how-
ever, forward military programs have given no prospect of a change in 
these trends.

The Department of State for several years has believed that present 
military policy is wrong. During these years it has tried without success 
to modify our almost complete dependence on nuclear weapons.

The latest effort was on April 25, 1959, when you submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense the “Summary Statement of Foreign Policy 
Requirements Bearing Upon US Strategy” [copy attached].3 This state-
ment was later submitted to the NSC as the views of the Department of 
State. It is generally recognized that these requirements were not met 
in the military paragraphs of the basic policy paper, approved by the 
President on August 5, 1959. This basic paper expressly states that mil-
itary policy was not thereby changed.

The purpose of this memorandum is to focus attention on the 
impending loss of American military superiority and to urge that a new 
long- range effort be made to halt present trends.

1 Source: Long- range security policy; includes two covering memoranda, December 
9 and 11. Top Secret. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548.

2 In the Department of Defense status report as of June 30, 1958, it was estimated 
that “. . . recent Soviet technological advances and the concurrent quantitative reductions 
in U.S. forces have combined to diminish that margin of U.S. military superiority. If these 
trends continue, it is estimated that this superiority will be lost in the foreseeable future.”

The latest status report [June 30, 1959] is more specific. “By the end of FY 1962, with 
a continuance of present trends and programs on both sides, and with no major techno-
logical breakthroughs on either side in the intervening years, the most probable position 
will be that each side will possess military strength of potentially decisive proportions.” 
[Footnote and brackets are in the original.]

3 All brackets are in the original.



890 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

I. THE NEED

As the nuclear weapons balance between the US and the USSR 
evens off, it seems that the chances will become smaller that nuclear 
weapons can be used effectively by the US in wars in the Middle East, 
Far East and Southeast Asia. Since we did not use nuclear weapons in 
limited war when we had, in effect, a monopoly, it hardly seems likely 
that we would use them after losing the monopoly. It also seems quite 
unlikely that the USSR would initiate the use of nuclear weapons in a 
limited aggression. Under such circumstances, a tacit ban on the first 
use of nuclear weapons may well come about.

In order to retain military influence around the world at a time 
when both sides will probably be deterred from using nuclear weapons, 
we should develop a significant non- nuclear military force while retain-
ing an adequate nuclear retaliatory force for insurance. The existence of 
a significant non- nuclear military force may also be a necessary condi-
tion precedent to getting on with safeguarded nuclear disarmament.

II. THE CAPABILITY

It is gradually being recognized that there is no inherent lack of 
conventional force capability in the free world. American example and 
strategy have been the key influence in free world military thinking. 
This example and strategy have not put a premium on conventional 
force build- up by industrialized countries.

Now, however, the strong economies and reviving peoples of 
Western Europe have the manpower and the industrial potential to 
support non- nuclear forces adequate to deter or to hold off a Soviet con-
ventional attack in Europe. The missing element seems to be American 
leadership and incentive and determination here and abroad to make 
the necessary effort.

Non- nuclear deterrence of Chinese communist aggression in the 
Far East is obviously a tougher problem. However, it should be well 
within the bounds of possibility for the combined beefed- up conven-
tional forces of the US, the UK, Japan, Canada, Australia, and New 
Zealand, and the free Southeast Asian countries, as well as the present 
forces of the Chinese Nationalists and the Republic of Korea, to deter or 
stand off Chinese communist conventional attack.

The Korean war occurred at a time when the US was the only free 
nation with any real military power. In the coming era, the situation 
could be far different. We have many allies with large non- nuclear force 
potential.

III. THE PROSPECT

It must be admitted that there would be great difficulty in moving 
away from our present policy of threatening to use nuclear weapons to 
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deter any kind of aggression. There still may be substance to the argu-
ment that the continuing threat to employ nuclear force keeps down the 
risk of war. But with each passing month, this nuclear threat becomes 
less credible and the temptation to the communists to resort to limited 
force will increase if some supplementary deterrent is not developed.

Certainly it will require a great wrench to our post- war accus-
tomed manner of thinking about the role and nature of forces in free 
world defense to face a future without leaning so heavily on the crutch 
of nuclear weapons.

Our great dependence on the nuclear deterrent has lulled Americans 
into forgetting that in the last analysis their security is no greater than 
their will to fight for their country. Nuclear weapons have obscured this 
responsibility. Nuclear weapons have also permitted budgetary rational-
izations, which in turn only increased our nuclear dependence.

If we are to affect the trends which the Joint Chiefs and the Secretary 
of Defense find are decreasing our relative military power, we will have 
to find ways of breaking out of this blind circle. We will have to find the 
dynamism to support a different military policy. That same new dyna-
mism will be essential if we are to keep freedom alive in the rugged 
peaceful competition with communism which lies ahead.

In view of our deep commitment to nuclear weapons, it will take 
a relatively long time to get away from excessive dependence on them. 
There will be many painful “withdrawal symptoms”. But the switch is 
within the bounds of possibility—and within a reasonable time span. 
A recent paper prepared at a high level in the Pentagon included the 
following statement: “. . . it would be at least five to ten years before 
the U.S. military establishment could be converted to a modem non- 
nuclear force capable of deterring or fighting a general war.”

President Eisenhower’s great dedication to the cause of peace and 
his expressed wish to leave a legacy of constructive thinking for the 
future may offer the combination necessary to start the turn away from 
our present military stance. A “respectable” military posture not based 
almost entirely on the total- war threat might in the long run be of even 
greater significance for peace than the major efforts which the President 
is now making in the international political field.

There is still time during the last year of his Administration for a 
start to be made in a new direction.

IV. CONCLUSION

I recommend that if these views commend themselves, you pre-
sent them to the President and urge that the Secretary of Defense ask 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to start a study to estimate the possibilities and 
cost of developing over the next decade a free world military posture 
which would reduce present dependence on nuclear weapons.
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The Administration could do this without calling into question 
the present military posture—by addressing its attention to the above- 
mentioned five to ten year period when new factors will cause and 
require radical changes in our military posture.

Attachment– 
“Summary Statement of Foreign Policy Requirements Bearing 

Upon US Strategy”, dated April 24, 1959 [S/P–59110– 1 C]

Enclosure

Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to Krebs

Washington, December 9, 1959

The attached memo of November 18 was returned today.
I would much appreciate knowing whether or not the recommen-

dation on page 5 commended itself to the Secretary.

Encl.
Memo, re long- range security policy [S/P–59204–1A]

Enclosure

Memorandum From Krebs to Smith (S/P)

Washington, December 11, 1959

I inquired of the Secretary whether the recommendation at the con-
clusion of your memorandum of November 18th had commended itself 
to him. He replied that while he had read the memorandum carefully, 
he had not yet made up his mind definitely as to the merits of the pro-
posal and would like to think about it a bit more before deciding defi-
nitely whether to speak to the President about it.

Max V. Krebs
Attachment:

S/P Memorandum of November 18
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216. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Augusta, Georgia, November 18, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

General Twining, General White, General Lemnitzer, Admiral Burke, General Pate, 
General Goodpaster

The President said he had wanted to talk with the Chiefs on the 
problems of the coming year and specifically on the military program. 
What he had in mind was an exchange of ideas with them. He com-
mented that he was deeply disappointed in General Taylor’s action in 
putting out a book, but was not going to let that keep him from speak-
ing frankly and meeting both formally and informally with the Chiefs 
whenever there seemed to be reason to do so.

General Twining said Secretary McElroy had had the Chiefs and 
the Service Secretaries in to meet with him on his return to Washington 
the previous Monday. He said the main concern in the Chiefs is that 
expenditures are increasing for many things that do not give a return in 
combat capability today. The President said he realized this but felt that 
our military leaders must from time to time take a new look at things 
that have become simply a matter of habit. He had two or three specific 
items in mind. The first of these is the 6th Fleet in the Mediterranean.

Admiral Burke said that there would be some advantage to put-
ting the 6th Fleet under SACLANT and deploying it in the Atlantic. 
There is need, however, to stabilize the situation in Greece, Italy and 
Turkey, and the 6th Fleet makes a great contribution in this regard. He 
felt that the fleet units had to be kept fairly well forward so that, when 
needed for an emergency, we could move them fairly fast into the trou-
bled area. He cited the wholly unsatisfactory British experience and 
performance at the time of the Suez operation. He added that the fleet 
does not involve much drain on our dollar reserves.

The President said he is getting extremely annoyed with the 
Europeans who are tending to lean much too heavily on us. In fact, 
everyone is relying on us around the world. The British, for example, 
want us to maintain their interest in Kuwait. He said he saw the use for 
carriers in peacetime but thought they had no real value in an all- out 
war. They would be hit in port. Admiral Burke commented that the 
carriers are moved at odd times, on no fixed schedule, so that an enemy 

1 Source: General discussion of the U.S. military program: force levels, B–70, budget. 
Secret. 9 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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could never be sure where they were. The President said it would be a 
simple matter to reconnoiter them.

He went on to say that when we put our forces in Europe in 1951 
we said they were being put there temporarily. Since that time, how-
ever, our government has taken the stand that we must not pull any-
thing back, that the shock to the Europeans would be too great. Admiral 
Burke commented that the 6th Fleet also has amphibious lift, which 
is very expensive to maintain. No one else has it. The British capabil-
ity is nothing short of pitiful when one considers that this is a type of 
force they particularly need. The President said the French, Germans 
and British are all steadily increasing their gold reserves. Their budg-
ets are not being overstrained. In 1951 and 1952 we made sacrifices. 
It is hard for him to see why they do not now pick up a fair share of 
the burden. He thought there is no reason we could not cut down the 
number of our carriers on station. What troubled the President is that, 
in America’s anxiety to make the free world safe, we make ourselves 
vulnerable to our allies taking advantage of us. There is, of course, 
no possibility of doing anything suddenly. The Europeans have told 
their people too long that their safety depends on the U.S. He recalled 
that de Gaulle said he was unhappy with regard to command arrange-
ments and thought these should be more on a national basis than at 
present. The President told him that there would then be no reason for 
U.S. forces to be in Europe. Admiral Burke said he had been meeting 
with Admiral Lambe of Britain and Admiral Nomy of France. Nomy is 
in an extremely embarrassing position because he recognizes the logic 
of collective defense as against the de Gaulle proposals. The President 
said he had told Admiral Lambe when he saw him that he was asking 
our people to restudy our naval position in the Mediterranean. Admiral 
Burke commented that the French naval people want to work closely 
with us. The President said he is trying to save something in annual 
costs and simply wanted to know if we had to pull down somewhere 
what we would then do with the 6th Fleet. He wants the other countries 
to pick up responsibilities. Admiral Burke mentioned that in this bud-
get the Navy is reducing its strength by fifty destroyers. The President 
said we tend more and more to get other people into the habit of expect-
ing us to pick up the responsibilities and the costs. We should main-
tain the reserves for the whole free world, and rely on local people to 
provide the localized elements of defense, especially on the ground. 
We should provide air, naval and mobile land forces. In that way we 
would be putting our strength into the types of forces that give greatest 
over- all strength. He asked Admiral Burke to make a further study of 
this matter.

The President next raised with General Lemnitzer the question 
of the strength of the National Guard and Reserve forces. General 
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Lemnitzer said that these have been greatly reorganized and tightened 
up. Paid drill strength has been cut down from 1,254,000 in 1954 to 
700,000 at the present time. We have cut down manning levels, knocked 
out ten divisions, and cut down the number of battle groups in sixteen 
divisions. We have reduced from 11,000 to 8,800 units. We are giving the 
National Guard and Reserves more of a civil defense mission. We have 
just completed this reorganization, and an attempt to make a further 
change coming at this time would inflame the whole National Guard 
and Reserve structure. He said that with the six months’ training pro-
gram now in effect, and the elimination of excess units, we now have 
six good divisions. To attempt to decrease to 630,000 would explode the 
situation, he felt.

The President said he had recommended a strength of 630,000 
for the last several budgets. If we are not careful, we will get into 
the position of making recommendations simply to fight politicians 
rather than to solve military problems. He recalled that he had called 
for State Guards to be established, with the rest of the structure 
brought under Federal control. This had been bitterly opposed. The 
biggest mission of the Reserves today is rehabilitation in case disaster 
should occur through nuclear war. He thought it is wrong to keep the 
National Guard and the Reserves in an antiquated concept. He real-
ized that he had been defeated by the National Guard and Reserves 
on this issue, and realized that he would probably be defeated again. 
General Lemnitzer said it had taken tremendous effort, but he had 
gotten agreement from the National Guard and Reserves on a 700,000 
man force. He said he has resisted pressures for an increase in the 
strength of units. He has had a restudy of the pentomic division made, 
under a guideline that he would not approve an increase of even one 
man in total strength.

The President said he was going to stick with his 630,000 man rec-
ommendation. He wants to tailor the force to the real need. He com-
mented that defense will never be as sound on an unstable economy 
as it will be on a sound one. The Chiefs to him are the hinge between 
the professional forces and the supporting nation. He referred briefly 
to the so-called new look concepts, and commented that the old rela-
tions between military forces and the nation in time of war are chang-
ing. General Lemnitzer said that the National Guard and Reserve units 
are undoubtedly the best nucleus on which to carry out rehabilitation 
in case of nuclear attack. He must sell and develop this concept grad-
ually, however. The President commented that we have got to keep 
our economy expanding through private initiative by three to four 
percent a year. To do this we must keep our dollar sound. In addition, 
it is the currency base throughout the world. We must not permit a 
run on the dollar to develop. Our people must support their military 
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program by current taxes and not by deficit financing. The result is 
that we must cut off every unnecessary excrescence. He said he is 
fighting to get the budget below $80 billion, which is an enormous 
figure in his judgment, and he is the first President to have stressed 
economy in recent years. He said he knows that every man in Defense 
is concerned regarding our security and safety. Someone must how-
ever look at the Defense establishment afresh and restudy its needs, 
since changes in technology change the needs of defense. He felt we 
are putting too much money in certain things—particularly the tra-
ditional things—and are not giving tough enough restudy aimed at 
eliminating everything not needed. Some increases are inevitable. For 
example, there is an increase of $70 million this year in retired pay. 
A number of these things add up very quickly. Now the question is 
how we do what needs to be done within a pattern that will keep our 
economy healthy and expanding.

The President reiterated that he felt we should go to the 630,000 
man National Guard and Reserve force. We should get what we need 
for the job these forces do. He recognized that the Congress might over-
ride him, and recalled that they had overridden him as Chief of Staff in 
providing retired pay for National Guard and Reserve inactive service. 
Admiral Burke asked if there is any way to get the states to pick up 
more of the cost of National Guard forces, and General Lemnitzer said 
he saw no hope of this. The President said he wanted to have what-
ever meetings are needed to find a program in which all would believe. 
Then he thought all should stand and present this to the people, to the 
Congress, etc. with unity. Each staff must accept this as the view of its 
own Chief. As to General Taylor’s opposition to his policies, he was 
confident that Taylor would not get enough support to override him. 
He reiterated that he thinks that the Chiefs must look for every excres-
cence. He said he is afraid of some of the things we are doing in science, 
devoting resources to many unnecessary things. He said that whenever 
the Chiefs want to see him they could do so, and that he had in mind to 
see them at least once a month. He asked them to continue to work on 
what they think is right, taking account of the fact that a sound econ-
omy and a sound defense are inseparable.

He repeated that he did not favor the 700,000 man program 
for the National Guard and the Reserves. General Lemnitzer said 
that one problem in the reduction is that it looks like an arbitrary 
10% cut. The President commented that the other services are cut-
ting personnel through a wringer process and that this reflects the 
results of advances in technology that come from our outlays on sci-
ence. General Lemnitzer said he has taken a hard look at personnel, 
which is now stretched to the breaking point, with 40% of the people 
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overseas. The President commented that he has not pressed the Army 
for cuts this year. He added that other nations are profiting from the 
presence of our forces and building up their reserves while we serve 
as the world’s banker.

The President said he realized the problem of the individual Chiefs 
before Congress. They demand the “personal views” of the Chiefs. 
General Lemnitzer said they frequently ask what was the original rec-
ommendation made by the Chiefs.

The President then turned to the question of the B–70. General 
White showed charts showing the declining trends in major aspects of 
the Air Force program. He said the Air Force is cutting personnel and 
units in order to maintain modernization. The President said that he 
had approved the B–58 program going ahead at a reduced level as part 
of our interim defense measures. He said the B–70 left him cold in terms 
of making military sense. General White conceded that there are great 
questions involved, but thought we would be going too fast and too 
far to eliminate it at this time. He said it is the only aircraft left in the 
Air Force under development. He had dropped the F–108 a short while 
ago. Both of these were intended to be mach 3, 2,100 mile per hour air-
craft. He weighed carefully which one to drop. The primary deterrent 
to date has been the manned bomber and he did not feel we could rely 
wholly on missiles, none of which have ever been used in combat, at 
this time. Unless nuclear testing is resumed, we would find ourselves 
in the position of never having fired the one weapon we are completely 
dependent upon. The President said he would have no objection to 
testing a missile with a live warhead less the nuclear core—the TNT 
could be fired. General White said that the missiles give the President 
no options. Bombers could be gotten aloft to await orders, but mis-
siles cannot be called back. Bombers give the enemy a difficult defense 
problem since he must defend against several kinds of attack. There is 
also the psychological effect of manning static weapons like the Coast 
Artillery of olden days, where training was done with the blitz cloth. 
He said that bombers can be seen by friend and foe alike and that they 
have a powerful psychological impact. If the Soviets were to produce 
an aircraft of this kind it would create great problems for us. He said 
he would beg that the B–70 be carried as a bare minimum research and 
development program at the level of $200 million this year. He said this 
is a very different aircraft from anything that has gone before. It must 
pass through the heat barrier and the shape of wing and fuselage must 
be studied out. The President said he understood the Hounddog mis-
sile is very successful and that it can be fired from a B–52 several hun-
dred miles away from the target. The B–70 will not be in production 
before a date eight to ten years from now. He thought that was getting 
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too far into a period in which the major destruction would come from 
missiles. He thought we were greatly overinsuring our ability to hit an 
enemy. There is no uncertainty that we would be able to hit his cities. 
He asked whether the Soviets would not be able to hit the B–70 with 
rockets. General White said that they would, but the B–70 would cross 
radarscopes so fast as to be a difficult target. The President said he was 
convinced that the age of aircraft for actual use over enemy territory 
is fast coming to a close. General White thought it would be worth 
the money to carry on development of this aircraft for a short while, 
agreeing that it might be dropped later. The President said he finds the 
missile a cheaper, more effective way of doing the same thing. General 
White reverted to the premium we gain from having different systems 
for attack. The President said that in ten years the missile capacity of 
both countries will be such as to be able to destroy each other many 
times over. He thought we are going overboard in different ways to do 
the same thing. General White commented that this is the last aircraft 
under development in the world and that he would, if it were left in the 
program, find money somewhere to hang on to it.

The President said that he questions the bomber having a place 
after we have produced the kind of destructive power that we have. 
He saw no need for it. General White said he simply wanted to keep it 
alive for one more year. The President commented that defensive rock-
etry would be much more effective against the B–70 than against the 
Titan and Atlas. He commented that the X–15 is under development, 
and even it could be used to knock out the B–70. He said that we retired 
the battleship finally long after the contest was over and asked whether 
we are not trying to hang onto the old forms of warfare too long in a 
similar way as regards the bomber. General White thought we were 
looking too far into the future if we did this and the President said he 
feels he can look that far in recommending it. General White said if the 
President would allow him to keep it in the program even on a research 
and development basis, he would put it into the budget and would not 
accept an increase even if the Congress tried to force it on him. General 
Lemnitzer said he was appalled at the estimate of $200 million just to 
carry on a research and development program. The President asked the 
other Chiefs for their views. General White, General Pate and General 
Twining favored continuation of the project. Admiral Burke opposed 
it. General Lemnitzer favored it as a research and development project 
which he thought could be a small fraction of $200 million.

The President reviewed past examples of weapons that had out-
lived their era and said he thought we were talking about bows and 
arrows at the time of gunpowder when we spoke of bombers in the 
missile age.
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The big question to him was that we have got to find a defense 
program now and in the future within a reasonable budget, i.e., within 
feasible tax levels such that our people will not start evading the taxes 
and will be able and willing to support on the basis of the present kind 
of prosperity and present tax rates. He thought the B–70 is a duplication 
of something we will have otherwise. He said he would take another 
look at the B–70 proposition. However, in ten years he saw missiles car-
rying the burden of warfare. He thought that each Chief must look for 
every possible saving, even driblets. We must make every effort to stay 
within a reasonable level defense program.

General White said he thought that perhaps Air Force management 
has been discredited. Many of the programs approved last year have 
now been cancelled and are no longer being continued. The President 
said the question is simply one of success in rocketry. This success 
has made possible and necessary reductions in aircraft programs. It is 
a change in our thinking. General White said there is the question of 
what is the future of the Air Force and of flying. This shift has a great 
impingement on morale. There is no follow on to the fighter, and no 
new opportunity for Air Force personnel. A natural extension of Air 
Force activity would be into space as flying drops off. He wanted the 
predominant role in space for the Air Force.

The President said he did not know what our needs were going to 
be in space. He thought that would be going ahead of current plans and 
problems. At the time these questions arose, we probably will not have 
air, navy and ground forces. He commented that he is going to make 
a change in NASA, cutting back military operations in space to strictly 
defense activities.

General White said he thought the Department of Defense should 
establish force objectives extending some three years or so into the 
future as was done in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan. The President 
said that each Service Chief had come down to the meeting with a firm 
service program. He would like to see the Chiefs come to some basis 
of principles, give those to the Joint Staff with no other instructions 
and see what the Joint Staff would develop as to needs. General White 
thought if this were sent to the Secretary of Defense he should then 
have the task of making a three- year program and budget.

The President commented that he believes we should have one 
National War College. He thought that service staff colleges are all right 
but at war college level we should be talking about the needs of the U.S. 
and not orienting our thoughts toward services.
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In concluding the meeting, the President invited the Chiefs to come 
in to see him whenever they wished to.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

217. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Augusta, Georgia, November 21, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretaries Gates, Brucker, Francke, Douglas, Dr. York, General Brown, Mr. Logan, 
General Goodpaster

The President said he had met with the Chiefs of Staff to discuss 
the military program for fiscal 1961. One question in his mind related 
to the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean. He felt that its presence there 
was largely just a matter of habit. It is no longer the asset it once was to 
the right flank of the European defense position, because of the advent 
of long- range thermonuclear missiles. He said he had asked Admiral 
Burke to take an objective look at this question.

The next item that he had strongly questioned was the B–70. We 
have the B–58 coming into inventory and various missiles behind it. 
To put as much into the B–70 project as is proposed and have from it a 
vehicle nearly ten years from now seemed to him to be a very doubt-
ful proposition. He wondered what the counter measures would be 
by that time. General White had previously expressed great concern 
over this, stating that if we drop this weapon we would be stand-
ing on our inventory and not going into a new field. The President 
thought that NACA is conducting forward research in this field, and 
indicated he did not share General White’s concern. Dr. York said he 
thought the general design of the B–70 aircraft is sound. Technically, 
it represents a big step forward. For example, there is a change in 
construction material from aluminum to stainless steel. If we are to 
go above mach 3, it will be necessary to use steel. For reasons of pro-
moting technical progress, Dr. York said he was inclined to want to 
go forward with this. Even if there is no good military reason to carry 

1 Source: U.S. military program: B–70; national defense system; budget, space activ-
ities; missile programs; Panama. No classification marking. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.



National Security Policy 901

it forward, there are technical reasons to continue with research and 
development. Secretary Douglas said he did not know whether, when 
we get down the road, we will want to drop this or not. He felt it 
was very important, however, to carry forward development work on 
advanced aircraft. The program as revised calls for two prototype air-
craft. The first could fly in 1962. The President said he understood that 
research would be concentrated on metals, configuration and engines. 
Dr. York said Dr. Kistiakowsky had asked him to state as his view that 
it would be useful to continue the development of this aircraft, but not 
strictly necessary.

The President said he is not at all interested in building an aircraft 
for civilian transport purposes. The question remains somewhat unre-
solved in his mind.

The President then said that anything that weakens our economy 
weakens our defense. He believes every single individual in defense 
must weigh expenditures in terms of what they mean in weakening 
our defense through weakening our economy. He had told the Chiefs 
of Staff they must look for and weed out every expenditure of half a 
million dollars or a million dollars that is not strictly necessary. He rec-
ognized that it would be possible to ask for a tax increase if greater 
expenditures were needed. He pointed out, however, that even during 
the war, when motivation was high, there were gray markets and black 
markets and that higher taxes would begin a widening pattern of tax 
evasion.

He called on the Secretaries to formulate a national defense system 
that all could agree upon and support. Then he said he could insist on 
economy in every other field of government such as public health and 
public works.

Regarding the aircraft carrier, he said he would approve a conven-
tional carrier. He thought the carriers had value in the cold war, but not 
much value in a general war. Dr. York and Mr. Franke said that every-
one was agreed that there is no need for a nuclear carrier. The problem 
is that it is not possible to get a conventional carrier from the Congress.

The President said that the Administration has one more year to 
get the defense establishment in the best possible shape. He thought the 
best minds were assembled in the Joint Chiefs and the top leadership, 
that had ever been there. What he wanted was to get a decision that 
looked good to all, with all supporting it. There must be no undercover 
sniping at the program.

Mr. Gates said the Defense group had gone back from their meet-
ing of a day or two earlier and had taken out everything possible, leav-
ing questions on the carrier and the B–70. He is having studies started 
on continental air defense and on communications and intelligence 
activities to see if further cuts can be made.
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Regarding space activities, the President said he had talked with 
Dr. Glennan. The significance of the space problem is that it affects the 
morale of our people. In the field of space there are a certain number 
of things that affect defense directly. Basically, however, the program 
is scientific. Dr. Glennan had asked for $930 million, and he has asked 
Dr. Glennan to cut this down substantially. While space is important 
to morale, he asks what would happen to the world’s morale if our 
dollar— the world’s banking currency—were to soften. He asked the 
group to look at every project with a jaundiced eye. He said he did 
not want to gouge Defense because it is the biggest but thought every-
one should be tightening up. He added that if he were convinced of 
the necessity for additional funds for the nation’s security, he would 
instantly go out and get the additional taxes. Mr. Gates said that on 
some of these decisions the best that could be done was to make an 
intelligent guess or gamble. Mr. Douglas added that some people had 
wanted crash programs on the missile output. Referring again to the 
B–70, the President said he had asked what the other elements in the 
military situation would be at the time the B–70 became available. What 
counter- measures would the Soviets have, for example. On the pro-
posal that the B–70 should be used for reconnaissance he commented 
that we have an excellent reconnaissance vehicle in work right now. He 
recognized the validity of General White’s statement that we must not 
put all our eggs in one basket and rely wholly on missiles. He thought 
we were far from doing so, however.

Mr. Gates mentioned a comparative study that is being made on 
use of missiles and aircraft. Dr. York pointed out that while there is no 
doubt about missiles from a technical standpoint, they will not be exer-
cised like aircraft, and the parent units may lose their verve, somewhat 
as the Coast Artillery did in times past.

The President said that all we really have that is meaningful is 
a deterrent. If the Soviets think the B–70 is more effective than mis-
siles, then it has value. If they do not, it is valueless. Dr. York said 
that the concentration the President had just suggested on deterrent 
value should be stated as basic national policy. The President said 
that beyond the deterrent we would provide for other things such 
as the cold war. He thought we would be cutting back our base sys-
tem greatly in future years. He noted that armament is now in a tran-
sitional period and that if we are thinking of something that is not 
operational for eight years this is not a transitional item but is simply 
a supplement to the missile force.

The President said that, with regard to atomic weapons, if we use 
thousands of small weapons we would be in a general war situation, in 
which the hydrogen weapon would be used, making the smaller ones 
insignificant. He had no objection to a reasonable number for tactical 
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use. He commented that he was told a year ago that SAC would not 
take Navy targeting into account. If we are going to fight a nuclear war, 
it was clear in his mind that we would attack cities and governmental 
concentrations. Invariably, the reasoning leads us back to perfecting 
the deterrent. Mr. Douglas said this emphasizes the importance of an 
invulnerable missile. The President commented that the capabilities of 
missiles for destruction are beyond human comprehension. It is very 
difficult to plan, because our plans are developed out of past experi-
ence. Dr. York commented that the total deliverable destructive power 
is the significant thing and the President agreed.

The President asked whether the Polaris program is progressing 
as rapidly as it should be to justify the preparations we are making. 
Are its technical problems solved? Dr. York said that perhaps the first 
or second submarine will not be operational on the exact date planned. 
However, by the time we reach the eighth or tenth we will be on sched-
ule. The firing methods are sound, and its range is now being worked 
up to 1200 miles, employing a large nuclear weapon.

The President next referred to the National Guard and the Reserves 
and his discussion with General Lemnitzer. The latter had made two 
points—first that he had finally sold the States and the Guard on a 
force structure based on a strength of 700,000; he had sold them on the 
idea that their mission includes local defense and rehabilitation. The 
Guard units are better than ever before. It will be difficult to stick to 
the Administration figure of 630,000, but this will be done. General 
Lemnitzer was fearful that the Administration would be defeated on 
this and at the same time incur the enmity of Congress and the Guard. 
Governor Brucker reviewed the decrease in Guard numbers both as 
to personnel and as to units. Five years ago personnel was 1,100,000. 
It is now 700,000. Units were cut from 11,000 to 8,800. He said various 
members of Congress had insisted that they were going to put a floor 
under the strength of the Guard. The President said the big question is 
how much to fight for what is thought to be right, or how much to bow 
to expediency. He realized he would probably be defeated on this point 
and that Congress would take things out of the program that he wanted 
and put things in that he did not want. However, he felt that we should 
stick to what he thought was right.

Governor Brucker said he wanted to push as rapidly as possible the 
preparations for the Kwajalein tests for the anti- ICBM. Secretary Gates 
said it would be practical to withdraw seven squadrons of aircraft from 
NATO (really four, since three are troop carriers not fully committed). 
The President said there was not time left to put this reduction into the 
present budget. The State Department must have time to prepare the 
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ground. He agrees that some of our strength could be withdrawn, but it 
will take time to turn European thinking around on this.

At the President’s request Mr. Douglas presented a brief expla-
nation of the funding of the Atlas and Titan missile programs. The 
President commented that heavy expenditures are coming at the same 
time as expenditures on our most costly bombers.

As the meeting ended, the Secretary of the Army reported on the 
situation in Panama. He said he had met with Mr. Herter and that 
Mr. Merchant was currently in Panama. There is great bitterness 
there and the Communists are moving into the troublemaking orga-
nizations. The President had two comments. First, he said when the 
conciliatory approach was adopted, we should have announced it 
publicly. Second, we have always acknowledged Panama’s residual 
sovereignty and we should have flown Panamanian flags as part of a 
ceremony rather than opposing this. He said he thought some of our 
local officials had been too stiff- necked and too legalistic. This was a 
situation where politeness and courtesy would have been extremely 
effective.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

218. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, December 3, 1959

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5906/1
B. NSC Action No. 2114– d
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated October 29, 1959
D. NSC Action No. 2155

The National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Acting Attorney General, the Secretary of Commerce, 

1 Source: Presidential approval of revision of paragraph 60 of NSC 5906. Top Secret. 
1 p. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, by Memorandum Action (NSC Action No. 2155) con-
curred in the revision of paragraph 60 (Strategic Stockpiling) of NSC 
5906/1, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 2114– d and transmitted 
by the reference memorandum of October 29, 1959.

The President has approved as of this date the above action. 
Revised pages 28–B and 29 of NSC 5906/1, incorporating the approved 
revision of paragraph 60, are transmitted herewith for substitution in 
NSC 5906/1. It is requested that the superseded pages be destroyed by 
burning, in accordance with security regulations.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Policy
The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

219. Memorandum From JCS to Commander in Chief, SAC1

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

Instructions for Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons in Emergency Conditions (S)

1. The President has authorized certain Commanders of Unified 
and Specified Commands to expend nuclear weapons in defense of the 
United States, its Territories, possessions and forces when the urgency 
of time and circumstances clearly does not permit a specific decision 

1 Source: Instructions for use of nuclear weapons in emergencies. Top Secret. 9 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, NSC Series, Atomic Weapons, Corr. And Back-
ground for Presidential Approval.
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by the President, or other person empowered to act in his stead. Such 
commanders will be called Authorizing Commanders.

2. This authorization by the President is an emergency measure 
necessitated by recognition of the fact that communications may be 
disrupted by an attack (as defined in the Enclosure). Each Authorizing 
Commander must insure that such delegation of authority is not 
assumed through accident or misinformation. Further, it should be 
regarded as an authorization effective only until it is possible to com-
municate with the President or other person empowered to act for 
him.

3. [text not declassified]
4. [text not declassified]
a. For the defense of the United States, its Territories, and 

possessions:

In the United States, its Territories and possessions and in interna-
tional waters adjacent thereto as defined in Section “A” against attack 
by sea—(Special Additional Instructions in Section “A” below).

b. For the defense of U.S. forces in foreign territory and in inter-
national waters against Sino-Soviet Bloc attacking forces, subject to 
applicable agreements or understandings, if any, with the government 
exercising sovereignty over the country or countries concerned—
(Special Additional Instructions in Section “A” below).

c. In the event of nuclear attack upon the United States, in retalia-
tion against the enemy identified as responsible for the attack, subject 
in the case of retaliation from friendly foreign territory to applicable 
agreements or understandings, if any, with the government exercis-
ing sovereignty over the country or countries concerned—(Special 
Additional Instructions in Section “B” below).

3. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. Because of the serious interna-
tional implications of the use of nuclear weapons by U.S. military forces, 
it is essential that particularly strict command control and supervision 
be exercised, and that the use of nuclear weapons be limited to circum-
stances of grave necessity. [text not declassified]
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4. RESPONSIBILITIES AND PROCEDURES. [text not declassified]

[NOTE: Pages 4–6 of source text denied in full.]

Section “B”

Special Additional Instructions Regarding Retaliation in the  
Event of a Nuclear Attack Upon the United States

1. PURPOSE. These special instructions provide additional guid-
ance applicable to the expenditure of nuclear weapons in the event of 
nuclear attack upon the United States in retaliation against the enemy 
identified as responsible for the attack, subject, in the case of retaliation 
from friendly foreign territory, to applicable agreements or understand-
ings, if any, with the government exercising sovereignty over the coun-
try or countries concerned.

2. POLICY. In the event of a nuclear attack upon the United States, 
it is assumed that the President would have approximately the same 
information as the Department of Defense regarding the strength 
and character of the attack and the identity of the nation launching it. 
Retaliation for such attack, therefore, will be on order of the President, 
except in circumstances where immediate communications have 
become impossible between the President and responsible officials of 
the Department of Defense. In such circumstances, [text not declassified] 
applicable agreements or understandings, if any, with the government 
exercising sovereignty over the country or countries concerned.

3. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROCEDURE AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES

a. [text not declassified]
b. In the event that a nuclear attack has in fact occurred, as authen-

ticated through prescribed procedures as approved by the President, 
on the United States and it is impossible to communicate with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, [text not declassified].

4. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. [text not declassified]
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220. Memorandum From JCS to Commander in Chief, Atlantic1

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

Instructions for Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons in [text not declassified] (S)

1. The President has authorized certain [text not declassified] to 
expend nuclear weapons in defense of the United States, its Territories, 
possessions and forces when the urgency of time and circumstances 
clearly does not permit a [text not declassified].

2. [text not declassified]
3. You have been designated by the President as [text not declassi-

fied] in the Enclosure hereto.
4. In regard to the air defense of the United States, its Territories 

and possessions, the instructions contained herein do not change the 
authority [text not declassified] pursuant to the “Authorization for the 
Expenditure of Atomic Weapons in Air Defense” approved by the 
President 19 April 1956 and the “Policy Statement on Interception 
and Engagement of Hostile Aircraft” approved 24 September 1952. 
This authority was implemented ii accordance with the revised 
“Interception and Engagement Instructions and Procedures”, dated 
7  December 1956.

[NOTE: Pge 2 of source text denied in full.]
3. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. Because of the serious interna-

tional implications of the use of nuclear weapons by U.S. military forces, 
it is essential that particularly strict command control and supervision 
be exercised, and that the use of nuclear weapons be limited to circum-
stances of grave necessity. [text not declassified] In the expenditure of 
nuclear weapons pursuant to these instructions, the following limita-
tions will be observed.

a. You may expend nuclear weapons [text not declassified].
b. Under this authorization, you may not expend nuclear weapons 

for [text not declassified].
c. Any expenditure of nuclear weapons pursuant to these instruc-

tions [text not declassified].

1 Source: Instructions for use of nuclear weapons. Top Secret. 11 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, NSC Series, Atomic Weapons, Corr. And Background for Pres-
idential Approval.
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[NOTE: Pages 4–8 of source text denied in full.] 

[text not declassified] by all means available to determine if an attack 
has in fact occurred. In this connection advance action will be taken 
to identify all possible means of establishing such communications to 
include means both in [text not declassified] and to be prepared to use 
these means when necessary. Only when you have established by the 
procedures outlined above that communications are impossible, may 
you assume that an attack has occurred on the United States.

b. You will bear in mind that the above delegation of authority 
to expend nuclear weapons is an emergency measure necessitated by 
recognition of the fact that communications may be disrupted by the 
attack. It is mandatory to insure that such [text not declassified].

Section “C”
Special Additional Instructions Regarding Retaliation in the Event of a 

Nuclear Attack Upon the United States
1. PURPOSE: These special instructions provide additional guid-

ance applicable to the expenditure of nuclear weapons in the event of a 
nuclear attack upon the United States in retaliation against the enemy 
identified as responsible for the attack, subject, in the case of retaliation 
from friendly foreign territory, to applicable agreements or understand-
ings, if any, with the government exercising sovereignty over the coun-
try or countries concerned.

2. POLICY. In the event of a nuclear attack upon the United States, 
it is assumed that the President would have approximately the same 
information as the Department of Defense regarding the strength 
and character of the attack and the identity of the nation launching it. 
Retaliation for such attack, therefore, will be on [text not declassified]. In 
such circumstances, [text not declassified] if any, with the government 
exercising sovereignty over the country or countries concerned.

3. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROCEDURE AND RESPON-
SIBILITIES.

a. [text not declassified]
b. In the event that a nuclear attack has in fact occurred on the 

United States as authenticated by the procedure of paragraph 4. a (2), 
Section “B”, of these instructions, [text not declassified].

(1) Comply with applicable international agreements or under-
standings, if any, in expending nuclear weapons for retaliatory pur-
poses from friendly foreign territory.

(2) Alert your manned retaliatory forces to the fact that they may 
be recalled prior to their arrival in the target area.

4. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. The delegation of authority to 
expend nuclear weapons for [text not declassified].
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221. Memorandum From JCS to Commander in Chief, Europe1

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

[text not declassified]

1. [text not declassified]
2. [text not declassified]
3. [text not declassified]
4. [text not declassified] you are authorized by the President to 

expend nuclear weapons in the following circumstances in conformity 
with these instructions:

a. For the defense of U.S. forces in foreign territory and in inter-
national waters against Sino- Soviet Bloc attacking forces, subject to 
applicable agreements or understandings, if any, with the government 
exercising sovereignty over the country or countries concerned—
(Special Additional Instructions in Section “A” below).

b. In the event of nuclear attack upon the United States, in retalia-
tion against the enemy identified as responsible for the attack, subject 
in the case of retaliation from friendly foreign territory to applicable 
agreements or understandings, if any, with the government exercis-
ing sovereignty over the country or countries concerned—(Special 
Additional Instructions in Section “B” below).

3. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. Because of the serious interna-
tional implications of the use of nuclear weapons by U.S. military forces, 
it is essential that particularly strict command control and supervision 
be exercised, and that the use of nuclear weapons be limited to circum-
stances of grave necessity. [text not declassified]

[NOTE: Pages 3–6 of source text denied in full.]
[text not declassified]

Section “B”
Special Additional Instructions Regarding Retaliation in the Event of a 

Nuclear Attack Upon the United States
1. PURPOSE. These special instructions provide additional guid-

ance applicable to the expenditure of nuclear weapons in the event 
of a nuclear attack upon the United States in retaliation against the 
enemy identified as responsible for the attack, subject, in the case of 
retaliation from friendly foreign territory, to applicable agreements or 

1 Source: Instructions for use of nuclear weapons. Top Secret. 9 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, NSC Series, Atomic Weapons, Corr. And Background for Pres-
idential Approval.
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understandings, if any, with the government exercising sovereignty 
over the country or countries concerned.

2. POLICY. [text not declassified] to applicable agreements or under-
standings, if any, with the government exercising sovereignty over the 
country or countries concerned.

3. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROCEDURE AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES.

a. [text not declassified]
b. In the event that a nuclear attack has in fact occurred, as authen-

ticated through prescribed procedures as approved by the President, on 
the United States [text not declassified].

4. OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS. [text not declassified]

222. Briefing Note for the December 16 NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 16, 1959

SUBJECT

Emergency Relocation Plan—NSC
(NSC 5521)

1. The Emergency Relocation Plan for the NSC (NSC 5521, approved 
by the President on 6–9–55) has been reviewed by the Planning Board, 
and there has been circulated to the NSC a draft revision of the Plan.

2. The review of the NSC Plan was undertaken on the basis that 
considerable time had elapsed since its approval in 1955, and because 
the Cabinet approved on 6–9–59 a new Interim Emergency Relocation 
Plan which OCDM had proposed for the Executive Branch.

3. The Interim Emergency Relocation Plan approved by the Cabinet 
provides in essence as follows: (a) of the 58 emergency headquarters 
sites which had been established by agencies in the 300- mile arc extend-
ing from Washington, D. C., 17 of those sites were selected as “hardened 
sites” for operation during the first 30 days after an attack; (b) of the 17 
sites selected, 14 will require improved fallout protection through new 
construction costing an estimated $12 million, not including cost of blast 
protection for the State site at Front Royal for which no cost estimates 
are available, (c) 3 sites (AEC, Raven Rock, and High Point) are already 

1 Source: Emergency relocation plan, NSC 5521. Top Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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adequately protected; (d) should an attack emergency arise prior to the 
availability of the hardened sites, the various agencies’ relocation staffs 
will relocate to the OCDM underground facility at High Point, under 
the “Interim Plan,” to carry on essential headquarters functions under 
the direction of the respective agency heads or officials designated to 
act for them; and (e) those relocation forces at High Point will include 
the member and advisory agencies of the NSC (with the exception of 
Defense and JCS [text not declassified]—although Defense will have 3 
liaison representatives at High Point under the “Interim Plan”).

4. Substantive provisions of the Emergency Relocation Plan for the 
NSC, which are recommended by the Planning Board, are as follows:

Paragraph 2, page 1, would be revised to reflect that the wartime 
composition of the NSC would be statutory members and advisers with 
flexibility reserved to the President as to the designation of additional 
participants in the policy advisory function of the NSC in wartime. 
There is no change proposed in the presently approved concept that 
the President would use the NSC as his key policy advisory body under 
wartime conditions.

The revised language proposed for paragraph 3– b reserves com-
plete flexibility as to the relocation site to which the Vice President 
would proceed (and the Planning Board understands that the emer-
gency relocation site of the Vice President would most likely be one 
other than that to which the President might proceed).

Paragraph 3– c would be revised to reflect that NSC members and 
advisers would proceed to the relocation sites of their selection; and 
the footnote to this subparagraph refers to the Cabinet paper which 
reflects approval of the new Interim Emergency Relocation Plan for the 
Executive Branch.

Also, under this paragraph, the NSC staff relocation site would be 
changed [text not declassified]. At that site would also be the Planning 
Board members, advisers, and designated observers, or their alternates. 
However, the Chairman of the JCS has recently recommended to the Sec-
retary of Defense that the current allocation of 22 spaces for the Planning 
Board and NSC Staff at the AJCC be withdrawn. If this recommendation 
is approved by the Secretary of Defense, provision would then have to be 
made for the NSC Staff and the Planning Board to relocate to the OCDM 
High Point site.

5. JCS views, received just prior to this meeting, take issue with para-
graph 3– d and 3– e of the proposed revision of the NSC Plan under which 
the NSC Staff and Planning Board members, advisers, and designated 
observers (or alternates) would relocate to the [text not declassified]. In 
lieu of such provision, the JCS recommend that the Plan call for (a) the 
NSC Staff to be relocated to the OCDM protected site [text not declassified] 
and (b) the Planning Board members, advisers, and designated observ-
ers to relocate to their respective agency sites and remain available on 
call by the Chairman of the Planning Board at such place as he might 
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elect. The JCS views are based on the belief that Planning Board mem-
bers lose much of their value to the Planning Board when separated from 
their parent agency. (Observation: Such reasoning appears appropriate 
for consideration in the light of such additional factors as (a) the need 
for continuous integrated functioning of the Planning Board at a single 
location, and (b) the availability of communications which would keep 
the Planning Board members in touch with their parent agencies even 
though assembled at a distant location on a continuing basis.)

6. CALL ON: OCDM— for any comments on the draft NSC Plan 
from the standpoint of over- all emergency 
relocation plans for the Executive Branch.

   Defense and JCS— for any comments in elaboration of the JCS 
views [text not declassified] by the NSC Staff 
and Planning Board.

Enclosure

Washington, December 16, 1959

TESTING NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY- MAKING  
IN A CRISIS BY WARGAMING

Proposal

Apply the principle of wargaming used extensively by the military 
to a simulated crisis situation which would call into play a whole range 
of interrelated political, economic and military decision making.

Purpose

1. To illuminate the functioning and interdependence of the NSC 
and its constituent agencies in the flow of information, Presidential 
decision- making and resulting operations during a simulated crisis.

2. To test the response to unforeseen Soviet actions.
3. To test the relocation and readiness plans.
4. To develop a technique for rapidly acquainting the next 

Administration with the character and range of the kinds of decisions 
they may be called upon to make.

Scope

Wargaming would focus on the problems of: (1) a period of tension 
leading either to war or relaxation, (2) limited war, (3) general war.
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Structure

(a) Design of the Game
A technical committee would be set up to design the game call-

ing upon available experienced resources as may be necessary. This 
committee would set up the conditions under which the game would 
be played, including such questions as the freedom of the game; the 
committee would prepare a scenario, choose the umpire, present and 
discuss the scenario with the participants.

(b) Who Will Play
The U.S. side will consist of the NSC and its constituent agencies. 

To test the process of decision- making in the U.S. Government, each of 
the agencies would provide a participating team. Other allied govern-
ments could be represented by individual players as seemed desirable. 
The Soviet side would be represented by one team chosen by the tech-
nical committee.

The moves in the game would be prepared in writing by the staffs 
assigned to the game. The results of the game should be presented in 
the form of conclusions and evaluations and might be presented in 
extended briefing to the NSC.

(c) Cover
The game should be played during and under cover of, but not as 

a part of, a future Operation Alert, thus minimizing problems of “visi-
bility” and public reaction.

223. Memorandum of Discussion at the 429th NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 16, 1959

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 429th Meeting of the National Security Council, Wednesday, 
December 16, 1959

Present at the 429th NSC Meeting were the Vice President of the 
United States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State (Dillon); the Acting 
Secretary of Defense (Douglas); and the Acting Director, Office of Civil 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Emergency Relocation Plan—National Security Council; 
Agenda item 4: Topics for Future Discussion or Consideration by the National Security 
Council. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—13 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC 
Records.
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and Defense Mobilization (Patterson). Also present at the meeting and 
participating in the Council actions below were the Acting Secretary of 
the Treasury (Scribner); the Director, Bureau or the Budget; the Attorney 
General (Item 1); and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (Item 
1). Also attending the meeting were General Thomas S. White for the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the 
Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs, for Security Operations Coordination, 
and for Science and Technology; the Deputy Director, Bureau of the 
Budget; Mr. Howard Furnas, Department or State; Mr. Haydn Williams, 
Department or Defense; Mr. Charles Haskins, NSC; the Executive 
Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  EMERGENCY RELOCATION PLAN— NATIONAL SECURITY 
COUNCIL

(NSC 5521; Cabinet Paper 59–98/1, June 12, 1959; NSC 5917)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on NSC 5917. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum).

In connection with Paragraph 3– (b) of the Briefing Note, Mr. Gray 
referred to inter- agency disagreement as to whether blast protection 
was to be provided for the State Department relocation site. Mr. Stans 
said this issue would shortly be resolved. OCDM would soon submit a 
request to proceed with construction for blast protection at Front Royal 
and at that time the Bureau of the Budget proposed to get the interested 
parties together for a discussion.

After reading the Briefing Note, Mr. Gray made some observa-
tions on war- gaming. He said that in the last seven years there had been 
very little “play of the problem” by the National Security Council in 
OPERATION ALERT. Indeed in the last two years the Council had not 
met at all during OPERATION ALERT. For very good reasons, such as 
security and “cover”, the President had dealt with OPERATION ALERT 
through the Cabinet and had decided not to make it an NSC operation. 
However, the result is that we have little idea how the NSC mechanisam 
would function under emergency conditions. We have only a limited 
idea of the role of the Planning Board in an emergency. OPERATION 
ALERT in the past had been largely a resources exercise and the par-
ticipants had been resources agencies which did not deal with the kind 
of problems that would need to be dealt with by the NSC under the 
Presidential concept of the Council as a war cabinet. The difficulty of 
visualizing the exact working of relocation had led to the suggestion that 
national security policy- making in a crisis be tested by war- gaming, as 
outlined in the attached paper dated December 16, 1959 which had been 
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placed before the Council. The President, Mr. Gray continued, might or 
might not want to authorize a war-gaming exercise, but no doubt he 
would be interested in the views of the Council on the subject. Mr. Gray 
then summarized the paragraphs of the war- gaming paper dealing with 
purpose, scope and cover. At the conclusion of his summary, he informed 
the Council that this problem had been discussed by the Planning Board 
the day before and that the general feeling of the Board was that it was 
worth serious consideration and would help answer such questions 
as, Should Planning Board Members be relocated with their respective 
agencies or be relocated in a body? Mr. Gray said in the abstract he could 
support either answer to this question, but felt that a clearer idea could 
be obtained by war- gaming. In conclusion Mr. Gray suggested that if 
the Council thought well of the war-gamming proposal, it might wish 
to await conclusion of the game before recommending to the President 
changes in the current relocation plan.

Mr. Patterson said he thought a war- gaming exercise would rep-
resent a great gain not only to the NSC, but also to other agencies, and 
noted that OCDM might be taking another look at the OPERATION 
ALERT exercise. With respect to the issue which had arisen over blast 
protection at Front Royal, Governor Hoegh intended to confer with the 
Secretary of State and the Director, Bureau of the Budget, at an early 
date on the principles of blast protection.

Mr. Gray noted that the relocation plans now call for the Secretary 
of State to be at Front Royal, with other Cabinet Members at various 
other locations, and asked whether the President in time of emergency 
would be satisfied to have his principal advisers scattered, in view of 
transportation difficulties and the danger of repeated attacks. Mr. Gray 
believed the President might want his principal advisers with him. 
Concepts of this kind had never really been tested, because relocation 
heretofore had been based largely on the idea of restoring the country 
after a nuclear attack. Another concept which might be tested by the 
war- game would be the condition which would arise if the enemy’s 
first attack were directed solely at our retaliatory capability, with our 
population left largely intact, followed by an ultimatum which called 
upon us to surrender or suffer attack on our population centers. Mr. 
Gray called attention again to the fact that the war- gaming paper pro-
posed that war- gaming take place under cover of, but not as a part of, 
OPERATION ALERT. Mr. Patterson felt that this was a correct concept.

Secretary Dillon thought it would be desirable to determine 
whether a study would be advantageous before jumping straight into 
a war- game. He was very concerned about the question of “visibility” 
and, on the basis of past experience, he was inclined to be pessimistic 
about preventing leaks. It would be particularly unfortunate to have 
the war- game exercise leak if it dealt with the concept last described by 
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Mr. Gray; that is, a Soviet attack on our rataliatory capability followed 
by an ultimatum to surrender or suffer attack on population centers. 
He felt the whole idea of a war- game needed more study and that it 
would be better not to have such a game until further study was com-
pleted. He wondered how much time would be required to conduct the 
war- game.

Mr. Gray said two successive days would probably be required for 
the senior participants in the game. All preparations would be made in 
advance and would not involve the senior participants. The two days 
would allow for two different assumed situations, one to be covered 
each day. The President, Mr. Gray continued, had always requested 
Cabinet Members to be available for participation in OPERATION 
ALERT, but many members had not found participation possible. If the 
President decided to have a war- game, he would have to request the 
senior participants to devote two days to the exercise.

Mr. Patterson pointed out that Secretaries Herter and Mitchell had 
participated in the last OPERATION ALERT. Mr. Patterson also thought 
that a better name than war- geme should be applied to the exercise.

Mr. Gray said he understood the Joint Chiefs of Staff had partic-
ipated in OPERATION ALERT largely on the logistic side. General 
White said the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, had participated in other 
alert exercises. One such exercise, just completed, had involved the 
Secretary of Defense and the unified commanders.

Secretary Douglas felt that a clearer statement of the questions 
to be decided in connection with relocation was needed. There were 
perhaps good reasons for conducting a war- game, but he felt a more 
detailed proposal was required before the Defense view on the subject 
could be formulated. Secretary Dillion said his feelings were similar to 
those of Secretary Douglas.

Mr. Gray asked whether it was not the consensus of the Council 
that the notion of a war- game to test national security policy- making in 
a crisis has possibilities, but that the Council wants further information 
before proceeding.

Mr. Allen, referring to the paper on war- gaming, asked what “free-
dom of the game” meant? General White said he assumed this phrase 
referred to whether or not the game was “canned”. Mr. Gray confirmed 
General White’s view. General White said he wished to make two addi-
tional points. First, the Joint Chiefs of Staff would like to participate in 
any military situation assumed as part of the war- game; and secondly, 
war- gaming would involve a great many people and a great deal of time. 
Secretary Dillon said State would have problems as to time and person-
nel if political decisions were involved in the war- game. Mr. Gray said 
the war- gaming proposal should be discussed further in the Planning 
Board. He wished to point out, however, that the war- gaming proposal 
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had virtues apart from the relocation paper. The concept of how the 
NSC night be used under emergency conditions was important. The 
Planning Board should therefore prepare a report identifying and ana-
lyzing problems involved in alternative concepts for the use of the NSC 
organization in wartime. The Vice President agreed with Mr. Gray that 
war- gaming should be further discussed by the Planning Board. Mr. 
Gray said he would also like to have NSC 5917 referred back to the 
Planning Board.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the draft statement on the subject con-
tained in NSC 5917, in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(transmitted by the reference memorandum of December 16, 1959) and 
a proposal by the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs for test-
ing national security policy- making in a crisis by a gaming technique.

b. Directed the NSC Planning Board to prepare a report identifying 
and analyzing questions and problems involved in alternative concepts 
of the use of the NSC organization in wartime.

c. Referred NSC 5917 back to the Planning Board for revision in the 
light of the discussion and the report referred to in b above.

[Omitted here are agenda items 2 and 3.]

4.  TOPICS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION OR CONSIDERATION BY 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

(Memo for NSC Members and Advisers from the Special Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs, same subject, dated 
December 3, 1959; memos for NSC from the Executive Secretary, same 
subject, dated December 14 and 15, 1959)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on each of the topics listed in the NSC 
Action below and after describing each topic paused to allow opportu-
nity for discussion. (A Copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the 
Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this Memorandum). 
With respect to some topics, the Council, without discussion, reached 
the agreement set forth in the NSC Action below. However, certain other 
topics elicited discussion as indicated in the following paragraphs.

Cuba. Secretary Dillon said the problem of Cuba was extremely 
complex and delicate, not only because of action taken with respect to 
Cuba, but also because of the psychological reaction to any actions which 
might be taken. Since there had been continuing discussions between the 
President and the Secretary of State with respect to Cuba, Mr. Dillion 
believed that the Planning Board should not be hasty about taking up 
Cuban policy until the President and the Secretary of State returned. In 
any event, the problem of Cuba should be handled under special secu-
rity precautions. The Vice President did not believe that Cuba should 
be handled in a routine fashion through normal diplomatic channels. 
Congress was an important element in the situation. The Administration 
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must try to guide Congress and not simply react to proposals which may 
be made in Congress. He urged that between now and January 6 sup-
plementary studies of U.S. strategy toward Cuba should be undertaken. 
Mr. Gray said there was disagreement within the Government on the basic 
approach to the Cuban problem. The Treasury’s suggestion for a paper 
on Cuba had been deliberately provocative, that is, intended to elicit 
discussion. Mr. Gray felt that certain elements in the State Department, 
particularly Assistant Secretary Rubottom, opposed Planning Board 
work on Cuba. The Vice President said that when Congress reconvened 
there would be a great assault on the Administration’s Latin American 
policy. Heavy criticism of that policy was coming from the Republican 
as well as the Democratic members of Congress. In his view a discus-
sion of Cuba could not be avoided. The problem would soon have far- 
flung implications beyond the control of the Department of State; and 
any tendency of State Department officials to attempt to delay action 
would not be appropriate. Secretary Dillon said he was concerned that a 
strong attitude which this Government might assume in order to satisfy 
public opinion would not achieve basic U.S. objectives with respect to 
Cuba. The Vice President recalled that some State Department officials 
had earlier taken the position that we would be able to live with Castro. 
No doubt radical steps with respect to Cuba would create an adverse 
reaction throughout Latin America, but we needed to find a few dra-
matic things to do with respect to the Cuban situation in order to indicate 
that we would not allow ourselves to be kicked around completely. The 
Attorney General remarked that his Department could be either tough 
or lenient with respect to anti- Castro elements operating in Florida. He 
needed policy guidance, however, before specific instructions could 
be given to FBI agents in the Miami area. Mr. Gray said that a discus-
sion of Cuba by the Council would not mean that the policy would be 
rewritten in detail, but only that the problem would be discussed on 
the basis of a paper prepared by the Planning Board, which would be 
seized of the problem only for the purpose of preparing a discussion 
outline. Mr. Scribner said Treasury had suggested the question of Cuba 
not necessarily for the purpose of changing the policy or interfering 
with State’s conduct of our relations with Cuba, but for the purpose 
of discussing the problem. Secretary Dillon said he had no objection to 
a discussion of Cuba, but he thought the matter should be handled as a 
delicate one without wide dissemination of knowledge that it was being 
discussed. The Vice President felt that Assistant Secretary Rubottom and 
the Planning Board could probably agree on what matters it would be 
appropriate to discuss. He repeated his fear that the problem was getting 
beyond the normal diplomatic province. Secretary Dillon suggested that 
the Planning Board might go ahead with the preparation of a Discussion 
Paper. The Vice President felt this was a good solution and added that 
we should not advertise the fact that we regard the situation in Cuba as 
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a crisis situation. The Attorney General indicated that from 30 to 40 FBI 
agents in the Miami area were spending all their time on Cuban affairs, 
but were having some difficulties because they did not know whether it 
was our policy to permit anti- Castro activities to continue in Flordia or 
whether such activities should be stopped. Mr. Dulles felt the question of 
whether anti- Castro activities should be permitted to continue or should 
be stopped depended on what the anti- Castro forces were planning. We 
could not, for example, let the Batista- type elements do whatever they 
wanted to do. However, a number of things in the covert field could be 
done which might help the situation in Cuba.

Disarmament. With respect to disarmament, Secretary Dillon 
remarked that this Government would be faced with decisions earlier 
than planned. The Secretary of State and Mr. Lloyd had agreed that 
detailed planning was necessary.

Outer Space. With respect to U.S. policy on Outer Space, the Vice 
President said he would be very much interested in reading the pro-
posed revision of our Outer Space policy. He felt there would be a great 
deal of discussion of Outer Space soon after Congress convenes.

The Attorney General felt that the Administration should be pre-
pared to present a good case to Congress, not only on Outer Space, but 
on other matters also. We should think in terms of a persuasive presen-
tation and not permit various segments of the Administration to appear 
before Congress and talk in different voices. The Vice President agreed 
that when the President returned from his trip he will have the greatest 
prestige of any President since Roosevelt. That prestige, properly used 
and used positively, could have quite an effect. The Attorney General 
recalled that before 1956 the Administration had had a liaison group 
which cleared and coordinated presentations to Congress. The Attorney 
General felt that sometimes the Administration reacted in a frightened 
manner to Congressional requests; he believed that such reaction was 
a poor tactic. The Vice President felt the Administration would need a 
well- understood, affirmative policy with respect to such things as the 
National Security Council, Cuban Policy, Outer Space, nuclear test-
ing, disarmament, and nuclear power, all of which would probably 
be investigated by the Congress next year. Mr. Gray recalled that the 
Outer Space budget was already set for the next fiscal year and sug-
gested that a summary of this discussion might be communicated to 
General Persons for legislative liaison purposes. The Acting Director, 
OCDM, Mr. Patterson, said the subject of legislative liaison was perhaps 
a proper one for Cabinet consideration. The Vice President noted that 
the subject would be considered by the Cabinet on Friday.

U.S. Foreign Policy and Military Capabilities. Secretary Dillon 
remarked that this subject should by all means be studied because of its 
serious implications.
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Nuclear Weapons. Mr. McCone remarked that the question of shar-
ing nuclear weapons with our allies would come up immediately when 
Congress reconvened because of the State- Defense suggestion that 
GENIE be used by the U.K. under emergency conditions. The Joint 
Committee was so concerned about this suggestion that it wanted to 
have a special session to look into the matter, but was finally persuaded 
to discuss the problem in regular session. The question of other weap-
ons will no doubt be brought up in a general review of our whole policy 
on sharing nuclear weapons. Mr. McCone felt that this problem was 
really one to be handled by State and Defense. It was a difficult one 
because some members of the Joint Committee had previously stated 
publicly that our policy on sharing nuclear weapons involved no actual 
U.K. custody of nuclear weapons; contrary to this view, it now appeared 
that we were about to turn custody of some weapons over to the U.K. 
He suggested that sharing of nuclear weapons with allies was a topic 
deserving urgent consideration by the Council.

Basic Organization of the Government for National Security. The Vice 
President said one subject was missing from the Planning Board’s con-
solidated list of topics, namely, the question of the basic organization of 
the Government for national security. After seven years of experience 
with the National Security Council in this Administration and four 
years’ experience with the OCB, he felt national security organization 
might be a proper topic for Council consideration. A Council discussion 
of the subject might also be advantageous because the Council is under 
study by the Jackson Sub- Committee. The Vice President therefore sug-
gested that, subject to approval by the President, the Council examine 
the operation of the NSC and OCB machinery and consider suggestions 
which have been made for changes in the present system.

Africa. Mr. Dulles said he did not see any subject related to Africa 
in the list of topics. Mr. Gray said the Planning Board was already 
engaged in revising Africa South of the Sahara (NSC 5818).

Changes in the Character of the Cold War. The Vice President said 
he had had some very helpful discussions with the Director of Central 
Intelligence on changes in the character of the Cold War. He wondered 
whether the Intelligence Community might not be asked to give its 
reactions on this subject. Secretary Dillon said some very difficult con-
crete problems had arisen in this field. For example, he had found the 
Belgians were getting ready to do less rather than more with regard 
to NATO because of what they regarded as a detente in East- West rela-
tions. In this connection the Vice President felt it might be useful for 
us to think of our own attitudes: The question was whether we were 
going to allow Khrushchev, by talking about peace and co- existence, to 
silence all criticism of past and present Soviet actions.
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Long- Range U.S. Policy toward the USSR and its Satellites. With 
respect to this subject, the Vice President felt we needed to develop a 
proper policy line on liberation of the Satellites and on all the concepts 
which had been talked about when the Administration first came into 
office and which had been modified some what since. He pointed out 
that we now rule out revolution but say the satellite peoples should 
have freedom to choose their governments. He felt this would be a very 
good subject for Council discussion.

Utilization of Non- Military Technological Advances: International 
Scientific Cooperation. Dr. Kistiakowsky said he would be happy to 
prepare terms of reference on utilization of non-military technological 
advances, but he hoped someone else would prepare the paper. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky then suggested that the Council might also discuss an 
intensification of efforts to achieve international scientific cooperation 
which would enhance our leadership among Free World nations and 
relax tensions by cooperation with the Soviet Union in certain areas. 
This topic, of course, had less urgency than some of the others men-
tioned at this meeting.

U.S. Bases Overseas. The Vice President felt that any new report on 
U.S. bases overseas should take into account the effect of missile devel-
opments through about 1965 on our base system. According to his rec-
ollection, the Nash Report had dealt with aircraft and had not taken 
missiles into account.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the subject in the light of a list of suggestions by NSC 
Members and Advisers, prepared by the NSC Planning Board, trans-
mitted by the reference memorandum of December 15, 1959.

b. Agreed, subject to consideration by the President, that:

(1) A Discussion Paper on Cuba should be prepared by the 
Department of State and discussed in the Planning Board under special 
security precautions prior to its submission to the NSC.

(2) Discussion of the means by which the U.S. can best obtain the 
cooperation of De Gaulle in political, economic and military matters 
should be deferred until after the NATO and Western Summit meetings.

(3) Consideration of a Discussion Paper on the U.S. Attitude toward 
Nasser and on Poland should be deferred to a later date.

(4) Further discussion of Disarmament should be deferred pend-
ing completion of the study in preparation by the Director, Joint 
Disarmament Study.

(5) The Council on Foreign Economic Policy should be asked to 
undertake the initial review of Economic Defense Policy (NSC 5704/3).

(6) The Planning Board should give further consideration to devel-
opment of a paper on Long- Range National Strategies.

(7) Consideration of a Discussion Paper on the future of NATO 
should be deferred until after the NATO meeting.

(8) The Planning Board should develop Discussion Papers on 
U.S. Foreign Policy and Military Capabilities, on Implications of the 
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Development of Additional World Power Centers, and on Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and of Delivery Systems.

(9) The Planning Board should undertake the immediate prepa-
ration of a Discussion Paper on the Implications of Sharing of Nuclear 
Weapons with Allies.

(10) The Council should discuss the basic organization of the 
National Security Council, including the Operations Coordinating Board, 
by examining how it has operated over the years and recent suggestions 
for changes in the current organization.

(11) The Planning Board should prepare a Discussion Paper on 
Effects of Change in the Character of the Cold War.

(12) Consideration of a Discussion Paper on the Economic Threat 
Posed by the USSR and Communist China should be deferred, pend-
ing preparation of a study agreed upon by the Planning Board on 
an Examination of the Principal Factors affecting the Future Power 
Positions of the Free World and the Sino- Soviet Bloc.

(13) The NSC Planning Board should prepare Discussion Papers 
on Long- Range U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet Union and the European 
Satellites and on Long- Range U.S. Policy toward Communist China.

(14) The Council on Foreign Economic Policy should be asked to 
give initial consideration to a Discussion Paper on Trade Competition 
Between the U.S. and Europe.

(15) The Planning Board should give further consideration to 
Discussion Papers on Utilization of Non- Military Technological 
Advances and on International Scientific Cooperation.

c. Noted that:

(1) A proposed revision of Preliminary U.S. Policy on Outer Space 
(NSC 5814/1) is scheduled for consideration at a Joint Meeting of the 
National Security Council and the National Aeronautics and Space 
Council on December 29.

(2) The Planning Board is currently reviewing and revising U.S. 
Policy Toward Africa South of the Sahara (NSC 5818).

(3) The current review by the Department of Defense of the find-
ings and recommendations of the Nash Report on Overseas Bases, 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 2142, should provide a basis for Council 
discussion of U.S. Bases Overseas, with special emphasis on the impli-
cations of developments in the missiles field.

NOTE: The above actions (NSC Actions Nos. 2163, 2164, 2165 and 
2166) subsequently submitted to and approved by the President.

NSC Action No. 2166– b– (1) subsequently transmitted to the Secre-
tary of State for appropriate action.

NSC Action No. 2166–b–(5) and –14) subsequently transmitted to 
the Chairman, CFEP, for appropriate action.

NSC Action No. 2166– c– (3) subsequently transmitted to the Secre-
tary of Defense for appropriate action.

Marion W. Boggs
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224. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–8–59 Washington, December 23, 1959

SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR  
STRATEGIC ATTACK THROUGH MID- 1964

NOTE: This is an advance copy of the conclusions of this estimate as 
approved by the United States Intelligence Board. The complete text will 
be circulated within five days of this issuance.

• The probable Soviet ICBM force.
• Medium Range Ballestic Missiles
• Long Range Aviation
• Submarine- launched Missiles

SUBJECT

NIE 11– 8– 59: SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR STRATEGIC ATTACK THROUGH 
MID- 1964

THE PROBLEM

To estimate probable trends in the strength and deployment of 
Soviet long- range air and missile weapons systems suitable for strate-
gic attack, through mid- 1964.2

FOREWORD

The critical feature of this estimate is our judgment with respect 
to the force goals of the existing Soviet ICBM program. This judgment 
is based in part on calculations regarding Soviet ICBM requirements 
for various defined strategic purposes. These calculations are especially 
sensitive to possible differences between our assumptions and those 
actually made by Soviet planners with respect to two important factors:

a. The probable future performance characteristics of the improv-
ing Soviet ICBM.

1 Source: “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack Through Mid- 1964.” Top Secret. 
12 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File.

2 “Strategic attack” as used herein is defined as nuclear attack against retaliatory 
forces and key war- making strengths in North America, as well as US and Allied retalia-
tory forces at sea and in overseas areas. The weapons systems primarily considered are 
heavy and medium bombers assigned to Long Range Aviation, related air- to- surface mis-
siles, ground launched missiles with maximum ranges of 700 nautical miles or more, and 
submarine- launched missiles. It is recognized that other delivery systems are available 
for use against targets at sea and overseas. [Footnote is in the original.]
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b. The probable future development of the US nuclear retaliatory 
force.

We have assumed for the Soviet ICBM the performance characteris-
tics estimated for it at various dates in NIE 11–5–59, “Soviet Capabilities 
in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles,” dated 3 November 1959. Soviet 
planners may expect a better performance, in which case their esti-
mates of the numbers required would be lower than ours. However, 
we would expect them to use conservative assumptions in making so 
vital a calculation.

With respect to Soviet targeting, we have assumed that existing 
approved US military programs will be carried out. Explicit information 
on these programs is presumably not available to Soviet planners, but 
we believe that they have enough general information from open sources 
to be able to estimate them with fair accuracy. These US programs are, 
of course, subject to change—as is the Soviet ICBM program also. The 
present Soviet ICBM program, however, must be based on the present 
Soviet estimate of the probable future development of the target system.

It is beyond the scope of this estimate to consider what political or 
military courses of action the USSR might adopt if the development of 
its strategic attack capabilities were to be as estimated herein. Such mat-
ters will be considered in the forthcoming NIE 11–4–59, “Main Trends 
in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1959–1964.”

CONCLUSIONS

A. The Soviet rulers probably regard their present strategic attack 
forces as capable of devastating US and Allied concentrations of popu-
lation and industry, but incapable of preventing, by military action, the 
nuclear devastation of the USSR. (Para. 26)

B. The ICBM presents the best prospect of being able to deliver a 
heavy weight of attack within the least time after a decision to attack, 
and thereby to prevent the launching or reduce the weight of a US stra-
tegic attack on the USSR. Hence, we believe that the future develop-
ment of Soviet intercontinental attack capabilities will be primarily a 
function of the development, production, and deployment of ICBMs. 
Soviet ICBM capabilities will be supplemented by the development of 
a submarine- launched missile capability and by the maintenance of a 
substantial long- range bomber capability. (Paras. 30–33)

C. Our analysis shows that a crucial question for this estimate is 
whether the Soviet rulers would consider it feasible to achieve in 1961, 
through a rapid deployment of operational ICBMs, such a military, 
political, and psychological advantage over the US as would enable 
them to impose their will. After 1961 the numbers of semihardened and 
hardened US ICBM sites programmed to become operational would 
result in a steep increase in Soviet ICBM requirements. (Para. 36)
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D. On the basis of the estimated reliability and accuracy of the 
Soviet ICBM, a program to provide 400–500 ICBMs on launcher (540–
680 in operational inventory) in mid-1961 would give the USSR a very 
high assurance of being able to inflict severe damage on SAC opera-
tional air bases and unhardened ICBM sites beyond the range of 1,100 
n.m. missiles, or considerably less assurance of being able to inflict such 
damage on hardened ICBM sites as well as unhardened sites and air 
bases. If the USSR were to exercise this attack capability, it would still 
have to expect retaliation from bombers then on airborne alert, from all 
or some of the few semihardened and hardened ICBM sites then oper-
ational, and from aircraft carriers and missile- launching submarines 
then at sea. We believe that Soviet planners would not regard this as a 
“decisive military superiority,” although it would certainly be a power-
ful threat with strong psychological and political effects throughout the 
world.3 (Paras. 35, 39, and Annex A, Para. 2)

E. Such a force goal could be realized in mid- 1961 only through a 
crash program requiring diversion of resources from other programs to 
which the Soviet rulers have attached great importance, and a level of 
activity that would tend to stimulate US countermeasures. There is no 
indication that such a Soviet effort is now underway. We do not believe 
that the Soviet rulers would make such a heavy investment in a pro-
gram unlikely to achieve a “decisive military superiority.”4 (Para. 40)

F. Every present indication suggests that the Soviet ICBM pro-
gram, while not a crash program, is designed to provide a substantial 
ICBM capability at an early date. The goal of the program is probably 
an ICBM force as large as Soviet planners deem necessary to provide 
a substantial deterrent and pre- emptive attack capability. In our view, 
this would be consistent with the present deliberate and orderly tempo 
of the Soviet ICBM test- firing program, with current Soviet military 
doctrine, and with the USSR’s observed policy of maintaining a balance 
among military capabilities designed to accomplish various missions.5 
(Para. 41)

G. We conclude that the present Soviet ICBM program would pro-
vide on the order of 140–200 ICBMs on launcher in mid- 1961. Within this 
range, there is a difference of view among the members of the United 

3 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF does not concur in the last sentence 
of Conclusion D, Conclusions E and F, and the last sentence of Conclusion H. For his posi-
tion, see his footnote following Conclusion H. [Footnote is in the original.]

4 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF does not concur in the last sentence 
of Conclusion D, Conclusions E and F, and the last sentence of Conclusion H. For his posi-
tion, see his footnote following Conclusion H. [Footnote is in the original.]

5 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF does not concur in the last sentence 
of Conclusion D, Conclusions E and F, and the last sentence of Conclusion H. For his posi-
tion, see his footnote following Conclusion H. [Footnote is in the original.]
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States Intelligence Board. The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, 
Department of the Army, and the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations 
for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, estimate that the Soviet pro-
gram is likely to provide about 140 ICBMs on launcher in mid- 1961. 
The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, and the 
Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believing that Soviet planners 
would regard the advantages to be gained as justifying additional effort, 
estimate that the number of Soviet ICBMs on launcher in mid- 1961 is 
likely to be towards the high side of the 140–200 range. The Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, also estimates that the number of 
Soviet ICBMs on launcher in mid- 1961 is likely to be towards the high 
side of this range, but it should be noted that he estimates the character-
istics of the Soviet ICBM to be considerably better than those estimated 
by the majority. All members of the United States Intelligence Board 
believe a Soviet force of more than 200 ICBMs on launcher in mid-1961 
to be unlikely. (Para. 47)

H. The development of the Soviet ICBM force beyond 1961 would 
be likely to be affected by such considerations as the actual development 
of the target system to be attacked, the prospects for a greatly improved 
Soviet ICBM, and the prospects (on both sides) for an effective anti- ICBM, 
as well as by the general development of the world situation and of rela-
tions between the US and the USSR. Any figures for future years should 
be reviewed in the light of such considerations and of evidence on the 
actual progress of the Soviet ICBM program. Based on our estimate of the 
USSR’s present program and intentions, we believe that the number of 
Soviet ICBMs on launcher is likely to be in the range of 250–350 in mid- 
1962, and 350–450 in mid- 1963.6 (Para. 48)

6 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not concur in the last sen-
tence of Conclusion D, Conclusions E and F, and the last sentence of Conclusion H. He 
does not believe that Soviet behavior, as we have observed it, warrents the judgment that 
their objectives would be satisfied by attainment of only substantial deterrence. At any 
rate, he does not believe that the economic and physical difficulties involved in attaining 
“decisive military superiority” would be or are determinative. (See also his footnote to 
Annex B) Rather, he believes that the Soviet leaders, perceiving the potentialities inherent 
in ICBMs, are attempting to achieve a capability for decision through exploitation of this 
force or actual launching, if necessary.

Assuming the improved reliability, accuracy, and war- head of the Soviet ICBM as 
he estimates them, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF believes that the Soviet 
leaders will assign a high priority to building an ICBM force which would give the USSR 
a reasonably high assurance of being able to inflict severe damage on SAC operational air 
bases and at the same time a somewhat lower degree of assurance of similar damage on 
US ICBM sites. He believes that such an objective could be attained with an operational 
ICBM force of about 250 (185 on launcher) by mid- 1961 and 500 (385 on launcher) by 
mid- 1962. It is generally agreed that the Soviets have both the technical and industrial 
capability to produce such a force.
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I. The USSR will have no serious difficulty in meeting its esti-
mated requirements for 700 n.m. and 1,100 n.m. ballistic missiles. 
(Paras. 50–52)

J. On the basis of the foregoing conclusions, our numerical esti-
mates of Soviet medium and heavy bombers in Long Range Aviation 
units, long and medium- range ballistic missiles, and missile- launching 
submarines are as shown in the following table:7 8

Mid- 
1960

Mid- 
1961

Mid- 
1962

Mid- 
1963

Mid-  
1964

Bombers

Heavy 135 150 140 130 120

Medium 1,100 1,050 1,000 900 800

Missiles

700 n.m.

In Inventory 250 350 450 450 450

On Launcher 110 150 150 150 150

It is the view of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, that Soviet plan-
ners will undoubtedly feel that they will have attained a capacity for substantial deter-
rence and pre- emptive attack by mid- 1962, but he believes the long range objective of 
the Soviet ICBM is “decisive military superiority.” He does not believe that the Soviets 
would be content with conceptual levels of deterrence; they would realize the possi-
bility of error in their own calculations and acknowledge the possibility of Western 
pre-emption of their deterrent capabilities. This latter contingency would weight the 
more heavily if the Soviet leaders intended, as he believes likely, to exploit their capa-
bilities in political offensives. In this event, their estimate of the likelihood of West-
ern “desperate” acts would induce them to attempt attainment of total deterrence, i.e., 
“decisive military superiority.”

In view of the potentialities for military superiority inherent in ICBMs for the 
period of this estimate, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, concludes that the 
Soviet program is aimed at attaining an operational inventory of 800 (640 on launcher) by 
mid- 1963 and 1,100 (880 on launcher) by mid- 1964.

7 DISSENTING VIEWS
The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF does not concur in the numbers of 

heavy bombers and ICBMs estimated, believing they should be:
Mid- 1960 Mid- 1961 Mid- 1962 Mid- 1963 Mid- 1964

Heavy bombers 135 150 175 200 200
ICBM

In Inventory 50 250 500 800 1,100
On Launcher 35 185 385 640 880

8 The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, does not con-
cur in the numbers of heavy bombers estimated. In his view, future Soviet heavy bomber 
strength will approximate the following:

Mid- 1960 Mid- 1961 Mid- 1962 Mid- 1963 Mid- 1964
Heavy bombers 125 115 100 75 75
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Mid- 
1960

Mid- 
1961

Mid- 
1962

Mid- 
1963

Mid-  
1964

1,100 n.m.

In Inventory 80 160 240 300 300

On Launcher 50 100 100 100 100

ICBM

In Inventory 50 175–270 325–450 450–560 a

On Launcher 35 140–200 250–350 350–450 b

Submarines

“Z” classc 4 4 4 4 4

“G” classd 9 15 18 18 18

Nucleare — 2 6 10 14

EXPLANATORY NOTES
a At least 450, possibly more.
b At least 350, possibly more.
c Each “Z” class submarine would probably carry two missiles.
d Each “G” class submarine would probably carry about five missiles.
e The associated missile may not become available until 1963, in which case the 
missile used in the “G” class might be used in this submarine. Each submarine 
would probably carry 6–12.

225. NSC Report1

NSC 5919 Washington, December 28, 1959

U.S. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO THE DEVELOPMENT  
OF CARGO AIR LIFT

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

U.S. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO THE DEVELOPMENT  
OF CARGO AIR LIFT

Reference: NSC Action No. 2151– f– (2)

1 Source: “U.S. Policy With Respect to the Development of Cargo Air Lift.” Confi-
dential. 14 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject, prepared 
by the NSC Planning Board with the participation of representatives 
of the Departments of Justice and Commerce and the Federal Aviation 
Agency, is transmitted herewith for consideration by the National 
Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, January 7, 1960.

It is recommended that, if the Council adopts the enclosed state-
ment of policy, it be submitted to the President with the recommen-
dation that he approve it; direct its implementation by all appropriate 
Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government; and des-
ignate coordinating agencies as follows: the Department of Defense 
for Paragraph 16, the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization for 
Paragraph 17, and the Federal Aviation Agency for Paragraph 18.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

DRAFT STATEMENT
of

U.S. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO THE DEVELOPMENT  
OF CARGO AIR LIFT

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
1. It is in the [national security]2 interest of the United States to 

have available an efficient and effective civil air cargo fleet, which, in 
time of peace, as well as in a national emergency, could be used to meet 
a portion of military air cargo requirements. Such a fleet could also 
serve as an instrument of [other]3 national policies. The United States 
does not now have such a fleet.

Conditions Which Have Limited the Development of a Modern Civil Air 
Cargo Fleet

2. In the commercial field, long preoccupation with the more 
profitable passenger business and with constant passenger aircraft 

2 Treasury and Budget propose deletion. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
3 Treasury and Budget propose deletion. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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modernization has resulted in a lack of emphasis on the development 
of the cargo business and of uncompromised all- cargo aircraft. As a 
result, commercial cargo planes are merely improvised modifications 
of passenger configured aircraft. Adaptation of the present essentially 
passenger configured aircraft to cargo use results in high operating 
costs, high handling charges, and inflexibility as to operating bases and 
facilities.

3. In the last several years the Department of Defense has had a 
higher priority requirement for the development of convertible (troop- 
cargo) aircraft than for the development of all- cargo aircraft.

4. The characteristics of uncompromised cargo aircraft are unique 
and differ importantly from the characteristics of presently available 
passenger aircraft. This difference is not unlike the difference between 
busses and trucks, or the difference between Pullman cars and freight 
cars. What is needed to further the sound growth of air cargo are types 
of aircraft which would (a) have an intercontinental capability, (b) be 
capable of operating from relatively small unsophisticated airports, 
(c) employ a minimum of high cost and high maintenance components, 
and (d) be capable of being routinely operated at a direct operating cost 
of 3.5 to 4 cents per ton- mile. This last- named capability would make 
possible air cargo service to the user at about 10 cents per ton- mile, or 
something less than one- half the present average rates. At present this 
is considered to be a very economical air cargo charge. A cargo aircraft 
currently being produced in Canada represents a major step toward 
achievement of these characteristics, and U.S. aircraft now under devel-
opment show even greater promise.

5. Aircraft with the characteristics enumerated above could serve 
civil and many military uses. With the exception of certain outsized 
and sensitive cargo, the characteristics of most routine military cargo 
(dimensions, weight and density) are compatible with those of com-
mercial cargo.

6. The U.S. Government maintains a substantial military cargo 
airlift capability and has not fully utilized in peacetime available civil 
cargo airlift. The stated basis for this practice has been that the U.S. 
commercial cargo airlift capability has not been adequate to meet civil 
requirements and those military requirements which could be moved 
by civil aircraft during periods of national emergency. However, in 
recent years, the Department of Defense has increased its use of the 
civil air cargo fleet by placing contracts with the civil air carriers (11% 
of the total MATS air cargo traffic in FY 1959), thereby making a contri-
bution to the continued growth of the air cargo industry.
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Conditions Which Would Stimulate the Development of a Modern Civil Air 
Cargo Fleet

7. The conditions may now exist whereby, with minimum measures 
of government encouragement, the development of an uncompromised 
civil air cargo fleet would be given the initial incentive it needs.

8. Some U.S. air cargo operators are buying a Canadian- manufactured 
all- cargo aircraft of advanced turbo- prop design. Direct operating costs of 
this aircraft will be approximately 3.5 cents per ton- mile, and user costs, 
approximately 10 cents per ten- mile. Such costs will be competitive with 
those of other modes of transportation for many types of cargo and are 
significantly lower than those for any cargo aircraft currently in produc-
tion in the United States. The efficiency of this aircraft reflects an import-
ant technical advance and the related Canadian government program 
guaranteeing purchase loans up to 80 percent of the investment (avail-
able to U.S. purchasers), constitutes an important financial initiative. The 
potential air cargo market will be greatly stimulated by the introduction 
of this aircraft.

9. Many of the commercial advantages to be derived from operation 
of a modern civil air cargo fleet could be achieved by the procurement 
and use of this Canadian- manufactured aircraft by U.S. civil airlines. 
Such procurement and use would accord with the principle of sharing 
the resources of the United States and Canada on a continental rather 
than a national basis. On the other hand, stimulation of the cargo aircraft 
manufacturing industry in the United States would encourage (a) devel-
opment of more efficient cargo aircraft; and (b) retention of U.S. leader-
ship in civil aircraft production to the extent that is considered desirable.

10. a. The progressive transfer of non- hard- core traffic to civil car-
riers is now underway and will be continued as civil aircraft of modern 
types (e.g., the DC– 7F and the L– 1049H) become available. Limiting 
MATS peacetime operation to that required by the war- time “hard- 
core”4 mission would permit the transfer of additional cargo business 
to civil carriers and could assist in the development of an uncompro-
mised air cargo fleet. As civil air carriers equip themselves with uncom-
promised cargo aircraft, this orientation of MATS to the “hard- core” 
function can be further effected, and increased use can be made of the 
services of such civil carriers.

b. The foregoing would present no risk to the national security, if 
coupled with guarantees that the civil air cargo potential, as achieved, 

4 “Hard- core” requirements are those military requirements which, because of their 
nature or timing, must move in military aircraft manned by military crews. These “hard- 
core” requirements include highly sensitive operations from the standpoint of security, 
importance, and quick reaction, such as deployment of initial elements of strategic and 
tactical units and emergency positioning of support personnel and equipment in antici-
pation of maximum effort operations. [Footnote is in the original.]
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would be immediately and wholly responsive to national defense needs. 
A stimulus to the purchase of uncompromised cargo aircraft would be 
given if such transfer of business were limited to those carriers which 
demonstrate a willingness and ability to so modernize their cargo fleet. 
The progressive transfer of MATS business, appropriate reductions in 
average rates, [and the enactment of legislation offering U.S. guarantee 
loans for the purchase of new all- cargo aircraft]5 in addition to a contin-
ued rapid growth of commercial demands for air cargo service, should 
stimulate development of a modern air cargo fleet.

11. It is the general policy of the Federal Government that it will not 
carry on any commercial activities to provide a service for its own use if 
such services can be procured from private enterprise through ordinary 
business channels.6 Exceptions to this policy are permitted for various 
compelling reasons including national security and “relatively large and 
disproportionately higher costs.” In this connection it should be noted 
that Congress included in the FY 1960 Appropriation Act a provision that 
$85 million of the funds appropriated for MATS would be available only 
for the procurement of commercial air transportation service (passenger 
and/or cargo). In denying funds in FY 1960 for procurement of ten jet- 
powered cargo aircraft for use by MATS, Congress also stated in an offi-
cial report that “adequate transport capacity for this portion of the MATS 
mission exists in private commercial aircraft during the present cold war 
situation, and in the civil reserve air fleet in the event of mobilization”.

12. The Government requires the immediate availability of the civil 
air cargo fleet to assist in meeting military and mobilization require-
ments in time of war, national emergency, or whenever a military situ-
ation requires. There is a strong difference of view within the Executive 
Branch as to whether the U.S. Government does now have immediate 
availability of the civil air cargo fleet to meet these requirements and 
as to whether present arrangements under which the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet is on call by the Government are adequate.

13. The expansion of a civil air cargo fleet would have the bonus 
effect of contributing to the fuller utilization of existing U.S. aircraft 
production capacity to the extent that U.S. (rather than foreign) manu-
factured aircraft are purchased.

14. The operation, under the U.S. flag, of an uncompromised effi-
cient air cargo fleet would enhance the prestige of the United States, 
particularly in those overseas areas served by that fleet, and would 
promote our objective of maintaining U.S. leadership in international 
civil aviation. Uncompromised cargo aircraft developed for U.S. use 

5 Treasury and Budget propose deletion. [Footnote and brackets are in the original.]
6 See Bureau of Budget Bulletin 60– 2, September 21, 1959. [Footnote is in the original.]
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would also be useable by indigenous carriers in at least some of the 
underdeveloped countries. Such aircraft would thus contribute to the 
implementation of the policy that, as a means of promoting the Free 
World aviation position in the underdeveloped areas and of neutral-
izing further Sino- Soviet aviation encroachments in such areas, the 
United States should encourage the development in the United States 
and other Free World nations of competitive types of aircraft and avia-
tion equipment suitable for use in underdeveloped areas.7

OBJECTIVE

15. A civil air cargo capacity which, together with the military air 
cargo fleet, is adequate (in quantity and quality), and immediately avail-
able, to meet military and mobilization requirements in time of war, 
national emergency, or whenever a military situation requires.

POLICY GUIDANCE

16. a. In the implementation of existing policy which requires that 
the government divest itself of those activities competitive with pri-
vate industry, divert progressively and in an orderly manner increasing 
quantities of non- hard- core Federal cargo airlift traffic from the military 
cargo fleet to certificated U.S. air carriers8 [as civil aircraft, of modern 
types (e.g., the DC–7F and the L–1049H), become available and can pro-
vide civil air cargo capability at reasonable cost9].10 In negotiating con-
tracts for the carriage of MATS non- hard- core cargo by civil air carriers, 
give preference [to the extent feasible]11 [wherever possible]12 to those 
certificated U.S. carriers which demonstrate a willingness and ability to 
acquire uncompromised cargo aircraft.

b. As civil air carriers equip themselves with uncompromised 
cargo aircraft, increase the use of such carriers for non- hard- core traffic.

c. Adjust the operations and capability of MATS toward meeting 
only its wartime “hard- core” mission in accordance with a and b above. 
However, at all times:

7 See paragraph 31, NSC 5726/1, “U.S. Civil Aviation Policy Toward the Sino- Soviet 
Bloc”. [Footnote is in the original.]

8 A certificated air carrier is an air carrier holding an effective certificate issued by 
the Civil Aeronautics Board authorizing it to engage in air transportation. [Footnote is in 
the original.]

9 The Department of Defense has stated that its criteria for determining comparative 
costs are on the basis of Bureau of the Budget Bulletin 60–2, September 21, 1959. [Footnote 
is in the original.]

10 Budget proposes deletion. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
11 Defense- JCS proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
12 Treasury, Commerce, Budget, FAA proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the 

original.]
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(1) Maintain MATS in a posture adequate to satisfy those wartime 
military requirements which must be met by military aircraft and those 
other wartime military requirements which are beyond the capability of 
civil air carriers; [productively utilize during peacetime the capability so 
maintained].13

(2) Assure that the civil aircraft handling the cargo transferred 
to the civil air cargo fleet pursuant to a and b above will be immedi-
ately available to meet military and mobilization requirements when 
necessary.

17. Review the present arrangements under which the Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet is on call by the Government to assure that the civil 
cargo air fleet is immediately available to meet military and mobiliza-
tion requirements.

18. If legislation is proposed which would, through purchase loan 
guarantees, encourage and facilitate the acquisition by U.S. certificated 
air carriers of uncompromised cargo aircraft produced by U.S. manufac-
turers, it should contain provisions to ensure the immediate availability 
of these cargo aircraft to meet military and mobilization requirements.

Enclosure

Memorandum From Lay to All Holders of NSC 5919

Washington, January 28, 1960

As indicated by the second paragraph of the NOTE following NSC 
Action No. 2181 (adopted by the National Security Council at the 433rd 
meeting on January 21 and approved by the President on January 26, 
1960), this Action obviated the need for a statement of policy on Cargo 
Air Lift as proposed in NSC 5919, which was accordingly removed 
from the NSC agenda.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

13 Proposed by State, Defense, OCDM, JCS. [Brackets and footnote are in the 
original.]
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226. Memorandum From the Acting Assistant Secretary of State for 
Economic Affairs to Dillon1

Washington, January 5, 1960

SUBJECT

NSC 5919—“U.S. Policy with Respect to the Development of Cargo Airlift”

I. Problem

The subject paper, prepared by the NSC Planning Board, is due to 
be considered by the National Security Council on January 8.

II. Discussion

The policy statement is the result of a request by General Persons of 
the White House that the NSC undertake to resolve certain differences 
which have arisen in the past between the Federal Aviation Agency and 
the Department of the Air Force on where the initiative should rest in 
the development of aircraft designed exclusively for cargo- lift and on 
the role of the civil air fleet in the carriage of military cargo.

The draft states that establishment of an effective civil cargo air 
fleet, which could also serve many military purposes, is desirable. It 
proposes that as much government cargo as possible be transferred 
progressively from MATS to certificated civil air carriers, giving pref-
erence to those carriers which demonstrate a willingness and ability 
to acquire aircraft designed for the carriage of cargo. It recommends a 
review or the civil Reserve Air Fleet system to assure that civil cargo 
aircraft will be available to the defense establishment when needed.

III. Conclusions

The draft statement is a compromise, but appears to represent an 
orderly program for the development of a civil air cargo fleet and to 
provide adequate protection for military interests in a time of emer-
gency. However, a substantial increase in international United States 
civil air cargo operations substituting for the present MATS may create 
capacity problems under our bilateral air transport agreements, and to 
minimize these problems as much as possible the Department should 
be kept closely informed of each stage of development of the program.

IV. Recommendation

It is recommended that the Department take a secondary role in 
discussion of the paper, but approve its adoption on the understanding 
that the Department expects difficulty in overcoming capacity prob-
lems which may arise in its full implementation.

1 Source: Recommends approval of NSC 5919. Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, 
S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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227. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, January 7, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy With Respect to the Development of Cargo Air Lift

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 2151– f– (2)
B. NSC 5919

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on NSC 5919 are 
transmitted herewith for the information of the National Security 
Council in connection with its consideration of the subject at its meet-
ing on Thursday, January 7, 1960.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency
The Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum From Twining to Gates

Washington, January 7, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy with Respect to the Development of Cargo Air Lift (U) (NSC 5919)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the proposed draft state-
ment of policy, subject as above, scheduled for consideration by the 
National Security Council on Thursday, 7 January 1960.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in the purpose of and the general 
approach taken in the draft statement.

1 Source: Transmits views of the JCS on NSC 5919. Confidential. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351.
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3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it mandatory that Military Air 
Transport Service (MATS) be maintained in a posture adequate to sat-
isfy those wartime military requirements which must be met by mili-
tary aircraft and those other wartime military requirements which are 
beyond the capability of civil air carriers.

4. From the viewpoint of economy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff con-
sider it necessary to utilize productively that military airlift capability 
generated by MATS during peacetime.

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend a review of the present 
arrangements under which the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) is on call 
to the Government to assure that it is immediately available to meet 
military requirements.

6. Subject to the comments and recommendations contained in the 
Appendix hereto, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider NSC 5919 to be an 
acceptable policy statement.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining,
Chairman,

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Appendix

Paper Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Washington, undated

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON NSC 5919

1. Paragraph 10– a. Recommend deletion of parenthetical expression 
“(e.g., the DC–7F and the L–1049H)” from the first sentence.

REASON: It is not desirable to cite any illustrative examples which, 
by implication, suggest that the need for a modern cargo transport can 
be satisfied by aircraft which are essentially converted passenger types.

2. Paragraph 10– b. Support the majority view.
REASON: Guaranteed loans may encourage and assist in the 

development and procurement of new all- cargo aircraft. Such aircraft 
would benefit both the military and commercial air industry as new 
types of all- cargo aircraft would include more favorable characteristics 
(e.g., range, economy of operation and ability to operate from unso-
phisticated airports) than those available in aircraft now used by civil 
air carriers for movement of cargo.
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3. Paragraph 16– a. Support the views of the Department of Defense 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

REASON: Airlift should only be diverted to certificated air carri-
ers as procurement policies and small business interests permit. Also, 
there may be instances where it would not be feasible from a military 
viewpoint to divert traffic even though possible, to certified air carriers 
as such carriers may not be able to provide the desired or economic 
service required to meet military requirements.

4. Paragraph 16– a. Recommend deletion of parenthetical expression 
“(e.g, the DC–7F and the L–1049H)” from the first sentence.

REASON: Same as for paragraph 1 above.
5. Paragraph 16– c– (1). Support the views of the Department of 

State, Department of Defense, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

REASON: If the MATS operation and capability is adjusted toward 
meeting its wartime “hard- core” mission considerable airlift no doubt 
will be transferred to commercial air carriers. The peacetime airlift 
capability of MATS generated during peacetime should be fully uti-
lized by the Services. It is considered unsound and uneconomical to 
procure airlift from commercial sources and at the same time not utilize 
that airlift capability generated in realistic training of the military air 
transport forces.

6. Paragraph 16– c– (2). Recommend paragraph be amended (changes 
indicated in usual manner):

“(2) Assure, by appropriate contracts and agreements backed by nec-
essary legislation, that the civil aircraft handling the cargo transferred 
to the civil air cargo fleet pursuant to a and b above will be immedi-
ately available to meet military and mobilization requirements when 
necessary.”

REASON: To indicate that written contracts with civil carriers and 
additional legislation are required to assure the availability of civil car-
riers at all times.

7. Paragraph 17. Recommend paragraph be amended (changes 
indicated in usual manner):

“17. Review the present arrangements under which the Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet is on call by the Government to assure that the civil- 
cargo- air fleet is immediately available to meet military and mobiliza-
tion requirements.”

REASON: The Civil Reserve Air Fleet is composed of both civil 
passenger and cargo aircraft. To conduct a realistic review of present 
arrangements under which the Civil Reserve Air Fleet is on call by the 
Government it should be examined from the viewpoint of the entire 
fleet.
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8. Paragraph 18. Recommend paragraph be amended (changes 
indicated in usual manner):

“18. If legislation is proposed which would, through Legislation 
for purchase loan guarantees, which would encourage and facilitate the 
acquisition by U.S. certificated air carriers of uncompromised cargo air-
craft produced by U.S. manufacturers, it should contain provisions to 
ensure the immediate availability of these cargo aircraft to meet mili-
tary and mobilization requirements.”

REASON: The changed wording will provide a positive statement 
and support paragraph 10– b as written.

228. Briefing Note for the January 7 NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 7, 1960

CARGO AIR LIFT (NSC 5919)

Our first item this morning, Mr. President, is a draft policy paper 
on the development of cargo air lift.

Last August I was asked to put this subject, which was then at 
issue between various agencies (notably Defense and FAA), through 
the NSC machinery and in that way bring it to you for resolution. The 
paper before you is the product of a number of Planning Board meet-
ings in which Justice, Commerce and FAA participated. Today we have 
with us for this item the Secretary of Commerce, General Quesada and 
Chairman Durfee of the CAB.

However, before we go into this paper, the Defense Department has 
recently submitted to the President a study entitled “The Role of MATS 
in Peace and War” containing, among other things, a series of recommen-
dations, which, I understand, are not inconsistent with the Defense posi-
tion in the paper before us, with one possible exception which has to do 
with whether the Department of Defense will be restricted to the use of 
certificated air carriers for cargo air lift purposes. The Defense Department 
report, which has been given no distribution up to this time, is not up 
for consideration by the Council or decision by the President today. 
However, I believe it will be useful for the Council to know the report’s 
recommendations before it considers the draft policy paper. Therefore, I 

1 Source: Cargo air lift (NSC 5919). Confidential. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whit-
man File, NSC Records.
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have asked the Secretary of Defense to summarize the recommendations 
which he has submitted to the President in this study.

(PRESENTATION BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE)

The general considerations of this paper state the desirability of an 
efficient and effective civil air cargo fleet, outline the conditions which 
have limited the development of such a fleet, and spell out the condi-
tions which would stimulate the development of such a fleet. Briefly, 
we do not have an efficient and effective civil air cargo fleet today for 
several reasons. In the commercial field, long preoccupation with the 
more profitable passenger business and with constant passenger air-
craft modernization has resulted in a lack of emphasis on the develop-
ment of the cargo business and of uncompromised all- cargo aircraft. 
In the last several years the Department of Defense has had a higher 
priority requirement for the development of convertible (troop- cargo) 
aircraft than for the development of all- cargo aircraft. Finally, the U.S. 
Government maintains a substantial military cargo airlift capability 
and has not fully utilized in peacetime available civil cargo airlift.

The first split occurs in paragraph 1. The majority would say that 
it is in the national security interest of the U.S. to have available an effi-
cient and effective civil air cargo fleet, and that such a fleet could also 
serve as an instrument of other national policies. Treasury and Budget 
prefer to say simply that such a fleet would be in the interest of the U.S. 
I understand that there has been some negotiation on this language 
between General Quesada and Budget end Treasury.

CALL ON GENERAL QUESADA
(others?)

The next split occurs in paragraph 10– b, at the top of page 6. The 
majority believe that a combination of four things would stimulate 
development of a modern air cargo fleet. These four things are the pro-
gressive transfer of MATS business, appropriate reductions in average 
rates, the enactment of legislation offering U.S. guarantee loans for the 
purchase of new all- cargo aircraft, and a continued rapid growth of 
commercial demands for air cargo service. Treasury and Budget pro-
pose that the purchase loan guarantee legislation be deleted from the 
list. It should be noted that this draft policy paper does not recommend 
a decision to the President on this legislation, which will be coordinated 
through the usual Budget Bureau process. Normally a question of this 
kind would not be discussed by the NSC, but the legislation is part 
of General Quesada’s recommended plan for expanding civil cargo air 
lift. The question, Mr. President, is therefore whether you want to dis-
cuss the legislation at this time.
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IF PRESIDENT’S ANSWER IS AFFIRMATIVE, CALL ON 
SECRETARY SCRIBNER
MR. STANS
MR. QUESADA
SECRETARY MUELLER

Turning to the statement of objective, paragraph 15 on page 9, I 
should like to read this agreed language.

READ PARAGRAPH 15

The first policy guidance paragraph (par. 16, pages 10–11) is 
divided into three parts. 16– a deals with the first stage of transfer of 
MATS business to civil carriers. 16– b deals with a further transfer as 
civil carriers equip themselves with uncompromised cargo aircraft. 
16–c sets limits on the transfer provided for in a and b.

In the first split in 16– a, the majority would make the transfer of MATS 
cargo business to civil carriers dependent on the availability in the civil 
fleet of modern types of aircraft, such as DC–7F and L–1049H. The Budget 
Bureau proposes deletion of this condition on the grounds that it would be 
inconsistent with the general policy of the Federal Government, referred 
to in par. 11, not to carry on any commercial activity to provide a service 
for its own use if such service can be procured from private enterprise. I 
understand that Budget is now willing to withdraw from proposing the 
deletion of this condition. The JCS want to delete, here and in paragraph 
10– c, references to specific aircraft because it is not desirable to site any 
illustrative examples which, by implication, suggest that the need for a 
modern cargo transport can be satisfied by aircraft which are essentially 
converted passenger types. This raises the question as to whether the JCS 
would support any transfer of business to presently available aircraft.

CALL ON MR. STANS
SECRETARY GATES
GENERAL TWINING
MR. QUESADA

The second split in 16– a involves the preference to be given, in con-
tracting out cargo business to the civil carriers, to those carriers which 
demonstrate a willingness and ability to acquire uncompromised cargo 
aircaft. Defense and JCS propose that such a preference be given to the 
extent feasible. Treasury, Commerce, Budget and FAA propose stronger 
wording: that such a preference be given wherever possible.

CALL ON SECRETARY GATES
GENERAL TWINING
MR. QUESADA
SECRETARY MUELLER
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Turning to 16– c, we have another important split. There is agree-
ment on the minimum posture of MATS to be maintained. The split 
occurs because Defense, JCS, OCDM and State would have MATS “pro-
ductively utilize during peacetime the capability so maintained”. The 
JCS have made a comment on this, which reads as follows:

If the MATS operation and capability is adjusted toward meeting 
its wartime “hard- core” mission considerable airlift no doubt will be 
transferred to commercial air carriers. The peacetime airlift capability 
of MATS generated during peacetime should be fully utilized by the 
Services. It is considered unsound and uneconomical to procure airlift 
from commercial sources and at the same time not utilize that airlift 
capability generated in realistic training of the military air transport 
forces.

I believe those opposing this provision fear that it would authorize 
MATS to continue to carry considerable non- hard- core cargo which 
would otherwise be transferred to civil carriers under 16– a and b.

CALL ON SECRETARY GATES
GENERAL TWINING
MR. QUESADA
MR. STANS
(other?)

On paragraph 16– c– (2), the JCS want to add the following lan-
guage: “Assure, by appropriate contracts and agreements backed 
by necessary legislation, that the civil aircraft” etc. Although I don’t 
believe that there would be any objection to the additional language, 
the Planning Board proposed that this paragraph be given to Defense 
for coordination and assumed that Defense would do whatever it felt 
necessary to implement it.

Paragraph 17, an agreed paragraph, was put in because there is 
a strong difference of view within the Executive Branch as to whether 
the Government does now have immediate availability of the civil air 
cargo fleet to meet military and mobilization requirements and as to 
whether present arrangements under which the Civil Reserve Air Fleet 
is on call are adequate. The JCS suggest a language change that would 
make the paragraph applicable to the entire fleet, passenger as well as 
cargo. Even though this is a paper on cargo air lift, I don’t believe there 
will be any objection to this change.

Paragraph 18 is also an agreed paragraph. As I stated before, this 
paper does not attempt to recommend a decision on purchase loan 
guarantee/legislation. This paragraph simply says that, if such legis-
lation is proposed, it should contain provisions to ensure the imme-
diate availability of the cargo aircraft involved. The JCS suggest some 
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language changes which seem to be purely editorial in nature. Would 
you care to speak to them, General Twining?

Finally, I would like to call the Council’s attention to the unusual 
proposal for assigning coordinating responsibility. Instead of assign-
ing the whole paper to one agency, Defense would have coordinating 
responsibility for paragraph 16, OCDM for 17, and FAA for 18.

229. Memorandum of Discussion at the 430th NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 7, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 430th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 January 7, 1960

PRESENT at the 430th Meeting of the National Security Council 
were the President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of 
the United States; Mr. Livingston T. Merchant for the Secretary of State; 
the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization. Also present and participating in the Council actions 
below were Mr. Fred C. Scribner Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Attorney General (Item 1); the 
Secretary of Commerce (Item 1); the Administrator, Federal Aviation 
Agency (Item 1); and the Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board (Item 
1). Also attending the meeting were the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission; the Director, Central Intelligence Agency; the Director, 
U.S. Information Agency; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, for 
Science and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; the 
White House Staff Secretary; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; Assistant 
Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense John 
N. Irwin, II; Mr. Charles Haskins, NSC; Mr. Howard Sturtz, Central 
Intelligence Agency (Item 3); the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: U.S. policy with respect to the development of cargo air lift. 
Top Secret. Extracts—10 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Drafted 
on January 13.



National Security Policy 945

1.  U.S. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
CARGO AIR LIFT 
(NSC Action No. 2151– f–(2); NSC 5919; Memo for NSC from 
Executive Secretary, same subject, dated January 7, 1960)

Mr. Gray began his presentation of NSC 5919 by referring to a 
study which the Department of Defense had recently submitted to the 
President on “The Role of MATS in Peace and War”. (A copy of Mr. 
Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the meeting and another 
is attached to this Memorandum).

Mr. Gray said the Defense Department report was not up for con-
sideration by the Council or decision by the President at this meeting, 
but he felt it would be useful for the Council to hear the report’s rec-
ommendations before considering NSC 5919. Accordingly, he asked 
the Secretary of Defense to summarize the recommendations which he 
had submitted to the President in the Department of Defense study. 
Secretary Gates said Mr. Douglas would present a summary of the 
Department of Defense recommendations.

Mr. Douglas said the Defense report on “The Role of MATS in Peace 
and War” had been a long time in preparation. He then read the first 
conclusion from the report and all the recommendations as follows:

CONCLUSIONS

“Military Airlift Requirements. The size of MATS and the extent and 
nature of its operations are keyed to approved military wartime air-
lift requirements. These requirements break down into (1) critical or 
hard- core2 requirements which because of their nature or the nature of 
the mission to be supported must move in military operated aircraft, 
and (2) other essential or civil eligible3 requirements which can move in 
either military or civil operated aircraft.

“Hard- core requirements are applicable in general war situations 
as well as situations short of general war. Satisfaction of hard- core 
requirements (general or limited war) is vital to the successful imple-
mentation of military strategy. Therefore, MATS must possess adequate 
capability at all times to meet these requirements on an effective and 
timely basis.

“Commercial carriers do not now have adequate air cargo capabil-
ity to accommodate those approved military requirements which could 
move during emergencies in commercially operated transport aircraft.”

2 “Airlift requirements which must move in military aircraft, manned and operated 
by military crews because of special military considerations, security, or because of lim-
iting physical characteristics such as size or dangerous properties. Included in this cate-
gory are special military deployments involving nuclear retaliatory forces, the SAC post 
strike recovery mission, tactical deployments, movement of missiles, special munitions, 
etc. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 “These are the so- called ‘civil eligible’ requirements. [Footnote is in the original.]
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RECOMMENDATIONS

“As a result of the study and conclusions arrived at, actions are 
being taken within the Department of Defense to carry out the follow-
ing recommendations:

“1. That MATS be equipped and operated in peacetime to insure its 
capability to meet approved military hard- core requirements in a gen-
eral war and in situations short of general war, and such other military 
requirements as cannot be met with certainty by commercial carriers on 
an effective and timely basis.

“2. That the modernization of MATS hard- core military airlift 
capability be undertaken as a matter of priority to improve airlift effec-
tiveness and achieve operating savings.

“3. That MATS routine channel traffic (regularly scheduled, fixed 
routes) operations be reduced on an orderly basis consistent with 
assured commercial airlift capability and economical use of any MATS 
capacity resulting from necessary training or other operations related 
to its hard- core requirement.

“4. That as commercial carriers equip themselves with modern, 
economical long- range cargo aircraft and further orientation of MATS 
to the hard- core function is effected, increased use should be made of 
the services of such commercial carriers for routine logistic supply.

“5. That commercial augmentation airlift procurement policies and 
practices be better adapted to the long- range Department of Defense 
requirements for effective overseas commercial airlift service so as to 
encourage and assist in sound economic growth, development, and 
maintenance of an increased air cargo capability; that there be explored 
the feasibility of (1) increasing the amount of MATS overseas cargo air-
lift moving on a common carriage basis in accordance with certificates 
of public convenience and necessity issued by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board; (2) entering into longer term contracts for MATS traffic; and 
(3) giving some preference in the movement of MATS traffic to those 
commercial carriers (a) who are effectively committed to the Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) program, or (b) whose facilities and equip-
ment are most advantageous to the emergency needs of the Department 
of Defense; and that legislation be sought if necessary to permit accom-
plishment of any of the foregoing considered desirable.

“6. That the Department of Defense participate in and support 
governmental programs for the development of long- range, econom-
ical turbine- powered cargo aircraft for military and civil application.

“7. That the Department of Defense support proposed legislation 
for the guarantee of loans for the purchase of modern, newly- developed 
cargo aircraft by commercial carriers.

“8. a. That consideration be given to the use of the Air Force 
Reserve equipped with transport aircraft that might be available from 
MATS excesses as augmentation forces for MATS in time of emergency.

“b. That a study be made to determine the desirability and feasibil-
ity of employing the Air National Guard in a transport role.

“9. That the role of CRAF be re- examined with the objective of 
insuring optimum effectiveness and responsiveness of commercial air-
lift services to the Department of Defense under all conditions.”
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After concluding his presentation of the recommendations from 
the Department of Defense report, Mr. Dougles observed that the draft 
policy paper (NSC 5919) was consistent with the Defense report, pro-
vided the splits in the policy paper were resolved as Defense desired. 
However, Mr. Douglas was concerned that in the present situation, 
with MATS not too large and heaving no surplus above the JCS require-
ments, we not lead the airline industry to expect a rapid decrease in 
MATS operation or traffic, even though over a period of time MATS 
traffic could be expected to decrease substantially. The Department of 
Defense was interested in the development of a good cargo aircraft, but 
it should be understood that such a modern cargo airplane would not 
for some years produce a substantial capacity to meet wartime needs.

Mr. Gray then briefed the Council on the divergence of views in 
Paragraph 1 of NSC 5919. Mr. Stans felt this difference could be resolved 
by deleting the word “security” in the first sentence of Paragraph 
1 of NSC 5919 and referring at the end of the paragraph to “instru-
ments of national security and other national policies.” This revision 
would change the emphasis from national security to national interest. 
Mr. Stans believed General Quesada and the Secretary of the Treasury 
would be satisfied with this revision. Secretary Gates said he could also 
accept the change proposed by Mr. Stans.

The President remarked that since he was budget- minded these 
days he wanted to know a little more about cost factors, particularly 
the cost of keeping MATS in operation and the cost of moving cargo by 
means other than MATS. Secretary Gates reported that last year MATS 
operations had been put on an industrial funding basis; accordingly, 
MATS was now run as a business enterprise. One feature of the cost fac-
tor was the Department of Defense practice of asking for competitive 
bidding for carrying personnel overseas. Sometimes, the low bids have 
penalized the “flag” lines. Under a low bid of $75–80 for a one- way trip 
across the North Atlantic some lines are losing money. The flag lines 
and other operators are at odds on this question. The President said 
if the equipment used were subject to the same inspection and if the 
pilots had similar certificates, he would be inclined to route the traffic 
by the cheapest means. General Quesada said the difficulty was that the 
air transport industry was a regulated industry, which made it monop-
olistic to a degree. Under the competitive bidding system, the concept 
of a regulated, monopolistic industry was cast aside. He felt the con-
cept of the air transport industry as a regulated industry should apply 
to Department of Defense operations. As far as safety was concerned, in 
his view some operators were approaching conditions which he could 
not approve. He noted that some companies engage in competitive bid-
ding at a time when they do not have any equipment or pilots, so if they 
obtain the contract by means of a low bid they have to lease equipment 
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and hire pilots. As an economic matter, the cut- throat competition does 
not result in building additional modern airplanes. Pilots and equip-
ment shift from one line to the other with no accumulation of transport 
assets available to the Department of Defense in an emergency. General 
Quesada repeated that competitive bidding was destroying the princi-
ple of a regulated industry.

Mr. Durfee pointed out that the Civil Aeronautics Board had not 
taken part in the preparation of the draft policy paper. He referred 
to Page 10 of the paper, which suggested that the present system of 
negotiating contracts was to be continued. CAB did not approve of the 
present system of negotiating contracts, but otherwise had no objection 
to the paper. The present practice of MATS in awarding business by 
competitive bidding led to cut- throat competition, which concerned the 
CAB. One of the largest certificated international air cargo carriers was 
now on the edge of insolvency due to its competitive bidding practices. 
Since 1958 FAA, the Department of Defense, and CAB had attempted 
to solve this problem, but had been unable to do so because CAB has 
no power to regulate international air rates. If and when CAB obtained 
the power to regulate international rates, it would probably establish a 
minimum rate, although Defense has objected to such minimum rates 
on the grounds that (1) all bids would tend to be at the minimum rate 
and (2) Defense would then have to choose a carrier to which a contract 
was to be awarded on some basis other than rates. Mr. Durfee felt that 
this difficulty could, however, be resolved; but unless CAB obtains the 
power to fix international rates, the present system of contracts may not 
assist in the development of a modern cargo aircraft.

Mr. Douglas admitted that the situation was difficult. He would like 
to see the private air carriers build up an increased capacity. However, 
he felt that Defense had no alternative to awarding contracts on the basis 
of the lowest bid. Defense had tried various other systems in awarding 
contracts and had always run afoul of the Comptroller General. Mr. 
Douglas then pointed out that the Policy Guidance in NSC 5919 might 
lead to a possible misunderstanding with respect to certificated carriers. 
This term could be construed to include only a very few carriers and in 
this case the increase in cost would be high. The Department of Defense 
could live with some thirty certificated carriers. Mr. Douglas felt the 
Department of Defense had made considerable progress in increasing 
the participation of private airlines in MATS business, inasmuch as 53 
per cent of the personnel and 18 per cent of the cargo were now carried 
under commercial contract. The President asked how much traffic was 
carried by ship. Mr. Douglas said that in the last two years the Air Force 
had sent 95 per cent of its personnel and dependents by air, while the 
Army had sent a smaller number by air. Mr. Douglas pointed out that 
it cost less to send military personnel and dependents by air than to 
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pay the cabin rate by ship. The President asked whether cargo moved 
mostly by air or by ship. Mr. Douglas said most of the cargo moved by 
ship. Since MATS had been put on an industrial funding basis, a great 
many items formerly carried by air were no longer so carried. However, 
the industrial funding basis made the whole MATS operation look like 
a commercial airline operation. MATS should, by contrast, be building 
up a war capability. The President agreed that war capability should 
be the criterion of MATS operation, but noted that wartime require-
ments were sometimes subject to differing interpretations. He believed, 
in view of the things which had already been said, that this problem 
should be solved by locking three or four experts in a room until they 
arrived at a solution.

General Twining pointed out that General Quesada would soon 
have to testify before Congressional Committees on his program. 
General Quesada said the basic question was: What is the role of 
MATS? In his view the present practices of MATS were in conflict with 
Bureau of the Budget Bulletin No. 60–2. Interrupting, Mr. Douglas said 
he could not agree with this observation. General Quesada then read 
extracts from the Bureau of the Budget Bulletin, and concluded that 
military personnel were moving over routes which were competitive 
with commercial air carriers. The President said he saw no objection to 
this practice if that was the most efficient way to run the Department 
of Defense. General Quesada said the cost factor as between MATS 
and the commercial airlines were on different bases. Moreover, when 
MATS was used to transport personnel and goods that could be carried 
by commercial lines, it was not engaged in training for war. General 
Quesada said there were seventy- one certificated carriers, 25 of which 
were now engaged in litigation. He noted that certification has vari-
ous meanings. An airline can be certificated for an area, for passengers 
only, or for cargo only. An airline requires a CAB exemption in order to 
operate outside the field of its certification. He believed Mr. Douglas’ 
fear that the term “certificated carriers” as used in the paper would 
cover only a small number of carriers was not justified. The President 
wondered why the word “certification” had to be used. He thought 
“certified” would do as well. Mr. Douglas said the Department of 
Defense was willing to use certificated carriers to carry Defense traffic, 
but pointed out that some satisfactory carriers would be eliminated by 
this phrase as defined in NSC 5919, because some satisfactory carriers 
were not certificated.

The President recalled that at one time, in some operations at least, 
the Government had a list of qualified bidders. Secretary Gates said 
there was a list of qualified bidders for most operations except for air-
line operations. Mr. Stans pointed out that the Department of Defense 
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had some discretion in awarding contracts for carriage of persons and 
goods by air. The President remarked that if a list of qualified airline 
bidders were maintained, account could be taken of the experience fac-
tor. General Quesada said some airline companies which submit low 
bids for Defense business had no planes, no pilots and no money; they 
had only an idea.

The President felt that if the Government could determine how 
many persons and how much cargo it wished to move by air, normal 
commercial competition should result in building the airplanes and 
putting them into operation. He felt that a good war reserve could not 
be maintained unless MATS could operate in time of peace. However, 
he would like to simplify the whole problem. Mr. Stans said economic 
comparison between MATS operation and “contracting out” was not 
simple. He suggested that the paper should go back to the Planning 
Board for resolution in the light of the recommendations in the 
Department of Defense study. The President said he would like to see 
the interested parties get together and come up with a single recom-
mendation. He had the impression there was plenty of cargo space on 
airlines at the present time, and apparently there was a great deal of air 
freight business.

Secretary Mueller observed that the commercial carriers were not 
developing uncompromised cargo planes because of the competition 
from MATS. Secretary Gates thought that an uncompromised air cargo 
plane might have to be developed by the Government. The President 
wondered whether it was good business to insist on a completely 
uncompromised air cargo plane. General Quesada said all aircraft at 
present had been designed basically for the purpose of carrying pas-
sengers. If it were possible to design a cargo plane from the ground up, 
that is, an uncompromised cargo plane, the cost of carrying cargo by 
air could be reduced by one- half. The air transport industry was now 
in the position which the highway transport industry would be in if 
all cargoes were carried by modified buses rather than by trucks. The 
President observed that it might be a mistake to design planes solely 
for the purpose of carrying cargo; he thought perhaps on the analogy 
of ocean freighters, provision might be made even in a cargo plane for 
carrying a few passengers.

Mr. Gray felt the Council had drifted into a discussion of techni-
calities. He believed two questions should now be answered: (1) does 
the Council want the Planning Board to revise NSC 5919 and (2) what 
should be done with the Department of Defense report on the role of 
MATS. The President said the Department of Defense report should 
be made available to the Planning Board, which should coordinate 
this report with NSC 5919. He felt we must try to arrive at a better 
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understanding of what we are trying to do before making any deci-
sions. Secretary Gates said it was desirable to make decisions regarding 
MATS as early as possible because of the need for testimony on MATS 
before Congressional Committees. The President wondered whether 
the Defense report had appeared not because he had requested it, but 
because Congress was conducting an investigation.

Mr. Gray then called attention to Paragraph 18 of NSC 5919 pro-
viding that if legislation is proposed which would, through purchase 
loan guarantees, encourage the acquisition of uncompromised cargo air-
craft it should contain provisions to ensure the immediate availability 
of these cargo aircraft to meet military mobilization requirements. Mr. 
Stans said the large airlines insisted that they could develop an uncom-
promised cargo aircraft if they could obtain some of the business now 
carried by MATS, but the small airlines wanted guaranteed loans. There 
was thus a difference of opinion in the industry as to whether guaran-
teed loans were needed. The President said that in the absence of pur-
chase loan guarantees, the business would go entirely to the big airlines. 
Mr. Dougles believed that the Department of Defense could produce an 
uncompromised cargo airplane for about $80 million in development 
costs. Mr. Stans felt strongly that if the Department of Defense devel-
oped an uncompromised cargo airplane, the plane should be turned over 
to the airlines under a royalty arrangement which would provide for 
reimbursement of development costs to the Department of Defense. Mr. 
Dougles said the only reason for Defense development of an uncompro-
mised cargo aircraft was because such an aircraft was needed. General 
Quesada then expressed the strong conviction that an uncompromised 
cargo aircraft could be built without cost to the Government. He felt the 
air transport industry was dynamic and well- financed, and that free 
enterprise would see to it that an uncompromised airplane was built 
without cost to the Government, provided the airlines were assured of 
MATS business. The President said he was almost convinced, but did not 
wish to adopt a provision which would result in the large airlines obtain-
ing all the business. Perhaps the Small Business Administration could 
make a small business loan to the smaller companies. Secretary Mueller 
said the maximum small business loan was $250,000 which was a small 
amount in the airline industry, although it might allow a small company 
to make a start. Mr. Douglas felt that most airlines receiving contracts 
meet the definition of small business.

General Quesada said he was convinced the air cargo industry had 
a great potential. Two hundred uncompromised aircraft could reduce 
the cost of carrying cargo by air by one- half or perhaps even more. At 
the present time only 4/100 of 1 per cent of the total freight carried was 
carried by air.
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Mr. Gray said the Planning Board would revise NSC 5919 in the 
light of the discussion and of the Department of Defense report on 
MATS. The President said the experts should also consult.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the subject in the light of the draft statement of 
policy contained in NSC 5919; the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
thereon (transmitted by the reference memorandum of January 7, 
1960); and an oral summary by the Deputy Secretary of Defense of the 
recommendations contained in a report submitted to the President by 
the Department of Defense, entitled “The Role of MATS in Peace and 
War”.

b. Referred NSC 5919 to the NSC Planning Board for urgent review 
in the light of the discussion at the meeting, the above- mentioned 
Defense report, and further consultation between the agencies primar-
ily interested.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

Marion W. Boggs

230. Memorandum From Power (SAC) to White (USAF)1

Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, January 11, 1960

SUBJECT

B–70 Flexibility

1. In furtherance of our recent conversations concerning the 
flexibility of the B–70 as a weapon system, the following informa-
tion might be of assistance to you in your future discussions on this 
subject:

a. The B– 70 provides the flexibility inherent in other aircraft to 
include:

(1) The ability to deliver high yield weapons against pinpoint 
hardened targets.

(2) The ability to deliver ALBM’s.
(3) The ability to utilize currently existing runways suitable for 

B–52 operations.

1 Source: B–70 capabilities. No classification marking. 2 pp. Library of Congress, 
Manuscript Division, Thomas D. White Papers.
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b. Over and above the capabilities possessed by other aircraft the 
B–70 would be capable of the following:

(1) High resolution reconnaissance with side- looking radars.
(2) Airlifting its own ground support equipment by pod, thereby 

permitting rapid dispersal and operation from other than military sites 
in times of tension.

(3) Utilization as a ground alert vehicle with a three- minute reac-
tion time.

(4) Flight at loitering speeds in an air alert posture with Mach 3 
capability for delivery on receipt of go- code.

(5) Carrying a Class A weapon and escaping from the unrestricted 
free fall of same.

(6) Being launched in any number simultaneously from numerous 
sites throughout the United States and arriving simultaneously at the H 
hour control line with minor range degradation.

(7) Providing restrike capability with first- strike aircraft in much 
less time than any other weapon system that might be available in this 
time period. In the event multiple restrikes are necessary, this would in 
effect be the same as increasing the size of the strike force.

(8) Following the missile strike at such a close time interval that 
maximum disruption would still exist in the enemy’s defenses.

(9) With the advent of reliable warning, being stationed on over-
seas reflex bases thereby achieving a capability to strike targets within 
a minimum time interval and recover to a ZI base unrefueled.

c. Other considerations applicable to the B– 70 might be:

(1) It has been estimated that construction of the B– 70 would 
require the Soviet Union to expend approximately 40 billion dollars in 
order to acquire the defense environment to counter such a weapon 
system.

(2) A modified B– 70 might well be utilized as a first- stage launch 
vehicle for satellites.

(3) The B– 70 by virtue of the advanced technology required for 
its development and production would serve as a very firm stepping 
stone to more futuristic space vehicles.

2. As you are well aware, the B– 70 type vehicle holds much prom-
ise in relation to future commercial developments, however my above 
comments are in consideration of its strategic offensive application only.

Thomas S. Power
General, USAF

Commander in Chief
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231. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 14, 1960

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Kistiakowsky, General Goodpaster

Dr. Kistiakowsky met with the President to take up a number of 
matters bearing on his function as scientific advisor. These are set forth, 
together with his discussion thereof, in the attached memorandum.

During the discussion the President expressed general agreement 
with the views presented by Dr. Kistiakowsky. With regard to the pro-
posal for a satellite telescope for astronomical research, the President 
said he did not feel this should be a crash program but one to be con-
ducted in a rapid, orderly manner.

In discussion of ballistic missiles, the President stated that he 
remained of the opinion that careful consideration should be given to 
putting the Polaris missile on the Navy’s ships. f this is not to be done, 
he has a large question in his mind whether Khrushchev is not right, and 
whether the day of the surface combattant ship is not, in general, past.

With respect to the GAO report concerning the missile program, the 
President said it is very important that the Air Force get their answers 
together and have them immediately available for release when the 
GAO report is made public.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

Attachment

Briefing Memorandum Prepared by Kistiakowsky

Washington, January 14, 1960

Notes for Meeting with the President, January 14, 1960

[Omitted here is page 1.]
The remaining items in my report, Mr. President, have to do with 

military matters.

1 Source: Discussion of issues: Nike- Zeus, Project Corona, Titan, GAO report on man-
agement of the missile program, Polaris; includes Kistiakowsky’s briefing memorandum. 
Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on January 15.
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4. One of the panels of the PSAC made this fall a very thorough 
study of the Nike- Zeus AICBM problem. It confirmed the findings of 
two independent recent technical studies in DOD and extended the 
conclusions further. Specifically, they are that the presently conceived 
Nike- Zeus system, even if it performs according to expectations, is 
not a worthwhile investment. If it is considered as a defense of mis-
sile sites, it turns out to be cheaper to increase our deterrent strength 
by adding more such sites than by buying Nike- Zeus, the cost fac-
tor being very substantial in this case, of the order of 10 to 1. On the 
other hand, if one thinks of Nike- Zeus as a defense of population, it 
turns out to be useless because the enemy can kill people by explod-
ing warheads upwind, of the cities out of the range of Nike- Zeus. 
Hence, only a comprehensive fallout shelter program in conjunction 
with the Nike- Zeus could achieve this objective. Because of these very 
thoroughly documented arguments, our Panel recommended against 
going into production with Nike- Zeus—a recommendation which 
was accepted by the Secretary of Defense. We urged further research 
effort on Nike- Zeus in the hope that this weapons system could be 
dramatically improved. In the Army there seems to be a sharp split on 
the issue of our recommendations; people lower in the echelons, who 
have had an opportunity to look into the technical factors involved, 
agree with our recommendations, but top echelons are most unhappy 
about them.

5. I should like to tell you now, Mr. President, about the present 
status of the so- called Project Corona. So far it has not functioned, but 
every successive launch has resulted in some progress, one difficulty 
after another being eliminated. All of them are of comparatively trivial 
engineering nature, and there is a substantial degree of optimism that 
the next launch, which is scheduled for early February, will see a com-
plete technical success of the entire system.

6. You are already aware in a general way, Mr. President, of the dif-
ficulties of the Titan Project. I have made a considerable effort to analyze 
these difficulties and have reached the conclusion that the Air Force is 
completely correct in its evaluation. This is that the missile is soundly 
engineered and should show the planned performance. On the other 
hand, the managerial situation at the Martin Company is very bad and 
the failures of the last eight months can all be traced to human factors: 
lack of staff training, low competence, lack of adequate instructions. 
The Air Force, with a little help from me, has put a heavy pressure on 
the Martin Company to remedy these weaknesses; changes have been 
made and we have hopes that the program will shortly get going. If 
this is the case, Titan could still be operational by mid-’61 as planned, 
but there is little doubt that in Congress a great deal will be made of the 
present situation by the critics of the Administration.
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7. In this connection, I should like to call to your attention a report 
by GAO on the supposed failings of the Air Force in the over- all man-
agement of the missile program. This report appears to be an extreme 
and unwise invasion of the Executive Branch of the Government. GAO, 
under the guise of managerial criticism, condemns the Air Force and 
the Defense Department for failure to take certain technical decisions 
and for use of inadequate scientific talent on the program. The report 
contends that objectives of the program have not been met. The Air 
Force is taking vigorous actions to counter the report, urging its revi-
sion and also preparing a rebuttal, but I am very much afraid that when 
and if this report is made public, it will provide ammunition to those 
who choose to attack your Administration irresponsibly.

G.B. Kistiakowsky

232. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 100–60 Washington, January 19, 1960

ESTIMATE OF THE WORLD SITUATION2

FOREWORD

Although we have tried in this estimate to take as long a view 
as possible, we have necessarily left out of account some elements 
that could drastically alter the course of events. Thus, we have not 
attempted to assess the likelihood or consequences of revolutionary 
scientific advances of either military or civilian application. Moreover, 
we have assessed the East- West struggle on the assumption that no 
major war takes place, and on the other hand, that there is no agree-
ment for large- scale reduction of military capabilities by the major 
powers.

1 Source: “Estimate of the World Situation.” Secret; Noforn. 20 pp. DOS, INR–NIE 
Files.

2 While this estimate summarizes our views on the USSR, a fuller treatment of Soviet 
trends and developments will be contained in NIE 11–4–59, “MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET 
CAPABILITIES AND POLICIES, 1959–1964.” Soviet strategic capabilities, including 
ICBM buildup, will be covered in NIE 11–8–59, “SOVIET CAPABILTES FOR STRATEGIC 
ATTACK THROUGH MID- 1964.” Both these estimates will be published in the near future. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATE

1. Over the next decade, we believe that the stature of the USSR 
and of Communist China in the world will continue to increase mark-
edly, thus posing increasingly serious challenges and a growing men-
ace to the US and the West.3 (Para. 18)

2. In the world in general, recent Soviet behavior contributed to 
a spreading popular impression that the East- West struggle, or cold 
war, was entering a period of greater movement and fluidity, and that 
the direction of this movement was toward a diminution of cold war 
tensions. Viewed objectively and realistically, however, the East- West 
relationship remains fundamentally hostile. The emerging Soviet ICBM 
capability, dramatized in the eyes of the world by the Lunik shots, is 
altering military power relationships. Confidence that the trend of 
events is in their favor remains a keynote of the behavior of the Soviet 
leaders, and they assert that the overall growth of their relative power 
position has now reached the point where major consequences will be 
manifest on the world scene within the foreseeable future. (Paras. 13–14)

3. Our views of Soviet power and policy are fully stated in our 
forthcoming estimate on this subject. In brief, we believe that:

a. Soviet economic and scientific strength will continue to grow at 
a rapid rate.

b. The Soviets, despite some force reductions, will maintain a high 
level of conventional military forces and will greatly increase their long 
range attack capabilities, above all through a substantial ICBM buildup.

c. In the Soviet view, the emerging standoff of intercontinental 
striking forces marks a stalemate only of general war capabilities. They 
consider that this situation of mutual deterrence would open up new 
opportunities for advancing Communist power by political, economic, 
and perhaps even limited military means. We believe, however, that even 
then they would not wittingly assume serious risks of general war. We 
believe that they would draw back if the Western response were of such 
vigor that in their view more extensive Soviet involvement would entail 
either serious risk of general war or net political loss. At the same time, 
we believe that the chance of their miscalculating risks may increase if 
they remain convinced that their relative power is growing.

d. Soviet foreign policy will remain devoted to the same objectives 
as heretofore. At least over a five- year period, elements of both a policy 
of pressure and one of reducing tensions will probably be adopted at 

3 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, believes that the 
importance of the ICBM requires that the third sentence of paragraph 2 be inserted in this 
initial paragraph to read: “In particular, the emerging Soviet ICBM capability, dramatized 
in the eyes of the world by the Lunik shots, is altering military power relationships.” 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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one time or another. The immediate outlook is that the Soviets will con-
tinue their present tactics of detente at least through the initial phase 
of the series of high- level negotiations now in view. In another year 
or two they may feel that their capabilities in long range missiles have 
brought them into a period when the relations of military power are 
the most favorable from their point of view. They will still try to win 
Western concessions basically through negotiation. But the element of 
pressure and threat will probably become more pronounced, perhaps 
much more so, than it is at present. (Para. 19)

4. Although the assets of the USSR are formidable, and for the fore-
seeable future will cause it to gravely threaten US security and that of 
the Free World generally, some of these assets also contain problems. 
Chief among these are the Satellite situation, Soviet relations with the 
underdeveloped areas, and Sino- Soviet relations. In the course of time, 
it is possible that these problems, coupled with long term evolution 
within the USSR itself, would limit the effectiveness and even alter 
the content of Soviet foreign policy. At present, however, we see no 
basis for estimating that such problems would either diminish Soviet 
internal power or change the basic objectives of the Soviet leadership. 
(Paras. 22–29)

5. On the Communist Chinese front, tensions have increased in the 
past year. The Chinese Communists will probably seek to achieve their 
objectives by political and subversive means with a broad range of tac-
tics, but there are likely to be frequent manifestations of truculence and 
more, rather than less, of the range of pressures recently exemplified 
in the Indian border dispute, in Laos, and in Indonesia. (Paras. 15, 32)

6. Non- Communist Asia has become somewhat alarmed over 
Chinese Communist intentions. However, there exists no non- 
Communist power or grouping of local powers comparable in strength 
to Communist China. Several individual countries remain particularly 
vulnerable to Communist influence, and over the next five years there 
is a fair chance that a Communist regime will come to power in one or 
another of the countries in the area. US action, however, could in most 
cases reduce the chance of such a development and in any event could 
probably prevent any chain reaction if an individual country did go 
Communist. It is hard to see the situation in the area as a whole improv-
ing markedly over this period, and a bellicose Chinese Communist 
policy could produce widespread turmoil and even major hostilities. 
(Paras. 31–40)

7. Western Europe’s economic growth and internal political stabil-
ity are likely to continue satisfactory, although France’s political future 
is somewhat uncertain. The movement towards economic integration 
continues to have great momentum, despite current difficulties. NATO 
confronts serious problems, notably France’s pressure for increased 
status, French development of an independent nuclear capability, and 
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sentiment among the continental countries for some form of European 
continental military grouping, possibly related to NATO. Over the next 
few years, we believe that basic military dependence on the US will 
keep the alliance together. Nevertheless, its effectiveness will probably 
be somewhat reduced, and this reduction could attain serious propor-
tions if European confidence in the will and ability of the US to protect 
Europe from the Communist threat should decline markedly. In any 
event, unless there is a renewed sense of urgency, Western Europe’s 
increased strength will probably not be applied as fully and cohesively 
as it might be to the key problems now confronting the West, of main-
taining an effective military posture and of providing large- scale aid to 
the underdeveloped countries. (Paras. 41, 44–45, 49, 54, 59)

8. In countries of the underdeveloped world, the complex force of 
nationalism and growing desires for a better life will be powerful factors 
shaping the course of events. These countries will continue to expect 
help from the richer countries, and they will be inclined to accept such 
help regardless of whether it comes from the East or the West. Inasmuch 
as these countries generally lack the experienced leadership, the stable 
political and social institutions, and the material resources to cope with 
their many problems in orderly ways, there will remain the possibility 
of violent upheavals and local conflicts. While these outbreaks may not 
stem from the East- West struggle, they can be expected often to involve 
the interests of the two sides and to afford opportunities for exploita-
tion. Thus, the underdeveloped world will continue to be a principal 
area of the contest between the Bloc and the West. (Para. 80)

9. The outlook in the various underdeveloped areas (apart from non- 
Communist Asia, covered in Conclusion 6 above) is mixed. The Middle 
East will remain very unstable. In South Asia, the future of Afghanistan, 
in particular, is uncertain. While trade and other economic relations 
with the Bloc will increase in Africa, and there will be many opportu-
nities for the spread of Communist influence, we do not believe that 
local Communist- controlled groups will become strongly entrenched in 
power in any country at least over the next few years, given a reasonable 
degree of effective attention from the West.4 (Paras. 73–76)

10. In Latin America as a whole, we do look for some expansion in 
Communist influence over the next few years, although such an expan-
sion will probably not be widespread, especially in view of the possi-
bilities for US action. However, there is a possibility that one or another 
country, notably Cuba, could fall under Communist control. Moreover, 

4 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, the Assistant Chief 
of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, and the Director for Intel-
ligence, The Joint Staff, believe that the prospects for Communist groups should be lim-
ited further by substituting after “Communist- controlled groups” in the last sentence the 
words: “will become a major political force in any country. . . .” [Footnote is in the original.]
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the Communists or other extremists may achieve such influence that 
they can put through programs seriously threatening US interests or 
even security. In any event, the US will be under increasing pressure, 
and Latin American support for the US, for example in the UN, will 
almost certainly continue to decline. (Para. 79)

11. US policy remains crucial both in itself and for its effect on 
the rest of the Free World. Indications that the US was not maintain-
ing a firm and effective military and political posture would lead to 
weakening of the resolve of other free nations. The growth of Soviet 
ICBM capabilities is creating a serious problem for the US in maintain-
ing among other Free World nations confidence in US willingness to 
bring its nuclear capabilities to bear as a protection for such nations. 
A second crucial area affecting US prestige and influence will be that 
of US economic policy. However much the capacity of other Western 
nations grows, the Free World will still look to the US for leadership 
in the problem of channeling Western aid to the “have- not” nations 
and in the freeing and encouraging of international trade, and will be 
intensely concerned with the economic policies, both domestic and for-
eign, adopted by the US. (Paras. 82, 84, 86)

DISCUSSION

I. INTRODUCTION

12. The year 1959 saw many events so dramatic and significant 
as to appear as landmarks in the course of contemporary history. The 
Lunik shots dramatized the emerging Soviet attainment of an opera-
tional ICBM capability and reinforced apprehension in the Free World 
that the USSR was out- stripping the US. Khrushchev’s visit to the US 
highlighted a series of top level contacts and negotiations involving 
the US and the USSR.5 Also during the year, publicly aired differences 
between the USSR and Communist China marred the appearance of 
unanimity in the Sino- Soviet Bloc. On the Western side, France asserted 
itself, and the economic resurgence of Western Europe and Japan was 
manifested most conspicuously by the continuance of a major deficit in 
the balance of payments of the US. In the underdeveloped areas, events 
in Cuba, Laos, and Iraq during this year highlighted the continuing 
East- West conflict for influence, and the danger that some Free World 
territory may fall under Communist control.

5 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, would further 
bring out the significance of the second and third sentences by adding at this point: “The 
Lunik shots emphasized the continuing Soviet armament effort and the basic aggressive-
ness of Soviet policy, while Khrushchev’s visit indicated that for the short term, at least, 
the USSR would carry on the present tactics of detente; as between the two approaches, 
it may be expected that before long the element of pressure and threat will become more 
pronounced, perhaps much more so than it is at present.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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13. In the world in general, recent Soviet behavior contributed to 
a spreading popular impression that the East- West struggle, or cold 
war, was entering a phase of greater movement and fluidity, and that 
the direction of this movement was towards a diminution of cold war 
tensions. Moreover, the USSR has gained new outward respectability 
as shown in the rapid growth of Soviet international contacts and the 
acceptance and furthering of such contacts by the US and other major 
Western nations. The rivalry between the US and USSR is increasingly 
regarded in many quarters as a long drawn- out competition between 
two super- powers rather than as a currently acute conflict likely to pro-
duce a large- scale military clash.

14. Viewed objectively and realistically, however, the East- West 
relationship remains fundamentally hostile. The Soviet ICBM capabil-
ity is altering military power relationships and in Soviet eyes operates 
to enlarge Soviet freedom of action and to widen Soviet influence. The 
economic growth and scientific progress of the USSR greatly enhance 
the prestige of communism as a system of social and economic orga-
nization. Confidence that the trend of events is in their favor remains 
a keynote of the behavior of the Soviet leaders, and they assert that 
the growth of their relative power position has now reached the point 
where major consequences will be manifest on the world scene within 
the foreseeable future. Even in the present phase of Soviet conduct, 
politeness is matched by assertiveness and the appearance of concilia-
tion by an unyielding position on most key issues.

15. On the Communist Chinese front moreover, there is not only 
no relaxation in the atmosphere of the cold war, but on the contrary an 
increase of tension. Peiping’s thrusting policy and expanding economic 
and military power, against the background of a troubled internal sit-
uation have already excited apprehension throughout Asia and may 
create recurrent acute pressures and dangers over the next few years.

16. In the world at large competition between the West and the 
Sino- Soviet Bloc is taking place on a wider stage than in the past, with 
the secondary actors playing greater parts. The increased economic 
strength of Japan and of the major nations of Western Europe has altered 
their relationship to the US and freed them for a greater degree of inde-
pendent action. In the underdeveloped areas, the Bloc is increasingly 
involved in Latin America, and both the US and the Bloc are increasing 
their interest in Africa. The smaller nations in all Free World areas are 
developing roles of their own. These nations find in the UN in particu-
lar a sounding board for their grievances and a forum in which they can 
band together and assert against the great powers a weight dispropor-
tionate to their individual or even collective power status.

17. Finally, there is throughout the underdeveloped world increas-
ing awareness of the enormous problems of creating national stability 
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and improved conditions of life, and of the impact of basic underly-
ing trends—technological advance, changes in the international trade 
pattern, and population growth. These problems and trends would of 
course exist and be a central feature of the world situation if there were 
no East- West struggle. So far as that struggle is concerned, the under-
developed countries remain generally uncommitted to one side or the 
other, and are being more and more influenced by their need for aid 
and their desire to get as much help as possible whether from the West 
or the Bloc. However these countries may stand ideologically, such 
pragmatic neutralism seems certain to find new adherents in Africa and 
Latin America and to remain firmly entrenched in most of Asia and the 
Middle East, with the possible exception of countries directly threat-
ened by the USSR or Communist China.

18. In the sections that follow, we are generally far more confident 
of the description of forces at work than we are of our judgments of 
outcomes, and we have not elaborated all the repercussions of possible 
developments mentioned. We do believe, however, that the trends pre-
sented in this estimate point with assurance to one overall conclusion, 
that the stature of the USSR and of Communist China in the world will 
continue to increase markedly over the next decade, thus posing increas-
ingly serious challenges and a growing menace to the US and the West.

II. POWER TRENDS AND POLICY PROBLEMS OF THE USSR

19. We estimate that:6

a. Soviet economic and scientific strength will continue to grow at 
a rapid rate.

b. The Soviets, despite some force reductions, will maintain a high 
level of conventional military forces and will greatly increase their long 
range attack capabilities, above all through a substantial ICBM buildup. 
However, the Soviet leaders probably do not count upon acquiring, by 
any particular date, a military advantage so decisive as to permit them 
to plan attacks on Western retaliatory forces with the degree and cer-
tainty of success required to insure that they could win a general war 
without themselves incurring unacceptable damage.7

6 This paragraph is based on the longer discussion of these matters in the forthcom-
ing NIE 11–4–59, “MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES AND POLICIES.” [Foot-
note is in the original.]

7 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, would revise sentence two as fol-
lows: “While the Soviet leaders probably do not count upon acquiring it by any particular 
date, they are vigorously attempting to acquire a military advantage so decisive as to permit 
them to plan attacks on Western retaliatory forces with the degree and certainty of suc-
cess required to insure that they could win a general war without themselves incurring 
unacceptable damage.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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c. In the Soviet view, the emerging standoff of intercontinental 
striking forces marks a stalemate only of general war capabilities. They 
consider that this situation of mutual deterrence would open up new 
opportunities for advancing Communist power by political, economic, 
and perhaps even limited military means. We believe, however, that 
even then they would not wittingly assume serious risks of general 
war. We believe that they would draw back if the Western response 
were of such vigor that in their view more extensive Soviet involve-
ment would entail either serious risk of general war or net political loss. 
At the same time, we believe that the chance of their miscalculating 
risks may increase if they remain convinced that their relative power 
is growing.

d. Soviet foreign policy will remain devoted to the same objectives 
as heretofore. At least over a five- year period, elements of both a policy 
of pressure and one of reducing tensions will probably be adopted at 
one time or another. The immediate outlook is that the Soviets will con-
tinue their present tactics of detente at least through the initial phase 
of the series of high- level negotiations now in view. In another year 
or two they may feel that their capabilities in long range missiles have 
brought them into a period when the relations of military power are 
the most favorable from their point of view. They will still try to win 
Western concessions basically through negotiation. But the element of 
pressure and threat will probably become more pronounced, perhaps 
much more so, than it is at present.

e. On Berlin, we believe that, as long as the Soviets are confident 
that they can make progress towards their aims in Germany by negoti-
ation and propaganda, they will probably abstain from any major inter-
ference with Western access and from making a separate peace treaty 
with East Germany. If they decide that further progress is impossible 
by comparatively mild methods, they will probably make the separate 
peace treaty, though they would not necessarily try at the same time 
to obstruct Western access to Berlin. On disarmament, the Soviets may 
actually wish to see a freeze or even a cutback in some armaments in 
order to improve their potentialities for long- run political and economic 
competition. However, the Soviets consider great military strength as an 
essential ingredient in the challenge they pose to the non- Communist 
world. Moreover, the Soviet aversion to extensive foreign controls and 
inspection in the USSR persists, and will almost certainly exclude any-
thing more than limited agreements.

20. In the pursuit of their objectives the Soviets clearly consider that 
their military progress is a major direct factor in their growing power 
position. Moreover, Soviet achievements in the missile and space fields 
have already gone far to create an image of Soviet superiority in the 
eyes of much of the world. During the next decade Soviet space efforts 
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will be considerable, favoring those space systems having the greatest 
military potential, but designed also to yield the maximum in scientific 
gains and in propaganda value.

21. Coupled with this power aspect, Soviet economic growth 
causes communism to appear to much of the underdeveloped world 
as a successful model for the handling of massive economic prob-
lems. Moreover, the Soviets have had considerable success in identify-
ing themselves, through propaganda and diplomatic proposals, with 
worldwide desires for a lessening of tensions, most notably on the issue 
of nuclear testing, and to a lesser degree on the disarmament question 
generally.

22. With such assets, the USSR will for the foreseeable future con-
tinue to gravely threaten US security and that of the Free World gen-
erally. Yet as the Soviets seek to expand their influence in the world 
they confront both external and internal problems, which we believe 
will arise chiefly with respect to the Satellite situation, Soviet relations 
with the underdeveloped areas, long- term evolution within the USSR 
itself, and Sino- Soviet relations. While, at present, we see no basis for 
estimating that such problems would diminish Soviet internal power 
or change the basic objectives of the Soviet leadership, they could in the 
course of time limit the effectiveness or even alter the content of Soviet 
foreign policy.

23. The Satellite Situation. The present tendency in Eastern Europe 
generally is toward a stabilization and consolidation of Communist 
rule, with Soviet authority in political and ideological questions more 
firm than at any time since 1956. An increase in the degree of interna-
tional acceptance of the East German Regime, or any apparent weak-
ening in the position of West Berlin, could further strengthen the Soviet 
position in the Satellites. In the long run, however, the Satellites will 
remain one of the critical problems with which the Soviets will have to 
cope, given the likely continuation of deep- seated antipathy to Soviet 
domination. During a period of rising popular expectations and greater 
contacts with the outside world, the Soviets must endeavor to main-
tain political structures that can, on the one hand, ensure the required 
degree of Soviet control and, on the other, be operated without exces-
sive friction, and appear to the world as an attractive image of commu-
nism in practice.

24. Soviet Relations with the Underdeveloped Areas. The total Soviet 
presence and the Soviet trade and aid programs in these areas will 
undoubtedly increase in coming years and will offer opportunities for 
expanding Soviet influence as well as for assisting local Communist 
elements. Furthermore, the desire of many of the newly created nations 
for development of military forces offers fertile ground for a form of 
Communist influence which could lead to serious consequences. On 
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the other hand, the experience of the last two years suggests that in 
some areas the honeymoon period that began in 1954 is drawing to a 
close and that the USSR will encounter problems as its contacts with the 
underdeveloped world expand. Developments in Burma, for example, 
have shown that an initial favorable impact may be vitiated by subse-
quent frictions, while the effect of Communist policy toward Iraq on 
Soviet- UAR relations has shown the difficulty of supporting regional 
rivals. Another sign is the disillusionment of some non- Communist 
students and trainees visiting Russia, both with ideological commu-
nism and with the physical and personal aspects of Soviet life.

25. More broadly, the extension of Soviet Bloc trade and aid pro-
grams throughout the world increasingly builds up the impression that 
the USSR can help any nation it wishes—an impression fortified by the 
Soviets’ own boasting of their economic progress. In effect, the USSR 
now appears to be a “have” nation, and underdeveloped countries will 
come more and more to consider that the Soviet Union has an obliga-
tion to help them. Hence, Soviet efforts to continue their aid program 
on a highly selective basis will increasingly encounter the political pen-
alties of aid denied or cut down in the face of hopes built up.

26. Long- term Evolution within the USSR. Over the next five years 
we see no prospect of a change in the Soviet domestic scene so funda-
mental as to diminish the motivation, will, or capacity of the regime 
to project its rapidly growing power externally. But popular hopes for 
a better life are on the rise in the USSR. Some groups seek a greater 
degree of personal freedom from restrictions and there is a far more 
universal desire to enjoy more of the economic fruits of Soviet growth. 
Khrushchev so far has tended to take these sentiments into account and 
has thus somewhat strengthened the regime. However, looking beyond 
the next five years, conflicts are likely to arise between the desires of an 
increasingly significant popular opinion and the ideological impetus 
and allocation of resources required under a thrusting foreign policy. 
We do not predict that these conflicts will alter basic Soviet objectives, 
but their long- run influence could be in the direction of reducing the 
outward pressure of Soviet policy, particularly if that policy should 
appear unprofitable.

27. Sino- Soviet Relations. Insofar as we can now foresee, the USSR 
and Communist China will continue to be firmly allied against the 
West. However, frictions have already arisen over extremist tendencies 
in Chinese internal policy, over Chinese ideological pretensions, over 
foreign policy tactics, and probably over whether the USSR should sup-
ply nuclear weapons to China. These or other frictions may be magni-
fied in the future. As Communist China progresses and Soviet levers 
of authority become less effective, Peiping will tend to exercise more 
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independent judgment on doctrinal and tactical issues, both in domes-
tic and external affairs.

28. Thus, each party to the alliance may come to act more in terms 
of its view of its own national need and interest. In most cases, the 
respective views are likely to remain parallel, and on many occasions 
a forceful Communist Chinese policy may be favorable to Soviet aims. 
However, if there should be increasing differences over international 
tactics and policy, as over the Sino- Indian border issue, the Soviets 
could be considerably embarrassed and their policy impeded.

29. The possibility of tactical or doctrinal differences does not mean 
that an open Sino- Soviet rupture is in sight. The long range question 
is not so much one of outright rupture as of growing independence 
which could produce discord tending to reduce the effectiveness of the 
alliance in furthering the objectives of both the USSR and Communist 
China. There will probably be some evidences of such independence 
over the next five years, although at least for this period both parties 
will regard the maintenance of the alliance as vital.

III. THE COMMUNIST CHINESE THREAT TO ASIA

30. Under the stress of greatly accelerated domestic efforts, includ-
ing the recently reaffirmed commune program, Communist China 
clearly faces rough years indeed.8 Economic strains and the bitterness 
generated by vast social changes cannot help but produce an internal 
climate of great tension, although the regime can probably maintain 
basic order and prevent major disruptions by a combination of forceful 
measures and tactical adjustments. Economically, although rapid pop-
ulation growth will absorb much of the increase in agricultural pro-
duction industrial, growth from the present generally low level will 
probably continue at rates higher than those of the USSR or any major 
Western power, or India.

31. Communist China’s military capabilities, relative to the rest 
of Asia, will continue to grow. Over the next five years, Communist 
China will be producing an increasing portion of its need for conven-
tional military equipment, but will still be heavily dependent on the 
USSR. Within this same period the USSR may provide limited missile 
and nuclear weapons support to Communist China, retaining custody 
of the nuclear components. We have no information indicating that 
the Chinese Communists have a plutonium production facility pres-
ently in operation or under construction, although they are developing 

8 As to developments in Communist China over the next five years, this section 
relies principally on NIE 13–59, “COMMMUNIST CHINA,” dated 28 July 1959. Since the 
date of that estimate, however, events have pointed even more strongly in the direction 
of internal stress and external toughness. [Footnote is in the original.]
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a raw materials capability and have had considerable basic technical 
assistance and training from the Soviets. However, assuming that the 
Chinese Communists have a modest but high priority plutonium pro-
duction effort underway, they could be in a position as early as 1964 to 
test a crude nuclear device chiefly of their own development. Even the 
initial testing of a nuclear device by Communist China would have an 
important psychological impact, particularly in Asia.

32. The Chinese Communists will probably seek to achieve their 
objectives by political and subversive means, while not precluding the 
use of force to exploit targets of opportunity or to respond to situa-
tions which they might interpret as a threat to their position in Asia. 
They will continue to employ a broad range of tactics. Along with 
occasional manifestations of “Bandung reasonableness,” however, the 
foreign policy of a restive, increasingly powerful, and ideologically 
extreme Communist China is virtually certain, as recent events have 
foreshadowed, to include frequent manifestations of truculence and of 
impatience to emerge as an acknowledged world power. The Offshore 
Islands situation will not lie quiescent indefinitely, and we shall prob-
ably see more, rather than less, of the range of pressures now exempli-
fied on the Indian border, in Laos, and in Indonesia.

33. Over the next several years a number of additional nations, par-
ticularly those newly constituted, will probably recognize Communist 
China. Moreover, if disarmament negotiations are continued or lim-
ited agreements are reached, there will be a strong desire among 
other nations to include Communist China under such agreements. In 
light of these factors Communist China’s admission to the UN will be 
extremely difficult to prevent.

34. Non- Communist Asia. The ruthlessness and aggressiveness 
of recent Communist Chinese domestic and foreign policies, such as 
the commune program, Tibet, and the Sino Indian border crisis, have 
substantially increased apprehensions throughout Asia of Communist 
Chinese strength and intentions. This increased alarm has produced 
some strengthening of border security measures and some decrease 
in regional frictions, and has led some neutralist countries to be more 
sympathetic to the US.

35. Several individual countries—most notably Laos, Cambodia, 
Indonesia, and Singapore—remain unstable and particularly vulnera-
ble to Communist influence. Elsewhere the outlook is more hopeful. 
The succession problems of South Vietnam and Nationalist China 
can probably be met, although that of the ROK is more doubtful. In 
Thailand, Burma, and the Philippines, there are indigenous forces that 
will tend to maintain fair stability.

36. Of the non- Communist countries in the area, Japan alone com-
bines large and growing economic power with a good prospect of 



968 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

continuing political stability. Having brought its population growth 
under substantial control, Japan can prosper if it can retain access to 
US and other Free World markets, and will be in a position to take an 
increasing role as entrepreneur to the rest of non- Communist Asia. 
Moreover, given such prosperity, Japan will probably be able to keep 
local leftists under control. Thus Japan will probably offer to the rest 
of Asia an example of economic growth and political stability achieved 
through means other than communism, and will probably continue to 
identify its interests in international political affairs with those of the 
West. On the other hand, there is strong domestic pressure in Japan 
for increased trade and official relations with Communist China; while 
some expansion in these relations is likely over the next few years, trade 
levels will probably be limited so long as Japan’s Western ties remain 
strong, and Japan is not likely to take steps that would seriously impair 
its relations with the US. Japan will probably evidence an increased 
independence of action in foreign policy. In any event we do not foresee 
that Japan will develop major military capabilities of its own nor that it 
would associate itself with any regional military alliance.

37. India, the other potential major power of non- Communist Asia, 
is now subjected to Chinese Communist pressures such that, even if the 
present issues were to be resolved, there would be a lasting residue of 
anti- Chinese and to a lesser extent anti- Communist feeling. India’s rela-
tions with Pakistan will probably continue to improve, and India will 
seek to strengthen its northern border defenses and ties. It might also 
step up efforts to expand its influence in Southeast Asia so as to support 
non-Communist regimes far more than to date. Although India is not 
likely to alter its basic neutralist policy or to enter regional alliances, it 
may look more benevolently on Western policies.

38. Internally India faces many political difficulties, and its eco-
nomic progress will be slower than that of Communist China. However, 
if India achieves steady economic growth, it could provide an example 
in Asia of an underdeveloped country adhering to humane policies 
and to evolutionary rather than revolutionary change in social values. 
Such growth could only be attained by an effective and sustained effort 
within India, and would depend heavily also upon foreign aid.

39. Prospects for the Growth or Containment of Communist Influence. 
In general the non- Communist nations of Asia are subject to the same 
attraction toward pragmatic neutralism as other underdeveloped areas. 
Communist Chinese pressure could operate to increase neutralist sen-
timent, but in some circumstances it might have the opposite effect of 
strengthening orientation toward the West and increasing sympathy 
with the US.

40. In light of the number of precarious situations cited above, 
there is a fair chance that a Communist regime will come to power in 
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one or another of the countries in the area within the next five years. 
US action, however, could in most cases reduce this chance and in any 
event could probably prevent any chain reaction if an individual coun-
try did go Communist. It is hard to see the situation in the area as a 
whole improving markedly over this period, and a bellicose Chinese 
Communist policy could produce widespread turmoil and even major 
hostilities.

IV. THE ROLE OF WESTERN EUROPE

41. Western Europe as a whole is likely to prosper over the next 
few years, and the economies of most countries, especially the major 
continental states, are likely to grow at rates only slightly below those 
of the last five years. Economic efficiency is generally increasing rap-
idly, and the basic terms of trade with underdeveloped areas are likely 
to continue favorable to Europe for some time to come. Even the avail-
ability of oil is far less uncertain than it was a few years back.

42. The movement toward economic integration will continue 
to have great momentum. However, the current differences between 
the Common Market (Six) and the European Free Trade Association 
(Seven) will be difficult to resolve. If, as seems likely, the Six move ahead 
rapidly— with increasing political consultation among themselves—
then the UK and the rest of the Seven will feel increasing compulsion to 
reach some sort of accommodation embracing the 13 and perhaps oth-
ers. However, British viewpoints in particular must undergo marked 
changes before any type of association becomes possible. Moreover, the 
strong, though declining, protectionist attitudes of the French and their 
aspirations to lead the continent will have to be modified. Association 
could also be prevented by serious French domestic difficulties. A con-
tinued split between the groups, with rigid economic divisions forming 
between them, would have serious consequences for the political cohe-
siveness of the West.

43. International Economic Policy and Economic Aid. The prospect of 
continued sound economic growth carries with it a substantial Western 
European capacity to reduce trade barriers and to assist in aid to the 
underdeveloped areas. A great part of the capacity to render assist-
ance will continue to be exerted, particularly by France, in colonial or 
recently colonial areas, so long as some form of political tie remains. 
For more general aid and private investment efforts, West Germany 
has by far the greatest potential, while the UK effort probably can rise 
only modestly.

44. NATO. NATO faces a serious problem in maintaining firmness 
and cohesion. One factor creating this problem is a difference of view 
on policy toward the USSR. Substantial official and public opinion, par-
ticularly in the UK, tends to see little likelihood of Soviet military action 
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in Europe, and the regard the present prospects of reducing tensions 
through negotiations as favorable. On the other hand, the Governments 
of France and West Germany stress the continuing seriousness of the 
Soviet threat to Europe, and are generally opposed to concessions as 
a price for reduced tensions. The problem is compounded by anti- 
German sentiment in the UK.9

45. The second potentially divisive factor is the desire on the con-
tinent, notably in France, for a greater role and voice in decisions. De 
Gaulle seeks increased status for France and national control of French 
forces within NATO. Furthermore, there is some support in France, and 
to a lesser degree among other continental WEU countries, for the cre-
ation in the next few years of some form of European continental mili-
tary grouping, possibly related to NATO.

46. Basic underlying factors are the impact of Soviet military prog-
ress and, in some quarters, growing doubts about the adequacy of the 
US military posture and the future course of US policy. The Soviet 
ICBM buildup is in itself almost certain to increase doubt as to whether 
in fact the US would exert its full weight against Soviet pressures in 
Europe. The level of trust in US support of NATO is not yet seriously 
reduced. However, West Germany and Turkey in particular, and to a 
lesser degree other European NATO members are highly sensitive to 
any apparent US lack of firmness in East- West negotiations or to any 
suggestion of a substantial reduction in US forces committed to NATO, 
as possible indications of gradual US withdrawal.

47. The prosperity of the major NATO countries makes them capa-
ble of bearing a larger share of the military load. However, the trend of 
popular feeling is generally against any increase in defense budgets. 
Arguments over the soundness of NATO military strategy add to the 
popular reluctance to support defense spending.

48. In this complex situation, current Soviet emphasis on reducing 
tensions creates a special problem. To the extent that an impression of 
detente persists, it will be difficult to prevent cuts in defense budgets, 
to avoid further serious strains within NATO, and to preserve pres-
ent NATO force goals or to devise a new strategy commanding broad 
assent and support. If the pressure motif again becomes dominant in 
Soviet policy, this would probably tend to strengthen NATO ties and 
stimulate defense efforts.

49. The course of events in key individual countries could, of 
course, greatly affect the outcome. In France an Algerian solution is 

9 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, considers that the 
last sentence of this paragraph should be eliminated: he believes that anti- German senti-
ment in the UK is not a significant factor in the differences of view on policy toward the 
USSR. [Footnote is in the original.]
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difficult to foresee except through de Gaulle. His early overthrow or 
death would probably be followed shortly by a rightist authoritarian 
regime based on military support. Such a French Government would 
be likely to pursue policies in Algeria that could seriously injure the 
West’s position in underdeveloped areas. Moreover, the policies of such 
a regime in this and other respects could well produce critical divisions 
within France, impede European economic integration, and induce 
severe strains within NATO and in Franco- US relations. The realities 
of France’s political, economic and military situation would, however, 
tend to restrain extremist tendencies.

50. If, on the other hand, de Gaulle continues in power and brings 
off some workable Algerian solution, France would be much strength-
ened and stabilized. De Gaulle would be likely to press the harder his 
present efforts to enlarge French influence and, if unsuccessful, would 
probably act with increasing independence.

51. There are also uncertainties in the prospects for West Germany. 
Recent events have highlighted the importance of Adenauer’s role and 
the problem of his succession. It appears likely that the CDU will win 
the 1961 election, and be able to maintain internal stability and economic 
growth. Adenauer’s successors will almost certainly continue the main 
lines of his foreign policies, although there might be some decline in their 
devotion to European integration and to close Franco- German rapport.

52. However, West Germany will in any event remain highly sen-
sitive to US policy. Moreover, West Germany’s stature within Europe is 
steadily increasing; militarily, its forces will within a year or so be by far 
the largest European contribution to the NATO shield in Germany, and 
its capacity for military production is growing rapidly. If West Germany 
should come seriously to doubt that the US can and will defend Europe 
and uphold basic West German national interests, it would be increas-
ingly attracted to schemes for some form of continental military group-
ing and might hope to become the eventual leader in such a grouping.

53. In any case, some increase in West Germany’s assertiveness and 
independence in foreign policy is probable over the next few years. A 
West German attempt to resolve the German reunification problem by 
force is highly unlikely, and only in the event of a serious weakening 
of the Western alliance might the Federal Republic be likely to seek an 
accommodation with the USSR. However, if West German policy and 
opinion were to take on an increasingly nationalistic tone, this might 
lead to growing distrust both among NATO countries and in the Soviet 
Bloc, particularly when West German forces have access to nuclear 
weapons. Thus, NATO relationships could be disturbed, and tensions 
with the East increased.

54. Outlook. Over the next few years, despite these uncertainties, we 
believe that basic military dependence on the US will hold the NATO 
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alliance together. Nevertheless its effectiveness will probably be some-
what reduced, and this reduction could attain serious proportions if 
European confidence in the will and ability of the US to protect Europe 
from the Communist threat should decline markedly.

55. De Gaulle will probably continue to seek to minimize the degree 
of integration of NATO forces and to develop France’s own nuclear 
capabilities. However, the achievement of a substantial independent 
nuclear capability would present enormous economic and technolog-
ical difficulties for France and would in any event require a period of 
not less than five years and probably considerably more.

56. In part for this reason, France may at some point solicit the 
collaboration of West Germany and perhaps of other European NATO 
countries, in the development of advanced delivery systems and per-
haps in the production of nuclear weapons. Adenauer would almost 
certainly not enter into extensive collaboration under present circum-
stances. He and his successors would probably adhere to the same 
position in the future, so long as they were assured of US aid and sup-
port and provided also that West German forces could obtain nuclear 
weapons from the US on acceptable terms. In the latter connection, 
West Germany and other NATO members are likely in the near future 
to press for changes in stockpiling arrangements that would provide 
NATO, WEU, or national participation in control.

57. Apart from the case of France, the independent development 
of nuclear weapons by West European countries will be inhibited by 
world opposition to nuclear testing, demonstrated strikingly in the 
recent UN vote on the French tests, and likely to become increasingly 
strong whether or not the major powers reach an agreement on the 
subject. In the face of this opposition, and the costs involved, we now 
believe that it is an open question whether such countries as Sweden 
and Switzerland will develop their own weapons. West Germany is 
unlikely to do so unless denied weapons on acceptable terms by the 
US, the UK, and France.

58. Over a period of 5–10 years, the emergence of a continental 
bloc that controlled a substantial nuclear capability and sizable conven-
tional forces, is a possibility. However, any such European turn away 
from primary dependence on the US would be likely only if European 
confidence in the US had markedly declined. Moreover, such a union 
based primarily on West German and French military potential could 
attain major proportions only under optimum conditions, including at 
a minimum continued rapid economic progress and internal political 
stability among the participants.

59. The progress of Western Europe in the past decade, including 
the stability of West Germany and gradual consolidation of its ties with 
the West, remains a major gain in the overall Western power position. 
However, this new strength will probably not be applied as fully and 
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cohesively as it might be to the key problems now confronting the West, 
unless there is some return to the sense of urgency that existed when 
the alliance was formed. Improvements in the present structure of orga-
nizations and relationships could be of assistance. In general, however, 
the Western European public has settled down into a pattern of pros-
perity in which it will be difficult to arouse great support either for 
increased defense measures or for large- scale aid to underdeveloped 
countries.

V. STABILITY IN THE UNDERDEVELOPED AREAS

A. General Problems

Nationalism and Attitudes Toward The Major Powers

60. Generally speaking, the force of nationalist feeling will remain 
undiminished in the underdeveloped areas. The nations that came into 
being soon after World War II, now entering their second decade of 
existence, are becoming somewhat less strident. On the other hand, the 
newer nations, and those due to emerge in Africa in the future, will 
have continuing spasms of extreme nationalism, especially where the 
break with the colonial power is accompanied by bitterness.

61. It is worth noting that the next decade will see not only the 
throwing off of almost all remaining colonial ties, but probably some 
additional adjustments of national units. Many new states have been 
built on uncertain foundations of national identity (e.g., Indonesia, 
Pakistan, the individual Arab countries). In Africa, where the bulk of 
the new nations of the 1960’s will be, political boundaries bear little 
relation to tribal or other natural divisions. Moreover, cultural ties, 
political objectives, and in many cases economic factors often point to 
wider regional groupings, such as the UAR, Black African federations, 
and a possible Maghreb grouping in North Africa. The result could be 
a number of changes in political boundaries, involving partition, some 
type of federation or both. Such changes would not, however, neces-
sarily reduce the effect of nationalist feeling: at least in the Arab World 
they could intensify it.

62. The onetime colonial powers are, of course, now largely “ex,” 
save in Africa. Elsewhere in the underdeveloped areas anticolonialism, 
in its narrow sense of resentment at present or past political domina-
tion, is declining and will decline further. The same feelings, however, 
can be and are applied equally strongly against real or apparent dom-
ination in the economic sphere, as illustrated in Latin America. Old- 
style anticolonialism is being replaced by “have- not vs. have” feelings 
no less serious and potentially harmful, compounded by regional and 
color consciousness. For all of these antagonisms, the US is a prime 
target; if there is any comfort it is that the USSR is becoming more and 
more tarred with the same brush.
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Economic Growth and Aspirations

63. The extent and force of “have- not” feelings are almost certain to 
be strengthened by the economic course of the underdeveloped areas in 
the next few years. Even for those nations (e.g., Argentina, Brazil, and 
Mexico) where something like an economic “take- off” is occurring, the 
gap between their standards of living and those of the advanced West 
and the USSR will remain wide. Rapid population growth will greatly 
contribute to this result, and in other countries that might otherwise 
appear to be approaching the point of “take- off”—most importantly 
India—it will probably siphon off a high proportion of potential invest-
ment resources into meeting consumption needs. Thus industrial prog-
ress could be slowed down and have little effect on popular welfare. 
With death rates likely to decline more rapidly than birth rates over the 
next decade, the population problem and its economic impact are likely 
to become more serious except in a few sparsely settled areas.

64. Moreover, the tremendous dependence of the underdeveloped 
areas on raw material markets in the West will continue essentially 
unchanged, and will be an increasingly sore point to local leaders. The 
best current forecast is that the terms of trade for exporters of agricul-
tural products, and to a lesser extent of industrial raw materials, are 
likely to remain unfavorable over the next decade in the face of techno-
logical substitution and other factors. If so, this will increase pressures 
on the economic and foreign trade policies of the US and the West, and 
create both opportunities and pitfalls for the USSR and the Bloc.

65. As to their own hopes for growth, some of the extravagant early 
expectations of underdeveloped nations with regard to industrializa-
tion have by now been dampened by harsh experience and growing 
realization of the depth and complexity of their problems, and of the 
need for major social changes before these problems can be effectively 
tackled. But if the governments of “have- not” nations expect less in the 
way of visible progress, it does not follow that they will be any less vig-
orous in their demands upon the “have” nations for capital investment 
and support. Nor will the pressure on the US and the West be eased 
much by the fact that the USSR will also be subject to such pressures. 
The game of balancing economic demands on East and West is one that 
almost all can play, and most of them will.

Political Stability

66. The problems of developing leadership and effective political 
systems remain acute throughout the underdeveloped areas. The new 
nations of Africa appear to be adopting thinly veiled forms of dicta-
torial control from the outset; in the absence of any military or other 
trained class, an adequate supply of future leadership is hard to fore-
see. The longer established nations of Latin America have generally 
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thrown off military dictatorship in favor of regimes based on middle 
class support or, in a few cases such as Cuba, on “the street.” Between 
these two, a number of nations in the Far East, South Asia, and Middle 
East continue to depend heavily on military leadership and influence.

67. Basically, the test of political organization in the eyes of the 
newer nations is more and more the pragmatic one of whether it 
appears able to meet their problems of modernization, economic 
growth, and attaining national power. While democracy as a political 
theory has wide appeal in terms of its satisfaction of individual aspi-
rations, its appeal is also wrapped up with the image of power and 
material progress provided by the major Western democracies. On the 
other side the appeal of communism rests increasingly, at least among 
leadership groups, on the appearance it presents of a form of organiza-
tion able to produce rapid progress under conditions similar to those 
of the underdeveloped countries, as demonstrated in practice by the 
USSR and Communist China. In general, the traditions of underde-
veloped countries and the scope of the problems they confront incline 
these nations toward the use of state action. The most frequent result in 
practice will probably continue to be a mixture of native traditions with 
elements of both systems.

68. Communism has succeeded in some cases in identifying itself 
with nationalist and anticolonial movements and thus gained strength, 
particularly in the early stages of new regimes. Local Communists and 
the international Communist movement will in many areas continue 
to be able to attract adherents among the frustrated and dissatisfied. 
However, as Communist strength grows, it tends to arouse resistance 
among leaders who fear the threat to their own power. The chances of 
Communist or Communist- dominated governments coming to power 
will be greatest where strong local Communist groups operate in con-
ditions of serious political, economic, and social instability and disloca-
tion. Such conditions are likely to be widespread in the underdeveloped 
areas for the foreseeable future.

Local Conflicts

69. There are a great many friction points scattered throughout the 
world that could produce local conflicts, international or internal, pre-
cipitated only secondarily, if at all, by the East- West struggle. The Arab- 
Israel situation appears the most deep- seated and serious of these; the 
situation in the Caribbean and Iraq may be even more explosive in the 
short term. Other possibilities in coming years are Cyprus, Ethiopia- 
Somalia, Indonesia-West New Guinea, the Pakistan- Afghan tribal 
areas, and many local situations in Africa and the Arab States.

70. Yet there are factors tending to keep local conflicts from expand-
ing beyond manageable bounds. In most of these cases the forces 
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locally available will be limited, in light of the difficulties encountered 
in many underdeveloped nations in developing major military forces, 
and particularly in becoming proficient with advanced military equip-
ment. Another and more important factor is the growing use and flex-
ibility of UN and other international machinery. The UN seems likely 
to be increasingly effective in calming situations and facilitating settle-
ments. Moreover, world opinion as experienced in the UN will have 
to be taken more and more into account by major powers considering 
intervention in local conflicts.

71. Any spread of nuclear weapons to the underdeveloped areas 
could, of course, have incalculable consequences for the likelihood and 
scope of local conflicts. However, we do not believe any of the under-
developed countries could or would produce its own weapons, even 
on an initial basis, if for no other reason than expense and prevail-
ing world opposition to nuclear testing. Nor do we believe Western 
Europe would be a source; the sole possible exception, France sup-
plying Israel, would involve the risk of triggering Soviet nuclear sup-
port to the Arab States. Except possibly in such a case, we believe that 
the Soviets for a variety of reasons would not make nuclear weapons 
available to underdeveloped countries.

B. Prospects for Particular Areas

72. From these general points, we turn to an appraisal of the pros-
pects for particular areas, taking into account local stages of develop-
ment and other factors that could operate to affect stability and the 
chances of Communist success. As noted in Section III, the Far East and 
Southeast Asia present special cases because of the Chinese Communist 
threat.

73. Middle East. For the short- run, the outlook for Western influ-
ence in the Arab World has improved, in large part because Nasser 
and other Arab nationalist leaders are becoming increasingly aware of 
the Communist threat.10 Basic Western interests—access to oil and the 
maintenance of reasonably stable non- Communist governments—are 
not incompatible with those of the Arab States themselves. Yet the Arab 
nations will almost certainly continue to seek economic aid from both 
sides, and there will remain the possibility of chaotic developments in 
any one country (Iraq at present) or of conflict between countries. Such 
developments or a resurgence of the deeply rooted Arab- Israeli conflict 
would present serious dangers of further Communist inroads. Beyond 
the Arab World, the situation in Iran is precarious and could turn 
chaotic. Moreover, continued political instability coupled with Soviet 

10 For a more complete discussion, see the recent NIE 30–59, “MAIN CURRENTS IN 
THE ARAB WORLD,” dated 25 August 1959. [Footnote is in the original.]
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threats or inducements could cause Iran to withdraw from CENTO. All 
in all, the Middle East will remain very unstable.

74. South Asia. In India, moderate political elements will probably 
be able to maintain control for at least the next few years. However, 
the departure of Nehru would probably intensify political divisions 
and might contribute to a decline in the effectiveness of government. 
Particularly if economic progress diminishes, there is a possibility that 
Nehru’s departure would be followed by such political dislocations as 
to produce a temporary abandonment of democratic methods, perhaps 
associated with army participation in the government.

75. Elsewhere in the area, Afghanistan has become deeply involved 
with the USSR in trade and economic and military aid programs. So long 
as Western support continues it can probably retain its independence, 
but even granted such support there is a possibility that it will come 
under effective Soviet domination within five years or so. Pakistan’s 
military regime can probably keep control and a reasonable degree of 
stability for some time. Ceylon may emerge under conservative control 
from its present precarious state, but in any event the outlook is for 
unstable conditions.

76. Africa. Former French North Africa is a special case, with the 
possibilities ranging from chaos to fairly constructive relationships 
with France; the economic outlook is generally dim. Those areas of East, 
Central, and southern Africa which have an acute white settler problem 
face a grave and increasingly urgent problem of terminating or modify-
ing white control and of forming workable governments. Even if these 
are solved, the long- term outlook for stability and orderly develop-
ment is unpromising. Both in these areas and in West Africa, most new 
nations will turn for aid first to the West and, if unsatisfied, to the Bloc, 
often with highly unrealistic aspirations and expectations. While trade 
and other economic relations with the Bloc will increase in Africa and 
there will be many opportunities for the spread of Communist influ-
ence, we do not believe that local Communist- controlled groups will 
become entrenched in power in any country at least over the next few 
years, given a reasonable degree of effective attention from the west.11

77. Latin America. Latin America’s importance in world affairs will 
grow substantially in coming years. However, even the economic growth 
of the more advanced countries, much less that of the more backward, 
will have difficulty in keeping pace with rising popular expectations, 

11 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, the Assistant 
Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, and the Director for 
Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believe that the prospects for Communist groups should be 
limited further by substituting after “Communist- controlled groups” in the last sentence 
the words: “will become a major political force in any country. . . .” [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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and in most countries prospects for any substantial improvement are 
not bright.

78. Communist prospects in Latin America are improving as a result 
of the area- wide reaction against autocratic or oligarchic rule, the more 
open political atmosphere, and economic adversity. The major threat 
of communism lies, as in Cuba at present, in its infiltration of national-
ist and revolutionary movements. Soviet Bloc trade and aid programs, 
and contacts with Communist China, are likely to increase moderately, 
but will be essentially secondary elements in the Communist threat.

79. In Latin America as a whole we look for some expansion in 
Communist influence over the next few years, although such an expan-
sion will probably not be widespread, especially in view of the possi-
bilities for US action. However, there is a possibility that one or another 
country, notably Cuba, could fall under Communist control. Moreover, 
the Communists or other extremists may achieve such influence that 
they can put through programs seriously threatening US interests or 
even security. In any event, the US will be under increasing pressure, 
and Latin American support for the US, for example in the UN, will 
almost certainly continue to decline.

80. Summary. The complex force of nationalism and growing desires 
for a better life will be powerful forces shaping the course of events in 
countries of the underdeveloped world. These countries will continue 
to expect help from the richer countries, and will be inclined to accept 
such help, regardless of whether it comes from East or West. Inasmuch 
as these countries generally lack the experienced leadership, the stable 
political and social institutions, and the material resources to cope with 
their many problems in orderly ways, there will remain the possibility 
of violent upheavals and local conflicts. While these outbreaks may not 
stem from the East- West struggle, they can be expected often to involve 
the interests of the two sides and to afford opportunities for exploita-
tion. Thus, the underdeveloped world will continue to be a principal 
area of the contest between the Bloc and the West.

VI. US INFLUENCE AND PRESTIGE

81. Recent Soviet scientific and economic achievements, viewed 
against a background of steady growth of the relative power position 
of the USSR, have erased the picture of unique US power that prevailed 
between World War II and 1957. The immediate consequences, how-
ever, have been mitigated by other events. The course of the Lebanon 
and Quemoy crises, and to a lesser extent of the Berlin issue, has 
demonstrated to the world that the US remains able and willing to take 
firm action; the US entry into high- level contacts and negotiations with 
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the USSR, while viewed in part as the result of Soviet power gains, 
has generally been welcomed. The President’s visits abroad have done 
much to evidence US concern for peace and for the welfare of both its 
major allies and underdeveloped nations. On the Bloc side, the exter-
nal programs of the USSR have met with checks, and the behavior of 
Communist China has led to wider recognition, especially in Asia, of 
the value of the US’s countervailing power.

82. Yet the future of US prestige is by no means assured. Since the 
US will still appear as the principal guarantor of the Free World against 
the power of the USSR and Communist China, indications that the US 
was not maintaining a firm and effective military and political posture 
would lead to a weakening of the resolve of other free nations and 
encourage them to seek various forms of accommodation.

83. The present period of high- level negotiations confronts the US 
both with opportunities and with problems, in maintaining the firm-
ness and cohesion of its major alliances and in keeping before the world 
a picture of the US as a nation genuinely seeking honorable adjustments 
through peaceful means. Though the tendency to judge the US by more 
exacting standards than the USSR is less widespread than in the past, 
it remains true that our allies and other major free nations expect from 
the US a combination of flexibility and firmness that is often not realis-
tically attainable.

84. Problems of the US Strategic Posture. The future relationship 
between the nuclear striking power of the US and that of the USSR is 
difficult to predict at present, depending as it does on a wide range of 
technological and policy factors on both sides. In general, however, the 
growth of Soviet ICBM capabilities is creating a serious problem for the 
US in maintaining among other Free World nations confidence in US 
willingness to bring its strategic nuclear capabilities to bear as a pro-
tection for such nations. Particularly in Western Europe, there are signs 
that this confidence has already been shaken.

85. At the same time, despite the acceptance of reliance on nuclear 
weapons for basic deterrent purposes, there is strong worldwide sen-
timent against the use of such weapons, particularly in limited con-
flicts. We believe that our major allies, at least, will probably continue 
to support the use of Western (essentially US) nuclear weapons in 
situations of clearly major consequence, such as Bloc invasion of the 
NATO area. But in situations of apparently lesser consequence, any 
US use or threat of nuclear weapons will encounter strong opposition 
from a world opinion that will increasingly include major US allies 
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in spite of the advantages such opposition might confer on a Bloc 
aggressor.12,13

86. US Economic Policy. Finally, US economic policy should be 
singled out as a second crucial area affecting US prestige and influ-
ence. In international trade and aid, US response to its balance of pay-
ments problem will be closely watched. Any drastic US reduction of 
aid without some compensating action would weaken US influence in 
the underdeveloped areas, while extensive US protectionist measures 
would certainly set off a wave of countermeasures. Basically, however 
much the capacity of other Western nations grows, the Free World will 
still look to the US for leadership in the problem of channeling Western 
aid to the “have- not” nations and in the freeing and encouraging of 
international trade, and will be intensely concerned with the economic 
policies, both domestic and foreign, adopted by the US.

12 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not concur in the judgments 
voiced in the latter portions of this paragraph. He would end the paragraph at the word 
“consequence” in the second sentence and delete all that follows. Such deletion would 
eliminate several broad judgments which do not lend themselves to precise interpre-
tation. In particular, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, disagrees with the 
judgment that “world opinion” would necessarily be against the use, or threat of use, of 
US nuclear weapons. The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, holds the view that 
our major allies, at least, will formulate their opinions and make their decisions at the 
time of aggression and on the basis of the issues then involved. Moreover, there appears 
to be no present evidence to support the implication that the Free World in general, or the 
major US allies in particular, would capitulate to the Bloc rather than indorse the use of 
nuclear weapons. [Footnote is in the original.]

13 The Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, does not concur with this paragraph 
as written. He believes the paragraph should be rewritten as follows:

“At the same time, despite the acceptance of reliance on nuclear weapons for basic 
deterrent purposes, the world is generally in ignorance of the spectrum of weapon yields and 
delivery accuracies available. As a result, no mental image other than that of a high- yield bomb 
detonating over a city is commonly evoked by the word ‘nuclear.’ This factor, intensified by Com-
munist propaganda, has created worldwide sentiment against the use of nuclear weapons, 
particularly in limited conflicts. We believe that our major allies will almost certainly con-
tinue to support the use of Western (essentially US) nuclear weapons in situations of 
clearly major consequence. But in situations not clearly of major consequence, US use or 
threat of nuclear weapons would probably result in a wide variation of public and official reac-
tions among the non-Communist nations. Thus there would probably be:

a. Strong protests from peoples and governments with no significant issues at stake.
b. Considerable and vociferous unofficial public opposition from those nations with signif-

icant issues at stake.
c. Some opposition and only reluctant acceptance by the governments—including major 

US allies—of those nations with significant issues at stake. The degree of concern of these govern-
ments would depend or the seriousness of the issue to them, their understanding of the military 
requirement for use of nuclear weapons, their confidence in US ability for discrete usage of nuclear 
weapons, and their view of the feasibility of alternate solutions.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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233. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, January 19, 1960

SUBJECT

The Role of the Military Air Transport Service in Peace and War

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5919
B. NSC Action No. 2167

The enclosed draft recommendations on the subject, prepared by 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Acting Secretary of Commerce, the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
and the Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration, as a revi-
sion of the recommendations contained in the Department of Defense 
report on the subject, are transmitted herewith for consideration by 
the National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, January 21, 
1960. It is contemplated that the President’s decision following such 
NSC consideration will be subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of 
Defense and will not be circulated as an NSC paper.

The original recommendations contained in the Department of 
Defense report were read at the 430th NSC Meeting (January 7, 1960) 
at which NSC 5919 “U.S. Policy with Respect to the Development of 
Cargo Airlift,” was considered.

A copy of the Department of Defense report is being attached to 
this memorandum, for each of the officials who will be attending the 
NSC Meeting for this subject on Thursday, January 21, with the excep-
tion of those who have previously received a copy.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Secretary of Commerce
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency
The Chairman, Civil Aeronautics, Board
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits draft recommendations on the role of MATS. Official Use Only. 
5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Enclosure

Draft Recommendations Prepared for the NSC

Washington, undated

RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE ROLE OF MATS

1. That MATS be equipped and operated in peacetime to insure its 
capability to meet approved military hard-core2 requirements in a gen-
eral war and in situations short of general war, and such other military 
requirements as cannot be met adequately by commercial carriers3 on 
an effective and timely basis. (It is understood that our hard- core and 
other military requirements are currently under study in connection 
with the review of the mobilization base.)

2. That the modernization of MATS hard- core military airlift capa-
bility be undertaken in an orderly manner consistent with other mili-
tary requirements and in keeping with the objectives of par. 1 above.

3. That MATS [routine channel traffic (regularly scheduled, fixed 
routes) operations]4 be reduced on an orderly basis, consistent with 
assured commercial airlift capability at reasonable cost,5 and consistent 
with economical6 and efficient7 use, including realistic training, of the 
MATS capacity resulting from the provisions of par. 1 above.

4. That as commercial carriers make available modern, economical 
long- range cargo aircraft and as further orientation of MATS to the hard- 
core function is effected, increased use should be made of the services of 
such commercial carriers. (It is understood that, for the present, types of 
aircraft such as the DC– 7F and the L– 1049H qualify under this paragraph.)

2 Airlift requirements which must move in military aircraft, manned and operated 
by military crews because of special military considerations, security, or because of lim-
iting physical characteristics such as size or dangerous properties. Included in this cate-
gory are special military deployments involving nuclear retaliatory forces, the SAC post 
strike recovery mission, tactical deployments, movement of missiles, special munitions, etc. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

3 Wherever used in these recommendations, ”commercial carriers” means U.S.- 
owned commercial carriers. [Footnote is in the original.]

4 Budget, Commerce, FAA, and CAB propose deletion. [Brackets and footnote are 
in the original.]

5 The Department of Defense has stated that its criteria for determining comparative 
costs are on the basis of Bureau of the Budget Bulletin 60– 2, September 21, 1959. [Footnote 
is in the original.]

6 Defense proposal. [Footnote is in the original.]
7 Budget, Commerce, FAA proposal. [Footnote is in the original.]
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5. That, with respect to services overseas and to foreign countries, 
commercial augmentation airlift procurement policies and practices be 
better adapted to the long- range Department of Defense requirements, 
so as to encourage and assist in sound economic growth, development, 
and maintenance of an increased air cargo capability; that there be 
explored the feasibility of (1) (a) increasing the around of MATS cargo 
airlift moving on a common carriage basis with certificated carriers 
and supplemental carriers, [and (b) requiring that all cargo [illegible 
in the original] be so moved;]8 (2) entering into longer term contracts 
for MATS traffic; and (3) giving preference in the movement of MATS 
traffic to those commercial carriers (a) who are effectively committed 
to the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) program, (b) whose facilities 
and equipment are most advantageous to the emergency needs of the 
Department of Defense, or (c) who are demonstrating a willingness and 
ability to acquire uncompromised cargo aircraft; and that legislation be 
sought if necessary to permit accomplishment of any of the foregoing 
considered desirable. (It is understood that this recommendation will 
be reviewed after receipt of the report by the Air Force as to the feasibil-
ity of the steps outlined above.)

6. That since the development of long- range, economical turbine- 
powered cargo aircraft is essential to MATS modernization and to long- 
range evolution of a modern civil cargo fleet, suitable arrangements 
should be made for Defense and industry participation in the costs of 
such development.

7. That purchase loan guarantee legislation, if proposed, contain 
provisions to insure the immediate availability of cargo aircraft covered 
thereby to meet military and mobilization requirements.

8. That consideration be given to equipping certain Air Force 
Reserve and Air National Guard units with transport aircraft that 
might be available from MATS excesses as augmentation forces for 
MATS in time of emergency. (It is understood that this recommenda-
tion will be reviewed after receipt of the above- mentioned report by 
the Air Force.)

9. That the role of CRAF be re- examined with the objective of 
insuring optimum effectiveness and responsiveness of commercial air-
lift services to the Department of Defense under all conditions.

8 Defense proposes deletion. [Footnote and brackets not delineating illegible text 
are in the original.]
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234. Briefing Note for the January 21 NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 20, 1960

THE ROLE OF MATS IN PEACE AND WAR

Our first item, Mr. President, concerns the role of MATS. The 
Council just two weeks ago looked at NSC 5919, a draft policy state-
ment on cargo airlift, and heard a summary of the recommendations in 
the Defense report to you on “The Role of MATS in Peace and War”. The 
Council did not adopt NSC 5919, but referred it back to the Planning 
Board for urgent review in the light of the Defense report.

In the past two weeks I have worked with the agencies primarily 
interested in an effort to reach agreement on the recommendations in 
the Defense report, feeling that in that way progress could be made 
most speedily. The paper before you is the product of a three- hour 
meeting with the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Acting Secretary 
of Commerce, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, Civil 
Aeronautics Board, and the Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency. It 
is contemplated that the President’s decision following our discussion 
today will be subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and 
will not be circulated as an NSC paper.

Turning to the paper itself, paragraph 1 and 2 are agreed revisions 
of the earlier recommendations of the Department of Defense.

READ PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2
In paragraph 3, we come to the first split in the paper, at the bot-

tom of page 1. Defense, in its original recommendations, would have 
provided that the reduction of MATS operations apply only to routine 
channel traffic, that is, regularly scheduled traffic over fixed routes. The 
JCS support Defense. Budget, Commerce, FAA and CAB would have 
the reduction apply to all MATS operations.

CALL ON DEPUTY SECRETARY DOUGLAS
GENERAL WHITE
MR. STANS
SECRETARY MUELLER
MR. QUESADA

Looking now at the first line on page 2, Defense and JSC oppose 
the inclusion of the first footnote on page 2. Their concurrence was 
based on a misunderstanding.

The next split is also in paragraph 3, at the top of page 2. There 
is a difference between those who want economical use of remaining 

1 Source: The role of MATS in peace and war. Official Use Only. 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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MATS capacity and those who want efficient use. JSC supports Defense 
in wanting the word economical.

CALL ON DEPUTY SECRETARY DOUGLAS
GENERAL WHITE
MR. STANS
SECRETARY MUELLER
MR. QUESADA

The next split occurs in paragraph 4, on the basis of the JCS views 
just circulated. They would omit the parenthetical sentence on the 
grounds that civil capacity should not be expanded with converted 
passenger aircraft. I think that this is an important split because the lan-
guage is proposed in order to make clear that increased use of commer-
cial carriers does not have to await the development and production of 
uncompromised cargo aircraft.

Another split occurs in paragraph 5, at the bottom of page 2. This 
paragraph is concerned with the procurement policies and practices to 
be followed when commercial airlift services are bought. After a gen-
eral statement that these procurement policies and practices should be 
better adapted to long- range Defense requirements, so as to encourage 
and assist in sound economic growth, development, and maintenance 
of an increased air cargo capability, there is a list of possibilities whose 
feasibility is to be explored. The first of these possibilities, (1) (a), is 
increasing the amount of MATS cargo airlift moving on a common car-
riage basis with certificated carriers and supplemental carriers. The sec-
ond possibility, which is the subject of the split, might be clarified if the 
language were changed to read “and (b) requiring that all cargo carried 
by commercial carriers be so moved”. This provision would explore the 
feasibility of eliminating the awarding of contracts on the basis of the 
lowest competitive bid. Defense objects to listing this possibility as one 
whose feasibility should be explored.

CALL ON DEPUTY SECRETARY DOUGLAS
MR. QUESADA
SECRETARY MUELLER
MR. STANS

With regard to paragraph 7, the JCS propose that the words “if 
proposed” be eliminated. This language was put in because handling 
of this legislation was being left to the regular Budget Bureau process.

The drafting group considered another recommendation which 
would have been numbered 10, but decided to delete it from the list 
because it was not the subject of a recommendation in the Defense 
report. However, the group agreed that the question be raised as to 
whether the President should be asked to send a letter to the Secretary 
of Defense asking that two matters be studied:
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1. Whether the guidance set forth in these recommendations with 
respect to the MATS fleet should be applied as appropriate to the oper-
ations of the remainder of the military cargo air fleet.

2. Whether there needs to be further integration of the military air-
lift capability.

CALL ON MR. STANS
DEPUTY SECRETARY DOUGLAS

Reminder: Turning to one last point, the Department of Defense 
wants its report on MATS to be released to the public, with the recom-
mendations shown in the form approved by the President. In this con-
nection, I’d like to ask Secretary Douglas whether the second sentence 
of the first footnote on page 1, which talks about the SAC post- strike 
recovery mission and other matters, is o.k. from the security point of 
view for release to the public. Perhaps, if there is any question about 
this sentence, it could just be deleted from the footnote.

CALL ON DEPUTY SECRETARY DOUGLAS
Are there any other comments on this question of releasing the 

MATS report to the public?

235. Memorandum of Discussion at the 433d NSC Meeting1

Washington, January 21, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 433rd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, January 
21, 1960

Present at the 433rd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
State; Mr. James H. Douglas for the Secretary of Defense; and the Acting 
Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (Patterson). Also pres-
ent at the meeting and participating in the Council actions below were the 
Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Attorney 
General (Item 1); Mr. Philip Ray for the Secretary of Commerce (Item 1); 
and the Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency (Item 1). Also attend-
ing the meeting were General Thomas D. White for the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Director, 
U.S. Information Agency; the Assistant to the President; the Special 

1 Source: Agenda item 2: Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security: 
Soviet Missile Program. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whit-
man File, NSC Records.
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Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, and Science and 
Technology; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant Secretary of State 
Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin, II; the 
Executive Secretary, NSC; the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC; and Mr. 
Charles Haskins, NSC.2

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are pages 2–11.]

2.  SIGNIFICANT WORLD DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING U.S. 
SECURITY

[Omitted here are pages 12–13.]
Mr. Dulles felt the Soviets would want to make a good deal of the 

two kilometers CEP which they say they have achieved. He thought 
it was possible that the Soviets intended to support their position in 
forthcoming diplomatic negotiations by a dramatic demonstration of 
the long range of their missiles. General White, on the contrary, believed 
that when the Soviets want to achieve maximum diplomatic impact, 
they will name the time and the target which they wish to hit, and will 
attempt to put the missile on the target. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out 
that the 24 hour postponement in the launching of the Soviet missile 
suggested that the Soviets had fired something new rather than an old- 
type missile.

Mr. Dulles said he was about to appear before a Congressional 
Committee and predicted that he would be asked about the Soviet 
firing. The President said that Mr. Dulles could tell the Committee 
that the Soviet missile had fallen in the impact area and that it had 
been seen by our observers in the area. The Attorney General felt Mr. 
Dulles should emphasize that there is no assurance that the Soviet 
report of the missile CEP is accurate. Mr. Allen said we should per-
haps indicate that since our CEP is two miles, we assume Russian 
accuracy is about the same. The President felt, on the other hand, 
that we should give no credence to the announced Russian CEP until 
the Russians predict the exact spot they intend to hit and allow us to 
observe the firing.

Mr. McCone asked whether there would be other Soviet missile fir-
ings in the Pacific. Mr. Dulles said he assumed the firing just described 
was one in a series of shots.

The President said that in Congressional testimony it could be 
said by US officials that the Soviet missile had impacted in the impact 

2 [text not declassified]
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area, but we ought not to betray the extent of our surveillance of the 
area.

Mr. Dulles then turned to Khrushchev’s recent speech before 
the Supreme Soviet. He said this speech was very important and 
had been the subject of a careful analysis by CIA. He was inclined 
to accept Khrushchev’s statement on manpower strength and on the 
reductions in certain hardware production. He was willing to accept 
tentatively Khrushchev’s figure of 3.6 million men under arms in all 
the Soviet forces, although this figure was less than the figure pre-
viously carried in intelligence estimates. CIA had already observed 
the virtual cessation of bomber production in the USSR and cuts in 
the production of other weapons, e.g. naval vessels. Incidentally, Mr. 
Dulles noted that the first reports of Khrushchev’s speech had lumped 
submarines and surface ships together as obsolete. This turned out to 
be an error in translation. Actually Khrushchev had said only that 
surface ships were obsolete. Mr. Dulles estimated that the reduction 
in Soviet armed forces proposed by Khrushchev of 1.2 million could 
probably be effected within two years, by the fall of 1961 according 
to Malinovsky. Mr. Dulles felt it made a good deal of sense for the 
USSR to reduce its forces in view of the possibility of serious compe-
tition in 1960 through 1962 between the military on the one hand and 
the civilian economy on the other as represented by the Seven Year 
Plan. The USSR needed more manpower for its industrial program. 
Reduction in military manpower would also result in the reduction of 
16–17 billion rubles in the explicit Soviet military budget. Mr. Dulles 
pointed out, however, that the real military budget, as opposed to 
the announced military budget, of the USSR was 160+ billion rubles. 
Mr. Dulles did not believe that the reductions announced in the 
Khrushchev speech would affect previous estimates of Soviet ICBM 
capabilities. Apparently the Soviet forces were about to undergo a 
through reorganization. Khrushchev has become a missile enthusi-
ast and wishes to speed up the rationalization of Soviet forces. He 
may also wish to fix our attention on the missile field, where he 
thinks the Soviets have superiority. He apparently wishes to achieve 
armed forces which will consist of strategic attack and air defense 
forces armed with missiles, ground forces also armed with missiles 
and having great airborne capability, and a navy consisting largely 
of submarines. Mr. Dulles said that Khrushchev may be considering 
a percentage withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe. The 
Khrushchev program of reduction is probably not palatable to the 
Soviet military and Khrushchev may have had some difficulty getting 
the military to go along. Evidence of this is the fact that the Chief 
of Staff and other important military figures did not make speeches 
before the Supreme Soviet. The demotion or Kirichenko may also have 
been related to opposition to the Khrushchev military program. Mr. 
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Dulles concluded by reporting that the tone of Khrushchev’s speech 
reflects the belief that the USSR can overcome capitalism without gen-
eral war, indicates great reliance on missile forces as a shield behind 
which communism can compete with the West, and seems to exclude 
general war as a deliberate Soviet policy.

Mr. Gray asked whether Khrushchev did not express regret that 
the US military budget provided for no reductions. Mr. Dulles replied 
in the affirmative. In response to questions, Mr. Dulles said the pub-
lished Soviet military budget provided for the expenditure of 96 billion 
rubles. The President said Khrushchev had told him that Soviet mili-
tary costs were about half US costs. The President assumed Khrushchev 
must have been using a four- to- one exchange rate between the dollar 
and the ruble, which led him to conclude that the Soviets probably have 
a military budget equivalent to about $48 billion. Khrushchev had also 
told him that the Soviet scale of military effort was very close to our 
scale of effort. Mr. Dulles agreed that the total Soviet military effort was 
comparable to ours. The Vice President asked what percentage of the 
Soviet GNP was devoted to military purposes as opposed to the US 
GNP. Mr. Dulles said the Soviets devoted about twice as much of their 
GNP to military purposes as we did. The President pointed out, how-
ever, that the GNP of the US contained a number of items not included 
in the Soviet GNP, e.g. advertising.

Mr. Dulles concluded his briefing by reporting on Cuba. He 
said the Soviet exhibit would move from Mexico City and open in 
Havana about January 30. It was believed that Mikoyan would open 
the Soviet exhibit. In any case a Soviet team of about eighty officials 
would appear in Havana. The exhibit would be tailored to the Cuban 
situation; only part of the exhibit as it appeared in New York City 
and Mexico City would be found in Havana. Mr. Dulles noted that 
the Soviet and Cuban embassies in Mexico City were in close contact, 
probably laying the groundwork for the resumption of diplomatic 
relations between the two countries. In connection with a resumption 
of diplomatic relations, the Soviet Union would probably extend a 
credit of $5–6 million to Cuba and would probably press for more 
trade between the two countries. Mr. Dulles hoped that in the long 
run the Russian concentration on Cuba would become apparent to 
the world and that this would be a development favorable to the US.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of Central 
Intelligence on the subject, with specific reference to the recent Soviet 
test of a missile which impacted in the Pacific; further evaluation of 
the recent speech by Khrushchev before the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR; and the planned Soviet exposition in Havana, Cuba.

Marion W. Boggs
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236. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 21, 1960

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Herter, Secretary Douglas, Mr. Farley, General White, General Loper, 
Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster

Mr. Herter said the group wanted to take up with the President 
the question the President had raised about giving [text not declassified]. 
There was agreement not to raise the matter, and to drop the requested 
authorization.

Mr. Gray next took up the question of the transfer of the [text 
not declassified] weapon [text not declassified] in event of emergency. 
He recalled that the President’s action on this proposal had included 
an authorization for Defense and State to inform Congress as they 
deemed appropriate. There was concern that, in the discussion of 
this matter with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the latter 
might move over into questions of a general character about [text not 
declassified].

General Loper recalled that, in 1957, the Joint Committee raised 
with him the question of advance authorization, and he told them that 
a policy decision had been made, which would not, however, become 
effective until implementing instructions had been approved by the 
President and issued. After some further discussion I reviewed in 
chronological detail the history of the development of advance autho-
rizations to date. I recalled to the President the very tight controls he 
had established on giving any of this information to anyone, and the 
view he had expressed that arrangements he makes for the [text not 
declassified].

Mr. Gray suggested that Secretary Douglas might get Senator 
Anderson, Chairman of the JCAE, not to permit this question to be 
raised or pursued. Mr. Douglas was unenthusiastic that the suggested 
action would have any useful result. The President thought it might be 
possible simply to say that the whole emergency [text not declassified] in 
addition, for extremely critical situations, the President has taken such 
measures as he deems necessary to enable our major forces to defend 
themselves.

Secretary Herter stayed a few minutes after the others had gone. 
He showed the President a memorandum proposing that we tell the 

1 Source: Use of nuclear weapons; lend- lease negotiations with the Soviet Union. 
Top Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on January 25.
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Soviets we think the negotiations for a lend- lease settlement should be 
broken off if they insist on coupling this with questions of trade and 
credits. The President approved this memorandum.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

237. Briefing Note for February 4 NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 3, 1960

Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security

The first item this morning is the intelligence briefing, which will 
be devoted principally to a presentation of the new “Estimate of the 
World Situation” (NIE 100–60, 1/19/60). This estimate, as you know, is 
prepared every year at this time by the Intelligence Community.

In other years that estimate has been the kick- off, as it were, for our 
annual review of Basic Policy.

The last review of Basic Policy was begun in February of last year 
and the new paper, NSC 5906/1, was approved by the President in 
August. Indeed, certain portions of the paper (relating to stockpiling) 
were adopted as recently as December 3.

Accordingly, we are not planning to undertake a complete review 
of the entire basic policy this year.

1 Source: Presentation of NIE “Estimate of the World Situation.” Secret. 2 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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238. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 5, 1960

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretaries Herter, Douglas, Generals Cabell, Twining, Dr. York, Mr. Charyk,  
Dr. Kistiakowsky, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster

This group met with the President in the Cabinet Room to con-
sider questions relating to military space reconnaissance, surveillance, 
detection and inspection. Before taking up this subject, General Cabell 
commented that the intelligence community has as yet not been able to 
identify the “dark object,” believed to be a Soviet satellite, picked up a few 
days ago. Dr. York said that it may be a Soviet satellite, but might also be 
material from a satellite of ours. General Cabell also reported on a recent 
successful special reconnaissance mission conducted by the British.

[text not declassified] He mentioned in particular that this project 
is planned to terminate with the end of this year, and suggested that 
this point needs further consideration. He then followed with presenta-
tions on the Samos reconnaissance satellite program, which is planned 
to include both “readout” and recoverable capsule versions. He ended 
with a description of the Midas early warning satellite.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that, as spokesman for Dr. Land, who 
has taken a great interest in this matter, he would like to voice con-
cern about the “readout” satellite. This is an apparatus of very great 
complexity. It will be very valuable when obtained, and should be the 
ultimate objective. It will provide a resolution of 20 feet. Since an inter-
preter can identify an object about two and one- half times as large as 
this, it will give an ability to recognize objects of fifty feet in dimension. 
He thought there would be a danger of putting undue confidence in 
the readout system, and thought that maximum effort should be put 
into the recovery system. Dr. York said that about three months ago the 
Air Force was put on to the recovery system as the top priority effort. 
The readout system is apparently not interfering with or delaying the 
development of the recovery system.

Assistant Secretary Charyk then described a possible space sur-
veillance system. This is a project under ARPA which has been assigned 
to the Air Force. The key element is a space surveillance and control 
center, into which information is fed from all sources, including the U.S. 
space tracking network. For the project, consideration is being given 

1 Source: Military space reconnaissance. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on February 8.
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to establishment of three very large radars in the U.S. which would 
give coverage up to a height of 2000 miles against objects with a one 
square meter cross- section and up to 4000 miles against objects with a 
ten square meter cross-section. This system is estimated to cost about 
$20 million per radar.

The next element in the system is an [text not declassified] intercep-
tor satellite system. This is now under consideration—not under devel-
opment. He described the operation of satellites having such a purpose. 
In addition, there is some possibility that the Nike-Zeus system could 
be used to knock down satellites initially at altitudes of 150 miles, per-
haps later at altitudes up to 1000 miles. A nuclear weapon explosion 
would be used to accomplish the destruction.

Dr. Kistiakowsky commented that this proposal raises a difficult 
policy question—whether we should in fact create a capability to inca-
pacitate satellites. We have supported proposals for the peaceful use of 
space, utilizing definitions which would permit the use of reconnais-
sance satellites. Mr. Gray suggested that the emphasis should be on 
detection and inspection, rather than on shooting satellites down. The 
Soviets have a great quantity of information about the U.S., and recon-
naissance by satellite is not important to them. As previously men-
tioned in the discussion, it is of tremendous importance to us. Dr. York 
said it would take about seven years to develop the kind of [text not 
declassified] interceptor satellite that is being discussed. It will cost a 
very considerable amount of money. If we wish to have this capability, 
we must start now to develop it, however.

Dr. Kistiakowsky recommended that the project not be advertised 
publicly. The President agreed and said we should simply state we are 
investigating outer space. Dr. York said we could simply state that we 
are working on methods of achieving rendez-vous.

[text not declassified]
Secretary Herter said that, in connection with disarmament studies, 

there is a recommendation to seek an agreement not to use explosives in 
outer space. He wondered whether inspection can be made as to whether 
satellites contain explosives. Dr. York said such an inspection could be 
made on the ground, but could not be made in flight. Mr. Herter asked 
whether such an inspection on the ground would interfere with our uti-
lization of reconnaissance satellites. Dr. York said we would not be able 
to keep secret the fact that a satellite is designed for reconnaissance pur-
poses, if it is to be inspected. However, so long as cameras are allowed to 
be flown in satellites, there will be no problem. [text not declassified]

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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239. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–4–59 Washington, February 9, 1960

MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES  
AND POLICIES 1959–1964
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MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET CAPABILITIES  
AND POLICIES, 1959–1964

THE PROBLEM

To review significant developments affecting the USSR’s internal 
political situation, economic, scientific, and military programs, rela-
tions with other Bloc states, and foreign policy, and to estimate proba-
ble Soviet policies and actions over about the next five years.2

SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATE

PROBABLE TRENDS IN SOVIET EXTERNAL POLICY

1. Over the last year Soviet policy toward the West has veered from 
extreme provocation in connection with the Berlin issue to a warmly 
expressed willingness to seek new avenues of accommodation through 
negotiation. We believe that, fundamentally, this change of tone is 
derived from tactical considerations and that the principal objectives of 
Soviet policy vis- a- vis the West remain unchanged. The Soviet leaders 
currently show great confidence that the trend of events, in what they 
continue to think of as an inevitable struggle with the non- Communist 
world, is in their favor. Their rate of economic progress, their scien-
tific and space successes, their advances in missile development, their 
estimate of the political tendencies in the underdeveloped countries 
(despite setbacks in some areas) all suggest to them a growing shift in 
world power relations favorable to the Communist cause. These con-
siderations as seen by the Soviet leaders permit their policy to be less 
rigid than formerly. From the position of strength which they believe 
they now have they see themselves as able not only to engage the West 
vigorously on disputed issues when they wish to do so, but also to relax 
tensions when expedient without any imputation of weakness. They 
consider themselves able at the same time to pursue their programs of 
internal development, including the betterment of living standards and 
the furtherance of rapid economic growth.

2. We believe that, over the next five years, neither a policy single- 
mindedly directed at eliminating East- West tensions nor a policy of 
pressure with a steadily belligerent tone is likely to be followed by the 
USSR. We expect to see elements of both pressure and detente com-
bined and varied as tactical advantage may suggest. For the nearer 
future the present emphasis on negotiation and accommodation seems 

2 The reference to a five- year period is approximate. The estimates on the Soviet 
economy carry through 1965, to conform to the Soviet Seven- Year Plan. Judgments on 
many other matters pertain to periods of less than five years, and, particularly on political 
questions, are intended for the most part to apply for the next year or two. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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likely to continue; later the motif of pressure and struggle will proba-
bly reappear. Whatever alternation of emphasis may occur, however, 
the swings are likely to fall within a range which excludes, on the one 
hand, the deliberate assumption of serious and uncontrollable risks of 
general war, and, on the other, abandonment of the concept of continu-
ing struggle between two irreconcilable worlds.

3. Given Khrushchev’s unchallenged personal ascendancy, his 
views are likely to be the primary determinant in Soviet policy for the 
present. His attitudes are marked on the one hand by a strong sense 
of the growth of Soviet military and economic power and by a crude 
and truculent pride in asserting the claims of that power to the world’s 
attention and deference. He has been free in his vigorous use of mis-
sile threats. On the other hand, he apparently thinks it possible to win 
recognition for Soviet views through persuasion rather than by force 
alone. He clearly understands the horrors of nuclear war and his pro-
claimed dedication to economic advance appears to be sincere. He 
probably genuinely believes that the Soviet system can prove its supe-
riority in “peaceful” competition, although he recognizes that Soviet 
power plays a vital role in this competition. Thus, the contradictory ten-
dencies toward belligerence and accommodation in Soviet policy are 
probably in some degree a reflection of the attitudes and personality of 
Khrushchev, and may persist so long as he is the commanding figure 
on the Soviet scene.

4. The immediate outlook is that the Soviets will continue their 
present tactics of detente at least through the initial phase of the series 
of high- level negotiations now in view. A period of partial detente pre-
sumably serves a number of useful purposes from Moscow’s point of 
view. First, it enables the USSR to ascertain through negotiations what 
positions the West is now willing to take in view of increasing Soviet 
strength, and provides a suitable and superficially alluring framework 
for possible Western concessions. Secondly, even barring specific agree-
ments with the West, Moscow probably views high- level East- West 
talks as an acknowledgment by the West of the permanence, legitimacy, 
and equal status of the Communist Bloc. Finally, during such a period 
of detente the Soviets would hope to improve their relative power posi-
tion still further, since they would expect Western military programs to 
be carried on with less urgency.

5. Beyond this phase the outlook is less certain. The main influence 
shaping Soviet policy is likely to be the Soviet leaders’ sense of their 
improved power position relative to that of the West. In another year 
or two they may feel that their capabilities in long- range missiles have 
brought them into a period when the relations of military power are the 
most favorable from their point of view. At some stage, they will almost 
certainly wish to test the chances of drawing advantage from this sit-
uation if it emerges as they expect. They will still try to win Western 
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concessions basically through negotiation. But the element of pressure 
and threat will probably become more pronounced, perhaps much more 
so, than at present. The Soviet leaders may think it possible to under-
take more provocative behavior in areas where they are in contention 
with Western power and influence. In their view, the emerging stand- 
off of intercontinental striking forces marks a stalemate only of general 
war capabilities. They consider that this situation of mutual deterrence 
would open up new opportunities for advancing Communist power 
by political, economic, and perhaps even limited military means. We 
believe, however, that even then they would not wittingly assume seri-
ous risks of general war. We believe that they would draw back if the 
Western response were of such vigor that in their view more extensive 
Soviet involvement would entail either serious risk of general war or 
net political loss. At the same time, we believe that the chance of their 
miscalculating risks may increase if they remain convinced that their 
relative power is growing.

6. Although the Soviets have allowed the Berlin crisis to dimin-
ish in intensity, the issues involved in it will remain of high concern to 
their policy. They will continue to seek an arrangement about Germany 
under which both sides would accept at least tacitly the indefinite 
division of the country. To this end, they will continue to press for 
some form of Western recognition for East Germany. They see such a 
development not only as a contribution to the stability of Communist 
power in Eastern Europe as a whole, but also as a blow against West 
Germany’s relations with NATO which it is their consistent purpose 
to undermine. On the Berlin issue itself, we believe that, as long as the 
Soviets are confident that they can make progress towards their aims 
in Germany by negotiation and propaganda, they will probably abstain 
from any major interference with Western access to Berlin and from 
making a separate peace treaty with East Germany. If they decide that 
further progress is impossible by comparatively mild methods, they 
will probably make the separate peace treaty, though they would not 
necessarily try at the same time to obstruct Western access to Berlin.

7. In the coming phase of negotiation, the Soviets are likely to con-
tinue to give priority to disarmament. By taking the initiative in this 
field they will expect to earn broad political dividends since hopes for 
peace throughout the world are associated with a desire for disarma-
ment measures. The Soviets may actually wish to see a freeze or even 
a cutback in some armaments in order to improve their potentialities 
for long- run political and economic competition, but we do not believe 
that they are obliged for economic reasons to seek a far- reaching arms 
reduction agreement. They would probably not even regard such an 
agreement as desirable since they consider that their great military 
strength is an essential ingredient in the challenge they pose to the non- 
Communist world. Moreover the Soviet aversion to extensive foreign 



National Security Policy 999

controls and inspection in the USSR persists, and will almost certainly 
exclude anything more than limited agreements.

8. Even if Soviet policy seeks stabilization in Europe and a reduc-
tion of tensions in relations with the Western Powers, it will prob-
ably be increasingly active in the underdeveloped countries of Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America. The Soviets see in the political ferment in 
these areas growing opportunities for eliminating Western influence, 
and ultimately the likelihood of a revolutionary turn which will bring 
Communist controlled forces to power. The policy of appealing to gov-
ernments in such areas through trade and aid and other conventional 
forms of diplomatic influence will probably continue to provide the 
general framework for Soviet actions. From time to time, however, the 
Soviets will probably have to decide whether the prospective gains of 
a local Communist attempt to seize power in one or another country 
would justify compromising this policy and undertaking the risks and 
difficulties of supporting revolutionary action. During the period of 
this estimate there are likely to be cases in which the Soviets will be 
more disposed than they have recently been to support such militant 
action by local Communist parties, although they would probably be 
cautious about involving the Bloc in military support to such action.

INTERNAL DEVELOPMENTS AND THEIR EFFECT ON THE 
SOVIET POWER POSITION

9. The challenge which the USSR will pose for the West over the 
next five years will rest upon a continuing growth in the bases of Soviet 
power—military, economic, and scientific. Advances in these aspects 
of national power can be expected in a great state which has reached 
a stage of development in which it can for the first time realize its full 
potentialities. But this process is accelerated in the USSR by the pres-
ence of a political leadership which is single- mindedly committed to 
the aim of aggrandizing the power of the Communist system. It is 
always possible that the upward trend in the growth of Soviet power 
internally could be arrested by the appearance of political instabilities, 
either within the USSR or in its relations with other Communist states, 
but at present we see no basis for estimating that this is likely to be the 
case.

Military Developments

10. The single most important development affecting the structure 
of Soviet military power during the period of this estimate will be the 
buildup of an ICBM force. Long- range missiles will enable the USSR to 
overcome its inferiority to the US in nuclear strategic attack capabilities, 
as it was unable to do with bomber aircraft. Because of the uncertainties, 
risks, and high economic cost involved in acquiring ICBM capabilities 
which would permit them to plan attacks on Western retaliatory forces 
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with the degree and certainty of success required to insure that the USSR 
could win a general war without itself incurring unacceptable damage, 
we do not believe that the Soviets will attempt to build an ICBM force 
sufficient for this purpose. Nevertheless, they will probably build a sub-
stantial long-range missile force. They will almost certainly wish to have 
a high degree of deterrence, and beyond this, should deterrence fail, a 
force offering as much promise of success for a pre- emptive attack, or 
indeed for a retaliatory attack, as can be bought within acceptable mar-
gins of economic cost. Also, and again consistent with acceptable cost, 
the Soviets will probably build up their planned force rapidly in order 
to capitalize through political exploitation on their lead over the West 
in missile development. On the basis of these criteria, we estimate that 
the probable ICBM program will provide in mid- 1961 a number of mis-
siles on launcher on the order of 140 to 200.3 More tentatively, because 
of technical and political factors which may affect Soviet plans in the 
interim, we estimate that Soviet ICBMs on launcher are likely to number 
in the range of 250–350 in mid- 1962 and 350–450 in mid- 1963.4

11. Despite the effort which we estimate that the USSR will make 
to build long-range attack forces, it will almost certainly not do so at 
the cost of sacrificing its other military capabilities. The Soviets con-
sider that their military policy requires a range of nuclear and nonnu-
clear capabilities permitting flexibility in the choice of means and the 
scale of operations in accordance with the political objectives sought 
in a particular area. The Soviet leaders probably believe that such var-
ied capabilities become even more important under mutual deterrence 
from general war when, in their view, pressure and threat, maneuvers 
and coups even undeclared local wars may be undertaken with greater 
freedom and pushed further than in the past.5 Thus we believe that 
the Soviets will continue to maintain substantial ground, air, and naval 
forces, and that to the maximum possible extent these forces will be 

3 The views of the members of the USIB vary as to the most probable number within 
this range. See the statement of their separate views in Note A following this summary. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

4 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, dissents from this paragraph. See 
his statement in Note B following this summary. [Footnote is in the original.]

5 The Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, and the Assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense, Special Operations, do not concur in the estimate that the USSR probably believes 
that it can undertake the actions described with greater freedom and can push them fur-
ther than in the past. Such a Soviet judgment would, in the view of the above members of 
the USIB, necessarily involve an estimate by the Kremlin that Western—particularly the 
United States—response to their pressures and probings would lack the vigor necessary to 
dissuade them. They do not believe that the Soviets will make such an estimate.

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, would revise the sentence in ques-
tion as follows: The Soviet leaders probably believe that if mutual deterrence from gen-
eral war eventuates, such capabilities could become even more important, when pressure 
and threat, maneuvers and coups, even undeclared local wars may be undertaken with 
greater freedom and pushed further than in the past. [Footnote is in the original.]
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dual purpose, capable of employing nuclear or nonnuclear weapons, 
as circumstances dictate.

12. In addition to the buildup of long- range missile capabilities 
there will be a number of other major developments in the Soviet forces 
over the period of this estimate. The effectiveness of the air defense sys-
tem against bomber aircraft will be increased by the new surface- to- air 
missiles now being installed on a considerable scale for the defense of 
vital areas, and by additional control and warning systems to improve 
reaction times. The most significant developments in the ground forces 
will be the widespread introduction of missiles for tactical use and the 
achievement of greater mobility resulting from new motorized equip-
ment, transport aircraft, and helicopters. The Soviet Navy will probably 
continue to give priority attention to the development of submarines, 
and the buildup of a nuclear- powered and missile- launching submarine 
force will be the most important addition to Soviet naval capabilities.

Economic Developments

13. Although the continuing rapid expansion of the Soviet economy 
aimed at in the Seven- Year Plan (1959–1965) will encounter a number 
of serious problems, we believe that the goal of an 8.6 percent annual 
increase in industrial output will in the main be achieved. As in the past 
the plan in agriculture will not be achieved, and net output is likely to 
rise by about one- fifth in the seven- year period as against a proclaimed 
goal of about 55–60 percent. The position of the Soviet consumer will 
continue to improve, though at a somewhat slower rate; consumption 
goods and services per capita will probably increase about 26 percent 
during the plan period as compared with a 40 percent gain over the 
preceding seven years.

14. Even though some goals of the Seven- Year Plan may not be 
achieved in full, Soviet gross national product (GNP) will probably 
continue to grow at about 6.0 percent per annum. Such a rate of growth 
is impressive by any absolute standards and will bring the Soviet econ-
omy measurably closer in size and strength to that of the US. Assuming 
that the US maintains an average annual rate of growth in GNP of 
about 3.5–4.0 percent, Soviet GNP measured in dollars will increase 
from about 45 percent that of the US at present to about half that of 
the US by 1965. However, more important than this rough comparison 
of the gross size of the two economies is a comparison of the uses to 
which national resources are put. The smaller Soviet economy has in 
recent years supported military expenditures which, measured in dol-
lars, were about equal to those of the US. Likewise Soviet investment in 
the economy as a whole is currently almost equal to that in the US, and 
Soviet investment in industry may be somewhat greater. As a result of 
this steady allocation of large resources to growth, by 1965 the absolute 
annual increment to GNP in the USSR will approach that in the US.
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15. The Soviet leaders are aware that sustained and rapid economic 
growth is an important asset in the world power struggle. It will enable 
them to carry the burden of competitive armaments more easily. The 
USSR will be able to enlarge its aid programs, and perhaps ultimately 
compete in world markets in an important way. This will mean political 
leverage in many countries. If, in addition, the Soviets can finally raise 
living standards enough to demonstrate that their system provides for 
the growth of welfare as well as the expansion of national power, they 
will expect the influence of communism to spread even more rapidly. 
The Soviet leaders can be counted on to press the growth of their econ-
omy in all ways open to them, including substantial structural reforms 
when necessary, in order to achieve the political goals which they 
regard as the real aim of economic policy.

Scientific Developments

16. The achievements of its scientists have become one of the prin-
cipal instruments of the USSR’s prestige and influence, and the Soviet 
political leadership has been astute in exploiting this fact as a demon-
stration of the superiority of the Communist system in competition 
with the West. The Soviet successes arise from a generous commitment 
of resources over the years to training personnel and providing research 
facilities, from the fact that the motivations and incentives of scientists 
in the Soviet environment are high, and especially from the concentra-
tion of effort in fields related to national power. The rate of advance 
of Soviet science appears to be increasing, and the current Seven- Year 
Plan, which relies heavily on scientific and technological achievements, 
will provide additional impetus. Thus, significant Soviet advances in 
science and technology are likely to occur with greater frequency than 
in the past, and over the next several years, the USSR may achieve 
world leadership in some additional scientific areas. It will probably 
add a number of “firsts” in prestige fields. In the immediate future, 
these are most likely to occur in the Soviet space program, but the qual-
ity and intensity of research on such problems as controlled thermonu-
clear reactions and direct conversion of heat to electricity may produce 
spectacular results in other scientific fields.

Internal Political Developments

17. The outlook on the Soviet internal political scene points to con-
tinuing stability. Khrushchev’s position as leader has become virtually 
unassailable, and if he lives, will probably remain so during the period 
of this estimate. While there may be elements within higher Party cir-
cles which mistrust his leadership, it is unlikely that, in the absence of a 
major failure of his policies, any effective opposition could form. Given 
Khrushchev’s age, however, the prospect of a new succession problem 
probably already figures in inner Party maneuvering. Khrushchev’s 
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demise is most likely to be followed by another period of “collective 
leadership” and a phase of contention for the top position. We continue 
to believe that the Soviet system has an inherent tendency to revert to 
one- man dictatorship. The inevitable struggles for power which this 
produces are not likely to menace the stability of the regime, much less 
alter the nature of its most basic policies. However, the fact of personal 
government is likely always to affect profoundly the manner and tone 
of Soviet policy. Thus, Khrushchev’s successor might bring to the con-
duct of Soviet policy features quite different from those characteristic 
of the present dictator.

18. The years of Khrushchev’s rise to power have been marked by 
a series of reforming changes intended to cope with problems raised by 
past policies and with new conditions resulting from rapid industrial-
ization and modernization. The relaxation of police terror and a greater 
concern for living standards, some greater degree of ideological flexi-
bility, wider foreign contacts, a more pragmatic and innovating spirit 
applied to institutional arrangements—all these are changes of a more 
than transitory character which, even if there should be some reversion, 
will have a lasting influence on the future evolution of the Soviet system. 
Their main effect for the present has been to give the Soviet people a 
hopeful sense of forward movement, and therefore probably more sat-
isfaction with the regime and its goals than has existed at any time in 
the Soviet period. But it does not follow that the changes which have 
taken place so far forecast a more basic evolution away from totalitarian 
dictatorship. A modern industrial society is not necessarily incompatible 
with a totalitarian political system, especially in a nation like Russia with 
a long authoritarian tradition. In any case, for the period of this estimate 
we see no prospect of change on the Soviet domestic scene so funda-
mental as to diminish the motivation, will, or capacity of the regime to 
project its rapidly growing power externally.

Soviet Relations with Other Communist States

19. The challenge which the USSR presents to the non- Communist 
world will be much affected by the extent to which Soviet authority 
over a unified bloc of the Communist states is maintained. In Eastern 
Europe Soviet authority appears more firmly established than at any 
time since the events of 1956. Poland’s potential instability continues 
to be an unsettling factor in Eastern Europe, although the disruptive 
influence of its deviations in internal policy seems to be declining as the 
Gomulka regime moves toward a tighter discipline. However, there are 
signs that Communist China is becoming less disposed to accept Soviet 
guidance in domestic and foreign policy, even though it has outwardly 
complied on a number of disputed issues in recent months. We believe 
that the problem of intrabloc harmony is far from being resolved. 
Disharmony is likely to arise repeatedly with the appearance of new 
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issues, and in the long run will probably be one of the more critical 
problems with which the Soviet leaders will have to cope.

20. The main challenge to Soviet authority and unity within the 
Communist Bloc in the future is likely to come from China. The Sino- 
Soviet relationship will probably become increasingly complicated 
and difficult as Chinese power and prestige increase, and as Soviet 
levers of authority over China become less effective. Frictions have 
already arisen over extremist tendencies in Chinese internal policy, 
over Chinese ideological pretensions, over foreign policy tactics, and 
probably over whether the USSR should supply nuclear weapons to 
China. These or other frictions may be magnified in the future. The 
Chinese have always reserved their right to exercise independent 
judgment on doctrinal and tactical issues. We believe that they will 
increasingly exercise this right, not only in domestic affairs, where 
direct Soviet influence has always been minimal, but in external 
affairs as well. Thus each party to the Sino- Soviet alliance may come 
to act more in terms of its view of its own national needs and interests. 
This does not mean, however, that an open rupture is in sight; both 
parties recognize that their alliance is vital to them in confronting the 
hostile forces of the non- Communist world.

Note A

Views on the Soviet ICBM Program
We have concluded that the probable Soviet ICBM program would 

provide on the order of 140–200 ICBMs on launcher in mid- 1961. 
Within this range, the Assistant Chief for Intelligence, Department of 
the Army, and the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, 
Department of the Navy, estimate that the Soviet program is likely 
to be toward the low side. The Director of Intelligence and Research, 
Department of State, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
and the Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believing that Soviet 
planners would regard the advantages to be gained as justifying addi-
tional effort, estimate that the number of Soviet ICBMs on launcher is 
likely to be towards the high side of the 140–200 range.

Note B

Dissent on the Estimate of the Soviet ICBM Program
The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not believe that 

Soviet behavior, as we have observed it, warrants the judgment that their 
objectives would be satisfied by attainment of only substantial deterrence 
and pre- emptive attack capability. Rather, he believes that the Soviet rulers 
are endeavoring to attain at the earliest practicable date a military superi-
ority over the United States which they would consider to be so decisive as 
to enable them either to force their will on the United States through threat 
of destruction, or to launch such devastating attacks against the United 
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States that, at the cost of acceptable levels of damage to themselves, the 
United States as a world power would cease to exist. He further believes 
that such an objective could be attained by the development of their over-
all military capabilities which would include an operational ICBM force 
of about 250 (185 on launcher) by mid- 1961, 500 (385 on launcher) by mid- 
1962, and 800 (640 on launcher) by mid- 1963. It is generally agreed that the 
Soviets have both the technical and industrial capability to produce such 
a force; the physical difficulties thereby entailed will almost certainly not 
be the limiting factor.

It is the view of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, 
that, while Soviet planners will undoubtedly feel that they will have 
attained a capacity for substantial deterrence and pre- emptive attack 
by mid- 1962 or earlier, the real objective of the Soviet ICBM program 
is “decisive military superiority.” He believes that the Soviets would 
not be content with conceptual levels of deterrence; they would realize 
the possibility of error in their own calculations and acknowledge the 
possibility of Western pre-emption of their deterrent capabilities. This 
latter contingency would weigh the more heavily if the Soviet leaders 
intended, as he believes likely, to exploit their capabilities in political 
offensives. In this event, their estimate of the likelihood of Western 
“desperate” acts would induce them to attempt attainment of total 
deterrence, i.e. “delusive military superiority.”

[Omitted here is the remainder of the estimate.]

240. Memorandum From Kistiakowsky to Eisenhower1

Washington, February 12, 1960

SUBJECT

Problems involved in the Minuteman Program

This missile is in several respects a more advanced concept than 
the Polaris missile and, therefore requires considerable development 
work before it can become operational.

The main technical problems are:

(a) Development of satisfactory solid propellant grams (that for the 
first stage weighing about 10,000 lbs) for the three stages which will 

1 Source: Problems involved in the Minuteman program. No classification marking. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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stand long term at air launching sites and truck or rail transportation.
Also the development of the interior case insulation for the first stage 
to protect it against heating.

(b) Development of the swivel nozzles for the first-stage engine 
which will survive the erosive action of hot gases and will control the 
direction of the thrust.

(c) Development of a miniaturized inertial guidance system which 
will not only be accurate enough but will remain so after years of sitting 
in the hardened sites, with the gyroscopes running all the time.

It is my considered opinion that all these problems will be eventu-
ally solved.

The provision of more money could speed up the development 
somewhat, but not much however, because a number of problems must 
be solved consecutively and because of limitations on the technical tal-
ent available.

(d) In a different class is the problem of the correct design of 
the overall weapon system. It has already been demonstrated that 
the Minuteman missile can be launched from a hole in the ground 
(“In- Silo” launch) and this is not of serious concern. However, the 
planning of the communications and command structure for the 
Minuteman force is still in preliminary stages and shows a tendency 
to grow in complexity so that the overall costs of the system tend to 
increase. Thus a year or two ago the estimate was $0.5M per mis-
sile. The latest figure I heard was $1.5M per missile and it is likely to 
inflate further.

G.B. Kistiakowsky

241. Memorandum of Meeting with the President1

Washington, February 17, 1960, 3 p.m.

PRESENT

General Goodpaster

1. I presented to the President the draft Record of Actions of 
the Special Meeting of Friday, 12 February. The President approved 
it with minor amendments to paragraphs 3 and 7. I had called the 

1 Source: Nuclear stockpile levels, possibility of disciplining Taylor. Top Secret. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Meetings With 
the President. Drafted on February 19.
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President’s attention to paragraph 3 pointing out to him that the dif-
ference between the 75% and 90% assurance of deliverability made 
a tremendous difference in numbers of weapons required and in 
force levels required. I therefore wanted him to be fully conscious 
of what he was doing when he approved the 75% figure. I reminded 
him that he had withheld final approval of a portion of a Defense 
recommendation with respect to the atomic stockpile pending the 
outcome of the study. General Goodpaster explained in more detail 
the background.

I pointed out that the Hickey presentation indicated that for the 
75% capability our forces and stockpile were now adequate, whereas 
for the 90% capability they were not adequate, and my purpose was to 
make sure that at some point attention was directed to leveling off in 
stockpile requirements.

2. I then reported to the President that Deputy Secretary Douglas, 
after having studied the matter, had informed me that retired officers 
were exactly like officers on active duty as far as disciplinary action 
was concerned. I said that as an example if it could be demonstrated 
that General Maxwell Taylor had committed some offense he would 
be just like any officer on active duty. I said that I realized that the 
President would probably not think of moving against General Taylor 
which would serve to make him a martyr. The President recalled that 
in earlier administrations action had been taken against military offi-
cers simply for being critical of the administration. He referred par-
ticularly to General Johnson Hagood. However, he wished to register 
the information which I had relayed from Deputy Secretary Douglas.

3. I then discussed with the President arrangements for, and the 
content of, the two meetings to take place on February 18.

4. I then discussed certain 5412 matters with the President which 
are the subject of a separate memorandum.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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242. Memorandum of Discussion at the 435th NSC Meeting1

Washington, February 18, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 435th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 February 18, 1960

Present at the 435th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding (for Item 1); Christian A. Herter, Secretary of State, pre-
siding (for Items 2, 3 and 4); Thomas S. Gates, Jr., Secretary of Defense; 
and Leo A. Hoegh, Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
Also attending the Council meeting and participating in the Council 
actions below were Fred Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury, 
Maurice A. Stans, Director, Bureau of the Budget; and John A. McCone, 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (Item 1); Also attending the 
meeting were General Nathan F. Twining, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
General Lyman Lemnitzer, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; Admiral Arleigh 
Burke, Chief of Naval Operations; General Thomas S. White, Chief of 
Staff, U.S. Air Force; Allen W. Dulles, Director of Central Intelligence; 
George V. Allen, Director, U.S. Information Agency; Maj. General 
Wilton B. Persons, The Assistant to the President; Gordon Gray, Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; Karl G. Harr, Jr., 
Special Assistant to the President for Security Operations Coordination; 
George B. Kistiakowsky, Special Assistant to the President for Science 
and Technology; Brig. General Andrew J. Goodpaster, White House 
Staff Secretary; Gerard C. Smith, Assistant Secretary of State; from the 
Department of Defense—Dr. Herbert F. York, John N. Irwin, II, Samuel 
Clements, and Lt.Col. Edward V. Needels; James S. Lay, Jr., Executive 
Secretary, NSC; Marion W. Boggs, Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC; 
and Charles Haskins, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS IN NON- LETHAL 
WEAPONS AND DOCTRINE FOR POSSIBLE USE

(NSC Action No. 2105– d; NSC 5906/1, paragraph 13)

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the background, recalling the 
1950 policy that the US will undertake gas warfare only in retaliation 
against its use by an enemy and the present policy, dating from 1956, 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Technological Developments in Non- Lethal Weapons and 
Doctrine for Possible Use. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—7 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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that the US will be prepared to use chemical and biological weapons to 
the extent that such use will enhance the military effectiveness of the 
armed forces, the decision as to the use of such weapons being made by 
the President. Mr. Gray also referred to the view of the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, expressed during the review of Basic Policy in July 1959, 
that we were spending too much money on chemical and biological 
weapons if we did not intend to use them and too little money if we 
did intend to use them. Mr. Gray noted that NSC Action 2105 adopted 
at that time called for the presentation which was about to be made by 
Dr. York and General Lemnitzer.

Dr. York said that one of the important fields of chemical and bio-
logical warfare was controlled temporary incapacitation. Research and 
development in this field might open up a new dimension of warfare 
in which incapacitating agents would be used in situations short of all- 
out war and in situations where the use of nuclear weapons was not 
possible or feasible. In the term controlled temporary incapacitation, 
the word “controlled” meant that the time of onset, the duration and 
the severity of incapacitation could be regulated; the word “temporary” 
meant that persons subjected to incapacitating agents would eventu-
ally completely recover from the direct effects, although minor indirect 
effects might persist permanently; the word “incapacitation” referred 
to a variety of effects including extreme irritation, black- out, lethargy, 
paralysis, discoordinated actions, temporary illness and lack of a will to 
fight. Dr. York then displayed a chart on chemical incapacitating agents 
indicating that tear gas (CN–CS) was available now, an anesthetic agent 
(SN) which caused temporary paralysis would be available soon and a 
discoordinating agent (K), which would make a cat afraid of a mouse, 
would be available in the future. A chart of biological incapacitating 
agents was displayed indicating that an agent causing Q- fever (OU) 
was available now and NU (VEE) agent would be available soon. A Rift 
Valley fever agent (FA) and tailored variants of the other agents would 
be available in the future. Dr. York then reported with the aid of a chart 
that chemical incapacitation agents had about the same efficiency in the 
field as tactical nuclear weapons inasmuch as a 10,000 pound missile, 5 
per cent of which was chemical agent, could cover one square mile. It 
was hoped that by 1965 a 10,000 pound missile could cover 10 square 
miles. Dr. York displayed charts on technical advances and potentials 
of biological warfare agents indicating that agent concentration and 
agent storage (now one year; soon to become 3 years) would soon be 
improved. Charts also showed that the biological decay rate was several 
per cent per minute and the efficiency of dissemination of biological 
agents depended on the fraction of the munitions which consisted of 
the agent.

Turning to weapons systems Dr. York indicated that biological and 
chemical agents might be disseminated by means of manned aircraft 
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sprays, drone aircraft sprays, toxic darts, grenades, tactical rockets, 
special operations, ballistic missiles, or bomblets prepared for use with 
aircraft, rockets or ballistic missiles.

The US has a relatively poor posture vis- a- vis the USSR, Dr. York 
continued, our stockpile of chemical and biological agents being one- 
fourth that of the USSR. Moreover, most of the Soviet agents are lethal. 
In addition we have trained in chemical and biological warfare only 
1/30 of the troops the USSR has trained and we do less in defense 
against such agents than the Soviet Union does. In the latter connection 
Dr. York said that the need for research on defense against chemical and 
biological agents had been strongly indicated by a recent experiment 
in which an aircraft flew along a flight line of 230 miles releasing sim-
ulated agents. After three days the simulated agents covered 300,000 
square miles. If the airplane had released powerful chemical or bio-
logical agents instead of the simulant, the area would have sustained 
casualties of 30 per cent. Dr. York then called on General Lemnitzer to 
continue the presentation.

General Lemnitzer said that Dr. York had described the characteris-
tics of chemical and biological weapons; he would deal with the doctri-
nal aspects of these weapons. Chemical and biological agents had been 
very effectively developed since World War II but the doctrine for their 
use had not changed very much. General Lemnitzer thought that such 
agents had a number of advantages. They have important search capa-
bilities for use against dispersed or concealed targets; they are flexible, 
since they can cause either casualties or incapacitation and the length of 
the latter can be controlled; coverage of a large area is possible; heavy 
casualties can be inflicted without physical destruction or property 
damage. Accordingly, chemical and biological agents might have a great 
potential in future warfare, especially where friendly civilians may be 
present in an area occupied by enemy forces. General Lemnitzer said he 
would give three examples of the possible use of chemical and biologi-
cal incapacitating agents. The first example concerned trouble in South 
East Asia. He asked the Council to assume that important areas in North 
Laos had been seized by Communist forces. The task of friendly forces 
was to retake key areas, capture or disarm the Communist forces and 
prevent their re- entry into the country. This assumed situation provided 
opportunity for the use of NU, which caused a form of encephalitis. A 
lethal agent could not be used under these conditions because friendly 
civilians and enemy forces were present in the same area. General 
Lemnitzer then displayed a map of North Laos showing areas assumed 
to be held by Communist forces and areas on which bomblets of NU 
would be dropped or which would be subjected to spray from aircraft. 
He estimated that two medium bomber loads would incapacitate all 
the people in the area shown on the map. An entire province of North 
Laos could be covered by the use of more planes. After this biological 
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agent had had a chance to take effect (three days), parachutists would be 
flown in to take over the area.

Turning to Example No. 2, General Lemnitzer asked the Council 
to assume that the Communists had organized a movement in Panama 
designed to take over the Panama Canal. Stimulated by Communist 
agitation, mobs had marched on the Canal and had halted operations 
at two of the locks. It had been decided to disperse the crowd by order-
ing helicopters to spread tear gas. All persons subjected to the tear gas 
would eventually recover after breathing fresh air for a sufficient length 
of time, but immediately on being subjected to tear gas they would be 
impelled to seek fresh air in the shortest time possible. One helicopter 
could cover a circle of a thousand yards in diameter in this manner. The 
apparatus necessary for this use of chemical agents was under devel-
opment and would soon be available. This procedure would enable 
friendly forces to regain and maintain control of the Panama Canal 
locks without bloodshed.

Example No. 3 concerned the Kuwait area. It was assumed that 
strong insurgent guerrilla forces had seized the oil facilities in the area 
and had rounded up as hostages several thousand US and UK civil-
ians. Friendly forces were required to regain control of the area before 
the oil facilities were destroyed and to recapture the hostages before 
they were executed. A chemical agent sprayed from an aircraft could 
within five minutes prostrate all personnel in the area for twelve hours, 
during which time friendly forces could move in and regain control. 
2600 pounds of the agent would cover a square mile and there would 
be no physical damage.

General Lemnitzer said his examples had been confined to inca-
pacitating agents but lethal agents could be used in the same way. The 
examples had also been examples of catching the enemy by surprise. 
He had illustrated only an offensive use of chemical and biological 
agents; however, before using such agents offensively it was necessary 
to develop a strong capability to defend against them.

Dr. York, concluding the presentation, said that he had been 
impressed by the development of possibilities in the field of controlled 
temporary incapacitation over the last several years. He thought it was 
possible the researchers were on the trail of something revolutionary. 
The use of chemical and biological incapacitating agents extended 
from mild control up to effects comparable to those of tactical atomic 
weapons. The Defense Department proposed to expand the budget for 
chemical and biological warfare, which was now $50 million a year, by 
a factor of three by 1965.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that the Science Advisory Committee about 
a year ago had looked into the question of chemical and biological war-
fare and had concluded that research and development in this field 
should be continued since the prospects were definitely bright. He 
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reported that he had independently made his own study of incapacitat-
ing agents and had come to the same conclusion. The Science Advisory 
Committee had recommended that research and development in the 
field be strenghened. The President said he concurred.

Mr. Stans noted that a year ago he had been told that the US had 
a $300 million inventory in chemical and biological agents. He won-
dered whether this inventory was being reevaluated in the light of recent 
developments. General Lemnitzer thought the inventory referred to by 
Mr. Stans was an inventory carried over from World War II. There had 
been little production of chemical and biological agents since World War 
II. Mr. Stans asked whether he was correct in understanding that there 
would be no substantial stockpiling of chemical and biological agents 
during the research and development period. General Lemnitzer con-
firmed Mr. Stans’ understanding. The President said that since chemical 
and biological agents could be manufactured at a reasonably rapid rate, 
capacity for manufacturing rather than a stockpile would be needed. 
Secretary Gates, referring to public and world opinion on the use of chem-
ical and biological weapons, wondered whether such use should not be 
put in the same category as the use of atomic weapons; that is, use should 
be made subject to decision by the President. Mr. Gray read Paragraph 13 
of NSC 5906/1 indicating that under present policy Presidential decision 
is required for the use of chemical and biological weapons.

The President said one great difficulty occurred to him in connec-
tion with the use of incapacitating agents. While the use of such agents 
was a splendid idea, if we tried to use them in a humane manner, our 
enemy would probably charge us with germ warfare and then would 
proceed in retaliation to use lethal chemical and biological weapons. 
He understood that some of these lethal weapons, particularly nerve 
gas, were quite terrible. Before we used chemical and biological weap-
ons, we would need to have proper defensive equipment. He under-
stood that at the present time US gas masks would not protect against 
all types of lethal agents. Dr. York said present masks protected against 
all agents except those absorbed by the skin. He added that we had no 
protection against bullets and therefore would be in no worse position 
in chemical warfare than we were in now in other forms of warfare. The 
President said chemical and biological weapons had considerably less 
discrimination than a bullet. Dr. York felt that at the very least chemical 
and biological weapons were no worse than atomic weapons.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that a sharp distinction should be made 
between chemical warfare and biological warfare. Chemical warfare, 
e.g., the use of tear gas, had been accepted throughout the world in 
police actions, but biological warfare had not been so accepted. Mr. 
Dulles strongly agreed with Dr. Kistiakowsky, saying that we ought to 
assimilate our use of incapacitating agents to the use of tear gas. He felt 
we needed some incapacitating agent which we could use respectably.
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General Twining agreed with the President that if we began the use 
of chemical or biological agents, our enemy would retaliate with lethal 
agents. If we intend to use incapacitating agents we should publicize 
their non- lethal effects to the greatest possible extent.

At this point the President left the meeting and the remainder of 
the meeting was presided over by Secretary Herter.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral presentation on the subject by the 
Department of Defense, prepared pursuent to NSC Action No. 2105– d, 
as presented by the Director of Defense Research and Engineering and 
the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army.

[Omitted here are pages 7–12.]

Marion W. Boggs

243. Memorandum From Burke to Gates1

Washington, March 12, 1960

SUBJECT

Survivability of soft bases in United States after Russian missile attack

1. There have been quite a few presentations recently concerning 
the survivability of important soft targets in Continental United States 
after a Russian ballistic missile attack. These studies are concerned with 
the number of missiles which Russia would have to have on launchers 
to destroy a large number of soft targets in the United States. The con-
clusions are not exactly alike because they are very dependent upon 
assumptions which include variables such as:

a. The number of missiles on launchers available to the Russians 
at various times

b. CEP—The Probable Circular Error of the missiles
c. Missile reliability both on launchers and in flight
d. Whether missile launching submarines would be used
e. If missile launching submarines are used—how many

1 Source: Survivability of soft bases in United States after Soviet missile attack. Top 
Secret. 3 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Originator File.
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f. The degree of destruction which the Soviets might determine 
they should inflict (estimates range from 70% probability of destroying 
all soft targets through 90% to 99%)

g. The actual targeting which the Russians might choose, i.e., 
would they concentrate first on all aircraft bases, next on soft missile 
sites, and then on hardened missile sites, or would they choose some 
other order of destruction?

2. Nevertheless, nearly all of the studies show that all soft targets 
(bases and soft missile sites) could be destroyed by a comparatively 
few Russian missiles and indicate that our retaliatory capability, when 
the Russians achieve a significant number of missiles on launchers, is 
dependent upon getting Polaris submarines and hardened ICBM sites 
operational as soon as possible—before 1963. These studies show that 
after some conceivable attacks by the Russians, very few SAC aircraft 
on United States bases would be available.

3. The presentations indicate that only the capability within the 
United States is considered, and that the retaliatory capability of the attack 
carrier striking forces was not included. The exclusion was not because 
they were unimportant, but because they did not lend themselves read-
ily to mathematical analysis. It is submitted that the Russians, perhaps, 
would have the same difficulty in correctly appraising the capabilities of 
such forces. Still the possible actions that are usually recommended are 
confined to what can be done to achieve a greater retaliatory capability 
from these forces in the United States after an attack. No statements have 
been made as to how to increase the retaliatory capabilities which are not 
subject to Russian ballistic missile attack, i.e., carriers at sea.

4. To get an increase in surviving aircraft at bases in the United 
States, requires under some circumstances, considerable funds and 
effort. I believe that we may be overlooking a comparatively inexpen-
sive way of increasing our retaliatory capability during the next few 
years by increasing the number of attack planes available after an attack 
by increasing the number of attack carriers at sea.

5. Normally there are about 200 attack aircraft in the 6th and 7th 
fleets. The carriers and these aircraft are not subject to ballistic missile 
attack when at sea. If an air attack is launched against any of these car-
riers we will have considerable warning, much more than any 10 or 
15 minutes. This is because timing of an air attack against carriers in 
an unknown location could not be coordinated with an all-out missile 
attack for a predetermined specific time.

6. The 200 aircraft mentioned above are near the Soviet Union and, 
consequently, could attack quickly. There would be attrition in the car-
rier aircraft during the attacks, of course, but many of them will return 
to their carriers for use in succeeding attacks. Furthermore, in addition 
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to the carriers of the 6th and 7th fleets at least an equal number of carri-
ers are available for deployment from United States waters.

7. During the period in which Russia might have a significant 
ICBM- launching capability and in which we might have neither suffi-
cient numbers of Polaris submarines at sea nor hardened missile sites 
in the United States, our capability could be significantly increased 
by increasing the numbers of carriers and carrier aircraft. This could 
be accomplished by keeping in commission our older attack carriers 
(those now scheduled to be replaced) and by augmenting the number 
of attack aircraft. The older carriers kept in commission could continue 
their usefulness until ’63 or ’64. When sufficient hardened ICBM and 
Polaris missiles are operational the attack carrier force could then be 
returned to present strength.

8. It is recommended, therefore, that consideration be given to 
increasing the number of carriers and carrier combat aircraft during the 
next few years if it is determined that an increase in the aircraft surviv-
ing capability during this period is necessary.

Arleigh Burke

Note on Op– 07 copy:
Please get this to Dr. Kistiakowsky and any other people who can use it.
Note on Op– 61 copy:
Please get this to State.

244. Memorandum for the Record of Meeting Between Gates and 
JCS1

Washington, March 14, 1960

SUBJECT

Meeting with Secretary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff, 14 March 1960

ADM BURKE: The Secretary of Defense is very much concerned about 
the various presentations that have been given to him on what Russia 
could do to the United States with missiles on launcher under the 
most adverse conditions. All of these presentations that I have seen, 

1 Source: Soviet missile capabilities and request for JCS study on U.S. strategic 
vulnerabilities. Top Secret; Hold Closely. 2 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, 
Originator File.
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and I’ve seen several of them, pertain only to what would happen 
against targets in Continental United States. Most of them assume a 
specific targeting which would be SAC first, then soft missile sites 
and then hard missile sites. It doesn’t take very many missiles under 
ideal conditions to knock out all of SAC. What these presentations 
prove is SAC is a useless thing in the missile age, because you can 
knock out the bases. At the same time, they also prove that until we 
get POLARIS and hardened sites, within ’60 and ’61 if Russia did have 
a significant number of missiles—70, 100, 120, some place along there, 
if for some reason they did have these missiles on launcher, and if 
they had a high degree of reliability and other systems, they could 
knock out most of our retaliatory system in the United States. The 
cure for that, as I said before, is POLARIS and hardened sites. We 
don’t get any hardened sites until ’61. This is all without warning, 
so the obvious thing to do is push up—accelerate POLARIS, accelerate 
BMEWS, and SECDEF is considering whether or not to put on an air 
alert. I think he read that letter on carriers that we wrote on Saturday, 
and maybe he is considering increasing the number of carriers we 
have as well as dispersing SAC.

Now, he wants a study made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on all of 
this intelligence—a military appraisal of our situation. This means a 
very important piece of paper because we’re going to have to move 
fast on this thing. Op–06 and Op–92 must get in on this for sure. This 
problem is going to be turned over to the JSSC. The JSSC will call upon 
the Service planners.

Here’s what I think, and this is from the top of my head. I don’t 
care what you do so long as you follow this. I think you’ll agree it’s 
sound. Let’s shoot for these things which increase this nation’s capi-
tal gains, these things which will give us a greater capability and will 
last for a long time. For example, if you expedite BMEWS, you get 
BMEWS sooner but you’ve got a BMEWS for ever and ever. So, let’s 
expedite BMEWS, let’s expedite POLARIS. Let us do these things 
which will increase our military capability over a long period of time. 
Let us take those things which do not increase our military capability 
but are only temporary expedients, such things as an air alert where 
no matter how many air alerts you run today, you’re not any better 
off tomorrow—you’ve get to run them tomorrow too. Let’s exam-
ine the cost of these very carefully. Now, carriers come in there. If 
you keep carriers in existence, it’s the operating costs of the carriers, 
but the airplanes you buy for that carrier are capital gains because 
you’re going to buy those airplanes someday anyway. So that’s an 
actual gain. That increases your military capability, but the operation 
of your carrier doesn’t increase your military capability—you’ve got 
to operate it tomorrow. I think that’s a pretty sound way to approach 
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this. There is such a thing as buying the wrong thing, and you’ve 
got to watch out for this. For example, if you increase the numbers 
of ATLASes in hard targets, you may not want ATLASes by the time 
you get them. So, when do you have to make the decision to get more 
ATLASes? I mean if you made the decision right now, you don’t get 
ATLASes until ’62 anyway—therefore, do you need to make the deci-
sion right now to get ATLASes in ’62 or can you make the decision 
six months or a year from now and just keep these production lines 
running longer?

One of the things you’ve got to consider is when do you make a 
decision on each of these points? They will vary. The ATLAS decision 
probably doesn’t have to be made now—however, the carrier decision 
has to be made about a month before the first carrier goes out, and per-
haps the decision to get some more carrier airplanes needs to be made 
pretty quick. Anyway, let’s get going.

Arleigh Burke

L.R. GEIS
By direction

245. Memorandum for the Record of Telephone Conversation 
Between Eisenhower and Burke1

Washington, March 26, 1960, 11:30 a.m.

SUBJECT

Telephone conversation between the President and Admiral Burke, 1130, 26 Mar 
1960

1. The President called me to discuss augmentation of the Polaris 
submarine program. Following are the highlights of this discussion.

2. The President pointed out that the Navy has quite a bit of 
money in the FY ’61 budget for attack submarines and said he thought 
attack submarines seem to have rather limited usefulness because 
other people do not have much shipping. He acknowledged that he 

1 Source: Discussion of augmentation of the Polaris submarine program. Top Secret; 
Hold Closely. 2 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Originator File.
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was not taking into consideration use of submarines to attack enemy 
submarines and pointed out that he wondered whether the Navy 
might consider using this ’61 money budgeted for attack submarines 
to be applied as long leadtime funding for additional Polaris boats.

3. I told him that the ’61 budget had money in it for 3 attack 
submarines in an amount of about $171M. I pointed out that this was 
about equal—not quite but within shooting distance of what the long 
leadtime items would cost for 6 Polaris submarines. I then explained 
that the disadvantage to this would be that it is partial funding. 
However, since we have already put in for long leadtime items for 
3 Polaris boats anyway, I thought that Congress would understand 
such a change. The President said then that Mr. Stans had talked with 
him and had said that actual expenditures for 6 new ones would 
require operational authority in FY ’61 of only $200M. Completing 
these 6 boats would require $600M more in future years and the 
expenditure in ’61 would be only $21M. I said that essentially Mr. 
Stans was correct. The expenditures are not very great under such a 
proposal in ’61.

4. The President then indicated he thought we should do this as 
long as we were not unduly reducing our attack capability against 
enemy submarines by such a course of action. I agreed and said that, in 
my belief, over the long run such a course of action would be better. I 
pointed out that we can build attack submarines a little bit faster than 
we can Polaris boats primarily because we know more about the build-
ing process of regular attack submarines. I explained that taking such 
a course of action did not mean cancellation of attack submarines in 
FY ’61 but rather deferral until a later date.

5. The President ended up the conversation by telling me to think 
over this proposition and toward the middle of next week come in and 
talk with Mr. Stans and Jerry Persons because he, himself, was going to 
be tied up with Prime Minister Macmillan.

Arleigh Burke
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246. Memorandum From Twining to Gates1

CM–516–60 Washington, April 11, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy in the Event of War (NSC 5904/1) (C)

REFERENCE

JCSM– 149– 60 (attached)

1. Attached are the divergent views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on a 
proposed amendment to NSC 5904/1, prepared by the NSC Planning 
Board pursuant to NSC Action No. 2057.

2. The NSC Planning Board has reviewed NSC 5904/1 and has 
agreed to recommend to the National Security Council that, except for 
deletion of the footnote on page 2 as an editorial change, NSC 5904/1 
not be revised at this time.

3. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations 
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps have agreed to deletion of 
the footnote or as an alternative to change the title of the Section and 
modify the footnote.

4. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force does not agree to deletion of the 
entire footnote since the first sentence states U.S. policy which was cur-
rent when NSC 5904/1 was approved. (17 March 1959). He does agree 
to the deletion of the second sentence as an editorial change.

5. I consider that NSC 5906/1, which considers the various types 
of war, provides the Joint Chiefs of Staff with adequate guidance for 
any amplifying directives to unified and specified commanders. 
Furthermore, I concur with the view of the NSC Planning Board that 
deletion of the footnote in NSC 5904/1 would be editorial.

6. Accordingly, I recommend that the footnote be deleted.

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachment:
JCSM–149–60

1 Source: JCS views on revisions to NSC 5904/1. Top Secret. 2 pp. Library of Con-
gress, Manuscript Division, Twining Papers.
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247. Memorandum From Twining to Gates1

JCSM–149–60 Washington, April 11, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy in the Event of War (NSC 5904/1) (C)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the proposed amendment 
to NSC 5904/1, prepared by the NSC Planning Board pursuant to NSC 
Action No. 2057, and have been unable to reach agreement thereon.

2. Accordingly, forwarded herewith, as Appendix “A”, are the 
views of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Chief of Naval Operations and 
Commandant of the Marine Corps; and as Appendix “B”, the views of 
the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force.

3. It is requested that the Joint Chiefs of Staff be advised of your 
decision in this matter.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Appendix A

Washington, undated

VIEWS OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY; CHIEF OF  
NAVAL OPERATIONS; AND THE COMMANDANT  
OF THE MARINE CORPS

on
US POLICY IN THE EVENT OF WAR (NSC 5904/1) (C)

1. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; 
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps have reviewed NSC 5904/1 
in light of the NSC Planning Board’s proposal.

2. a. The footnote associated with the title of Section B was designed 
to eliminate from NSC 5904/1 an issue more properly resolved by 

1 Source: Transmits JCS revisions to NSC 5904/1. Top Secret. 4 pp. Library of 
 Congress, Manuscript Division, Twining Papers.
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revision of 1958 Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1), and to 
allow publication of NSC 5904/1 (17 March 1959) before completion of 
the review of the then current Basic National Security Policy. Although 
the deletion of the footnote to Section B of NSC 5904/1, as proposed by 
the Planning Board, would not specifically clarify the definition of the 
type of aggression being addressed in this section, its deletion without 
replacement is, in the view of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief 
of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, an 
acceptable proposal since it is assumed that users of this document will 
also have knowledge of NSC 5906/1, which considers the various types 
of war. It is our recommendation that the Planning Board proposal be 
accepted.

b. The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; 
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps cannot, however, concur 
in any footnote, to the effect that a war with Russia is a general war, 
since nowhere in NSC 5906/1 is general war so defined. Furthermore, 
such a definition is considered to be completely unacceptable by rea-
son of inaccuracy. Paragraph 9 of NSC 5906/1 recognizes that we are 
now engaged in a war with Russia; the cold war. The Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps do not consider that this war is comparable to the condi-
tions they envisaged would exist in a general war.

3. If clarification of the subject matter of Section B is considered 
desirable by the National Security Council, it is suggested that either:

a. The title of this Section be changed to read:
“US POLICY IN THE EVENT OF CONFLICT IN WHICH SIZEABLE 

FORCES OF THE USSR ARE NOT INVOLVED.”
b. or, the following footnote be adopted:
NSC 5904/1, Page 2, Footnote:
“This section of the policy statement addresses itself to those con-

flicts in which sizeable forces of the United States and USSR are not 
involved. Present U.S. policy is based upon the concept stated in para-
graph 16, NSC 5906/1, that ‘conflicts occurring in the NATO area or 
elsewhere involving sizeable forces of the US and USSR should not be 
construed as local aggression.’”
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Appendix B

Washington, undated

VIEWS OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. AIR FORCE
on

U.S. POLICY IN THE EVENT OF WAR (NSC 5904/1) (C)

1. I have reviewed the NSC Planning Board proposal, which rec-
ommends that NSC 5904/1 not be revised at this time except for dele-
tion of the footnote on page 2 as an editorial change.

2. I do not agree that deletion of the entire footnote on page 2 of 
NSC 5904/1 would constitute only an editorial change. The first sen-
tence states U.S. policy which was current on the date it was approved 
(17 March 1959). The second sentence establishes that the validity of this 
policy is subject to re- examination when Basic National Security Policy 
was next reviewed. That review has occurred. There was not action taken 
in that review which in any way suggested that the statement of policy in 
the first sentence has become invalid or that national policy in this respect 
has been substantively altered. It is obvious that the second sentence is 
no longer appropriate and should be deleted as an editorial change.

3. NSC 5904/1 appropriately amplifies the broad guidance con-
tained in current Basic Policy (NSC 5906/1) in that it provides more 
definitive and more specific guidance for one area to those agencies 
directly concerned. This guidance is valid, timely and substantive. To 
delete the first sentence of the footnote would imply a modification of 
national policy which has not occurred. In addition, its deletion would 
remove useful and informative clarification specifically applicable to 
guidance in this policy.

4. Therefore, I recommend that the Secretary of Defense propose to 
the National Security Council that the first sentence of the footnote on 
page 2 be retained and that the second sentence be deleted.
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248. Paper Prepared by the NSC Staff1

Washington, undated

MEGATONAGE INVOLVED IN PREVIOUS  
NET EVALUATION STUDIES

1955 Study

Under conditions of surprise attack, 600 megatons were delivered 
on targets in the Continental U.S. In U.S. retaliatory strikes, 9000 mega-
tons were delivered on Soviet targets world- wide.

1956 Study

Under surprise attack conditions, the USSR delivered 4407 mega-
tons on the U.S. (in retaliation, the U.S. delivered 8010 megatons on 
the Sino- Soviet Bloc). In a condition of full alert, the USSR delivered 
5047 megatons on the U.S. (and the U.S. delivered 11,200 megatons on 
the Bloc).

1957 Study

Under conditions of surprise attack, the USSR delivered 3905 
megatons on the U.S. (and in retaliation the U.S. delivered 7896 mega-
tons on the Soviet Bloc). In a condition of full alert, the USSR delivered 
5173 megatons on the U.S.

1958 Study

In a surprise attack situation, the USSR delivered 2186 megatons 
on the U.S. (the U.S. delivered 5810 megatons on the USSR and 705 
megatons on China).

1 Source: “Comparisons in Megatonnage Involved in Previous Net Evaluation Stud-
ies.” Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File.
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249. Paper Prepared by the NSC Staff1

Washington, April 26, 1960

PLANNING BOARD QUESTIONS  
NET EVALUATION PRESENTATION

1. What use was made of the 48 hours strategic warning? Why did 
we not do better than get only 33–1/3% of SAC in the air after getting 
48 hours warning?

2. Why was the UK “V” Force destroyed on the ground?
3. What did the Soviet ground forces do? Walk West?
4. Was the new Soviet surface- to- air “Guideline” missile taken into 

account in developing losses of our attacking forces?
5. Why was less megatonnage dropped on U.S. per this report than 

in the exercise several years ago?
6. Could the Government relocate upon receipt of strategic warn-

ing without attracting wide public attention?
7. Would not the increased weight of the Soviet nuclear warhead 

mentioned in recent intelligence estimates but not in the intelligence 
used by NES result in greater megatonnage falling on the U.S.?

8. Why were the 117 Soviet residual ICBM’s left after the 18½ hour 
exchange not used for further attack on the U.S.?

9. Why did the State governments survive?
10. Was any assessment made of damage to members of the Sino- 

Soviet Bloc other than the USSR?
11. What activities will the NES Staff be engaged in during the next 

nine months?
12. Why were only 50% of the weapons striking the U.S. set for 

ground bursts, while 95% of the U.S. weapons on the USSR were set for 
ground bursts?

13. Mr. Gray asked General Hickey to consider giving greater 
emphasis in his introductory remarks to the fact that the attack was 
war- gamed.

1 Source: “Planning Board Questions, Net Evaluation Presentation.” Secret. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File.



National Security Policy 1025

250. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, April 29, 1960

SUBJECT

Debrief of NSC Meeting, 28 Apr 1960

MR. GORDON GRAY—Said questions had been brought up in the 
planning group about the 48- hour warning and about the relocation 
of the government people, during those 48 hours. With all the military 
on full alert and with all of this being known, would the Soviets attack 
then or would they not?

—The second question was what should be done in regard to 
warning and instructions to the civilian population?

There was a lot of discussion as to difficulties in calling off an 
attack once it has been ordered, and the possibility that if they tried to 
call it off somebody wouldn’t get the word and it would be launched 
anyway. Then, the war would be on and they would have lost their ini-
tial advantage of a heavy initial attack. In other words, if the Russians 
tried to call it off and if they weren’t successful in calling it off, they 
would have really lost their nation and not have gained anything by it. 
It was decided that it was very unlikely that once the Russians decided 
to launch an attack that they could afford to call it off. The decision had 
to be made once and for all.

—The next question as to whether to tell our people. A lot of peo-
ple said that it would be better if the people were not unduly excited 
and were told it was an exercise, that you wouldn’t know for sure that 
an attack was coming, and that if you told them that an attack was 
coming for sure, they would probably panic. However, the President 
said that you should tell the people. I agree, even though a lot of people 
would panic. It they are not told completely about what is happening, 
it is going to leak and they will lose confidence in the integrity of their 
own government in periods of crisis and they will desert and be wholly 
selfish. In a time of crisis if you told the people the whole business, as 
much as you possibly can tell then, they would realize that their gov-
ernment is doing everything it possibly can to protect them and that 
their government is going to fight like hell. You can’t play games with 
people in periods of crisis.

1 Source: Debrief of the NSC meeting of April 28: Polaris reserves, Soviet intercept 
capability against aircraft, SAC dispersal, fallout. Top Secret; Hold Closely. 3 pp. Naval 
Historical Center, Burke Papers, Originators File, 1 March to 30 April, 1960.
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COMMENT: This was not brought out at the meeting.
THE PRESIDENT—Then discussed in general the vulnerability 

of SAC land- based equipment. He asked how long does it take to fire 
Minuteman and when the research would be done on Minuteman? He 
asked when Hound Dog would be operational? Then, he noted that 
the reserves for Polaris were very few, and he thought we should have 
100% reserves of Polaris missiles in coastal areas where we could pos-
sibly get them.

ADM BURKE—Told him we had 33% reserves in tenders.
THE PRESIDENT—Said he didn’t think that was enough, that it 

should be 100%.
ADM BURKE—Said thank you.
—Then said we had thought of putting reserve missiles in tenders 

and sending them into safe waters such as Trinidad or African or South 
American ports.

THE PRESIDENT—Said well, you would have to send a subma-
rine a long distance to get reserve missiles and he thought it would be 
wise to have some reserves right in the United States.

I heard Mr. Douglas whisper to Andy Goodpaster that it would 
take weeks to get reload on this basis.

THE PRESIDENT—Then said, in answer to a question, that he 
wanted to have some residual power left so that he wouldn’t be help-
less—that, if he had started a war like that, he wanted to be able to 
finish it, and he was interested in having a capability after the initial 
strikes were over.

MR. GATES—Asked him if he thought the follow- on strike capa-
bility would have any deterrent effect.

THE PRESIDENT—Said no, he just wanted to have military capa-
bility afterwards.

MR. MC CONE—Then asked if we had studied the growing inter-
cept capability of the Russians against aircraft. He pointed out that 
the Russians had been improving their surface- to- air missiles. They 
had good interceptors, good communications, and there was a lot of 
intelligence information which indicated that the Russians were really 
stressing air defense, particularly against high altitude aircraft. With 
the introduction of missiles into the Soviet arsenal, aircraft were becom-
ing increasingly vulnerable while missiles were not, and yet 90% of our 
stockpile was now for aircraft delivery and only 10% was for other 
types of delivery—and, I think he said only 2% was for missile delivery.
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It was then brought out there would be a gradual shift from air-
craft to missiles, but this would have to be continuously re- examined. 
The vulnerability of missiles was discussed a little bit but that was not 
important.

THE PRESIDENT—Then asked about an air alert.
GENERAL LE MAY—Said that, if they had 15 minutes warning, 

it was not profitable to have an air alert, that the only mission of an air 
alert was when you didn’t have any warning. He then mentioned blind 
takeoffs in which they had cut down their take- off time to one- third 
what it had been previously, and that the intervals between aircraft 
takeoff was now 15 seconds. He said he had some movies which he 
offered to send to the President.

THE PRESIDENT—Accepted.
COMMENT: This was the first time I had heard of this.
THE PRESIDENT—Then discussed the dispersion of SAC, and 

again the answer was that it wasn’t necessary to disperse SAC much 
further if they were able to achieve their takeoff capability.

There was then a long discussion as to the amount of long term 
fallout hazard, particularly Strontium- 90 and similar elements. For 
example, the study said there would be about 3 million additional 
leukemia and bone cancer cases directly due to Strontium- 90 after a 
6,000- megaton yield delivery by both sides.

THE PRESIDENT—Thought this was probably low.
They are going to look into it. Nobody knew what they were 

talking about.
GORDON GRAY—Said he would like to discuss what they would 

do at the next NESC study.
THE PRESIDENT—Said that doesn’t have to be decided here.

Arleigh Burke
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251. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–5–60 Washington, May 3, 1960

SOVIET CAPABILITIES IN GUIDED MISSILES  
AND SPACE VEHICLES

THE PROBLEM

To estimate Soviet capabilities and probable programs for the 
development of guided missiles, and the major performance character-
istics and dates of operational availability of such missiles. In addition, 
to estimate the technical capabilities of the Soviets in space, including 
the earliest possible dates of achievement of important future space 
ventures. (The period covered runs through about 1965, except where 
otherwise stated.)

NOTE

This estimate entirely supersedes the Summary and Conclusions 
of NIE 11–5–59, dated 3 November 1959, and the Memorandum to 
Holders of NIE 11–5–59, dated 19 January 1960. In addition, it updates 
and should be used in conjunction with the Discussion in NIE 11–5–59, 
pertinent paragraphs of which are cross- referenced at the beginning of 
each section in this estimate.

Annexes to this estimate entirely supersede the following portions 
of NIE 11–5–59: Annex A supersedes Table 3 of Section VIII (Possible 
Soviet Space Development Program); Annex B supersedes Section IX 
(Summary Tables).

THE ESTIMATE

1. During the last six months we have acquired new evidence on 
Soviet guided missile capabilities and programs, generally confirming 
progress along the lines indicated in NIE 11–5–59 and in some cases 
resulting in refinement or modification of our estimates. Our princi-
pal acquisitions relate to: (a) Soviet ICBM characteristics and contin-
ued test- firing activities; (b) characteristics and deployment of Soviet 
surface- to- air missiles; (c) Soviet surface ships for missile launching; 
and (d) Soviet research and development in cruise- type surface- to- 
surface systems. Despite this improvement in our knowledge of some 
Soviet missile programs, serious gaps in our information still exist, 
especially regarding Soviet ballistic missile production and concepts of 
deployment, research and development on second generation ICBMs 

1 Source: “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles.” Top Secret. 
21 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.
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and other ballistic missiles, Soviet programs for submarine- launched 
ballistic missiles, the USSR’s approach to the problem of defense against 
ballistic missiles, and Soviet space programs.

The Soviet ICBM Program

(See paragraphs 69–84, NIE 11–5–59)
2. Recent test firing activities indicate that the ICBM development 

program continues in an orderly fashion rather than on a “crash” basis. 
Since early November 1959, there have been seven generally successful 
ICBM firings, including two 6,500 n.m. shots to the Johnson Island area 
in the Pacific. This brings to 25 the total number of firings to ranges of 
3,500 n.m. or more.

3. IOC Date. Evidence derived from flight tests is considered ade-
quate to gauge the general progress of the program, but we cannot state 
with certainty the precise timing of the USSR’s initial operational capa-
bility (IOC); that is, the date at which a few—say 10—series produced 
ICBMs could have been placed in the hands of one or more trained units 
at existing launching facilities. We also consider the IOC as marking the 
beginning of the planned buildup in operational capabilities. [text not 
declassified] We believe, however, that this does not preclude an earlier 
Soviet decision that the system was satisfactory for initial deployment. 
Limited number of operational personnel could have received training 
in conjunction with the test firings. We believe that for planning pur-
poses it should be considered that the IOC had occurred by 1 January 
1960.2 3

4. Production and Deployment. An exhaustive re- examination has 
failed to establish Soviet ICBM production rates or to provide positive 
identification of any operational ICBM unit or launching facility other 
than the test range. Our belief that series production of ICBMs is under 
way is based on the time elapsed since the start of test firings in 1957, 
the generally successful results of the test program, and particularly the 
increased rate of firings since early 1959, all of which lend credibility 
to Khrushchev’s claim of early 1959 that series production was then 
beginning. Final assembly of ICBMs may be taking place at more than 

2 The Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, 
believes there is insufficient information to judge that the conditions for IOC as described 
in paragraph 3 have been met. He believes therefore that an IOC date of not earlier than 
mid- 1960 should be used for planning purposes. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence. Department of the Army, wishes 
to clarify his position with respect to the Soviet ICBM IOC date. He believes that as of 
1 January 1960 the Soviets had an emergency capability to launch a few series- produced 
ICBMs against North America, but that these ICBMs probably would have had to have 
been launched from R&D facilities, rather than from a separate operational facility. How-
ever, he agrees that for planning purposes, it is prudent to assume that the IOC had 
occurred by 1 January 1960. [Footnote is in the original.]
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one plant in the USSR; we now have limited evidence pointing to two 
Soviet cities as possible production sites.

5. There is no new evidence to establish the Soviet ICBM deploy-
ment concept. The available evidence suggests that the Soviet ICBM 
could be rail mobile, but we do not know whether the deployment 
pattern as a whole will comprise rail mobile units, hard or soft fixed 
installations, or some combination of these methods. In any case, 
Soviet ICBM sites are not likely to be found at locations remote from 
rail support.

6. Configuration. On the basis of data obtained from ICBM and 
space vehicle launchings, we believe the Soviet ICBM to be a one and 
one- half staged (Atlas type) vehicle or a parallel staged vehicle, with 
the former now considered somewhat more likely. It almost certainly 
employs nonstorable liquid propellants. Data acquired on the re- entry 
vehicles used on the shots to the Johnson Island area indicate that the 
nosecones employed in those tests were of the ablative rather than 
heatsink type. We therefore estimate that the Soviet ICBM employs an 
ablative nosecone. Use of such a nosecone would permit the delivery 
of a 6,000 pound nuclear warhead to a range of about 6,500 n.m., that 
is, from virtually any point in the USSR to virtually any point in the US. 
A reduction in warhead weight would permit a greater range or the 
incorporation of penetration aids in the nosecone.

7. Accuracy. [text not declassified] the Soviet ICBM probably has 
radio- inertial and not all- inertial guidance. The guidance system 
is believed to employ radar tracking with radio command, and to 
include inertial components within the missile. The data available for 
estimating Soviet CEPs are far from exact; considerable reliance has 
been placed on general state of the art and US analogy. These fac-
tors, together with our estimate of Soviet capabilities in related com-
ponents such as gyroscopes and accelerometers, point to a theoretical 
CEP at IOC date of about 2 n.m., which we believe would be degraded 
to about 3 n.m. under operational conditions.4 This is an approximate 
figure and we apply it to all ranges to which ICBMs are likely to be 
fired.

8. We believe that operational considerations will lead the Soviets 
to incorporate an all- inertial system in their ICBM sometime during 
1961–1962 or possibly earlier. A Soviet all- inertial system, as of today, 
would probably have a theoretical CEP of about 3 n.m., degraded to 

4 Under operational conditions, theoretical CEPs will be degraded by several factors 
such as: (a) re- entry errors induced by undeterminable winds and air density over the 
impact area; (b) human and experience factors; and (c) geophysical errors including grav-
itational anomalies, geoidal uncertainties, and uncertainties of target location relative to 
launch point and local verticals. [Footnote is in the original.]
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about 5 n.m. under operational conditions. Units already equipped 
with radio- inertial guidance probably would not be retrofitted with the 
all- inertial system.

9. We estimate that over the next few years, probably not later than 
during 1963, the operational CEP for a Soviet ICBM system with all- 
inertial guidance could be reduced to about 2 n.m., and that with radio- 
inertial guidance, the operational CEP could be made somewhat better. 
ICBM accuracy under operational conditions could probably be still 
further improved to about 1 n.m. in 1965–1970. The element of uncer-
tainty in our estimate of CEPs for future years is very great.

10. Reliability Factors. The strategic significance of an ICBM force 
is heavily dependent on the reliability of the system under operational 
conditions, and on the percentage of missiles which can be kept in com-
mission. We have again reviewed the factors which would affect Soviet 
ICBM reliability and in- commission rates under various circumstances, 
taking into account what little intelligence is available, general state of 
the art, and US analogy. The uncertainties are such that figures can be 
provided as working assumptions only.5

11. On this basis, we believe it reasonable to assume that in mid- 
1960, some 60–80 percent of the USSR’s operational ICBM inventory 
could be in commission. The lower limit of this range approximates the 
percentage which might be maintained in commission for an indefinite 
period. The upper limit might be achieved if the Soviets prepared their 
force for an attack at a specific time. The in- commission rate would 
improve as the system matured. Ranges comparable to those given 
above might approximate 70–85 percent in 1961 and 85–90 percent in 
1963.

12. With respect to reliability on launcher and in flight, we assume 
that in mid- 1960, some 50–60 percent of the ICBMs in commission and 
on launchers could successfully go through count- down, leave their 
launchers at scheduled times or not later than 15–30 minutes thereafter, 
and detonate in the vicinity of assigned targets. As in the preceding 
paragraph, the lower limit of this range approximates the reliability 
which might be maintained indefinitely, while the upper limit might 
be achieved if the Soviets prepared their force for an attack at a specific 
time. The percentage of successful missiles might increase to 55–65 per-
cent in 1961 and 65–75 percent in 1963.

13. Follow- on System. During the next few years, the Soviets will 
probably have under development a follow- on ICBM system, although 
there is no direct evidence that such a development program is now 

5 For missiles other than the ICBM, the table of missile reliabilities in NIE 11–5–59 
provides the best working assumptions we have been able to derive. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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under way. We are unable to estimate when the USSR could achieve an 
IOC with a new ICBM system, but we would expect first flight tests to 
precede IOC date by some 18 months to two years. Desirable character-
istics for such a system might include fast reaction time, storable liquid 
or perhaps solid propellants, greater flexibility, and less bulk than the 
present system.

Other Ground- Launched Ballistic Systems

(See Paragraphs 50–68, NIE 11–5–59)
14. Missiles in this category which we know the USSR has devel-

oped and continues to improve include those with maximum ranges 
of about 75 n.m., 200 n.m., 350 n.m., 700 n.m., and 1,100 n.m. (desig-
nated SS–1 through SS–5 by US intelligence). All these systems are 
considered to be operational, but there is little evidence as to their 
deployment. [text not declassified] Although our information points to 
several plants which may be engaged in the series production of short 
and medium range ballistic missiles, it is insufficient to establish pro-
duction rates.

15. There is no new evidence to cause any major change in our esti-
mates of the characteristics of the foregoing ballistic missile systems. 
We continue to believe that systems with ranges of 700 n.m. and less are 
road mobile, although missile carriers and support vehicles are readily 
adaptable to rail transport. The 1,100 n.m. missile is considered suitable 
for road or rail mobile employment.

Ground- Launched Cruise- Type System

16. Recent Soviet statements, as well as other information, indicate 
that the USSR has a current interest in cruise- type vehicles. We estimate 
that the Soviets are developing and could have available for operational 
use in 1961–1963, a ground- launched, ramjet propelled vehicle, with a 
speed of about Mach 3, an altitude of 65,000–70,000 feet, and a range 
in excess of 4,000 n.m. Such a system could be employed for weapon 
delivery or reconnaissance, and would further complicate Western air 
defense problems. Although unlikely, it is possible that such a system 
could be employed as a research vehicle for investigation of structures 
and propulsion systems in the Mach 3 region.

Air Defense Missile Systems

(See paragraphs 16–39, NIE 11–5–59)
17. Surface- to- Air. The flexible, mobile, surface- to- air missile system 

(SA–2) first identified in East Germany and now extensively deployed 
in the USSR, is believed to be the mainstay of the Soviet missile defense 
system against aircraft. The early Moscow system (SA–1) is now appar-
ently being bolstered by the partial introduction of the more effective 
SA–2 missile (GUIDELINE) into the original herring bone sites and by 
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the addition of sites of the new type. Both systems are capable of inter-
ceptions at medium and high altitudes up to 60,000 feet, and would 
have some capability up to about 80,000 feet, particularly if carrying 
a nuclear warhead. The SA–1 system has a low altitude limit of about 
3,000 feet. The low altitude limit of the SA–2 is approximately 1,000 feet 
under ideal siting and engagement conditions. Under usual conditions, 
it would be considerably higher, and under unfavorable conditions it 
might be as high as 7,000 feet.

18. Each SA–2 site appears capable of 360° coverage. The system 
possibly can handle two targets simultaneously, with more than one 
missile in the air against each target. However, these targets must be 
within the approximate 12° radar look angle (both horizontal and verti-
cal) of the system’s guidance radar during the period from acquisition 
to intercept. Maximum intercept range will vary depending upon type 
of target, approach angle, and other operational factors; for example, 
against a directly incoming, high- flying B–52, SA–2 range would be on 
the order of 25 n.m. The CEP will also vary under different conditions, 
but probably approximates 100 feet on the average.

19. The SA–2 system does not appear to be designed or sited to 
cope with low- level attacks. We continue to estimate that the Soviets 
are probably developing a surface- to- air system (SA–3) specifically 
designed for defense against targets down to about 50 feet. It is still 
possible that such a system could become available for operational use 
late in 1960, but an initial capability in 1961 now appears more likely.

20. For defense against advanced aircraft and cruise- type missiles, 
the USSR will probably incorporate technical improvements into the 
SA–2 system to increase its altitude and range capabilities. Significant 
improvements could appear in about 1961. In view of the widespread 
deployment and estimated growth potential of the SA–2, we now con-
sider it very unlikely that the Soviets will develop in the near term an 
entirely new high- altitude system (previously estimated as SA–4). It 
remains possible, however, that such a system will be developed at a 
later date, and we believe it could become operational 2–3 years after 
the initiation of flight tests.

21. Antiballistic. We believe the Soviets are pursuing a very 
high priority program to develop defenses against ballistic missiles. 
Solution of the problems of an antimissile missile would involve the 
development of complex and costly components and their integra-
tion into a weapon system with high capabilities for distant detec-
tion, discrimination, identification, and interception. The net result 
would be heavily dependent on tactics, deployment, and the effec-
tiveness of Western countermeasures. While such a system (SA–5) is 
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probably being developed and could become operational in the 1963–
1966 period, we cannot estimate what its capability would be against 
Western ballistic missiles.

22. The USSR is probably also exploring unconventional tech-
niques for active defense against ballistic missiles. We cannot predict 
the nature or success of such studies. In any case, continuous research 
and development in antimissile defenses will be under way during the 
next five years and beyond.

23. Antisatellite. The USSR may also develop a ground or air 
launched system to counter Western satellites with relatively low, 
established orbits. However, the Soviets could adapt for this purpose 
an antiballistic missile system such as that discussed in the preceding 
paragraph.

24. Air- to- Air. We continue to estimate that the Soviets have sev-
eral types of short range (up to 6 n.m.) air- to- air missiles with HE 
warheads, for employment with their interceptors. There are some 
indications that one or more of the foregoing types are now operational 
with Soviet interceptors, and it is possible that they have been supplied 
to the East German and Chinese Communist Air Forces. The USSR will 
probably develop, during the period of this estimate, additional types 
with  longer ranges, more sophisticated guidance, and larger payloads 
(including nuclear).

Air- to- Surface Missiles

(See paragraphs 40–49, NIE 11–5–59)
25. The current Soviet air- to- surface missile (the subsonic, 55 n.m. 

AS–1) is designed primarily for use against ships. It could also be used 
against well- defined radar targets such as prominent coastal installa-
tions. It imposes severe limitations on the launching medium bomber 
aircraft. We believe, however, that a new, transonic missile (AS–3), 
designed for similar purposes and with a range of about 100 n.m., 
will probably be ready for operational use in about 1961. It should 
overcome the limitations of the AS–1, and may be intended to supple-
ment and eventually replace it. We continue to estimate that the USSR 
will also have available in about 1961 a supersonic missile  (AS–2) of 
at least 350 n.m. range, primarily for use against land targets. This 
system will probably be compatible with currently- operational Soviet 
heavy bombers and possibly medium bombers, as well as any fol-
low- on bombers entering service in the next few years. The Soviets 
could also have in current use an air- launched decoy to simulate 
medium or heavy bombers, but evidence is still lacking on such a 
vehicle.
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Naval- Launched Missile Systems

(See paragraphs 86–94, NIE 11–5–59)
26. Submarine- Launched. Recent evidence continues to indicate an 

emphasis on ballistic missile armament in Soviet submarines. There has 
been no additional information on the few submarines believed to have 
been converted some years ago to topside stowage of cruise- type mis-
siles (SS–7), and they may have been supplanted for operational use by 
ballistic missile types. A total of about four long range, conventionally- 
powered “Z” class submarines have been modified by enlarging the 
sail and installing hatches, probably to accommodate ballistic missiles. 
Each can probably launch two ballistic missiles (SS–11) against land 
targets at ranges of 200 n.m. and possibly 350 n.m.6 More recently, the 
USSR has undertaken construction of a comparable new class of sub-
marine, designated “G” class, at least six of which may now be oper-
ational. This class is probably also designed to accommodate ballistic 
missiles. Considering the size and configuration of the “G” class sub-
marines, we estimate that each can probably launch about six missiles 
(SS–12) with 350 n.m. range. It is possible, but less likely, that the mis-
sile has a range of 700 n.m. Although we have no specific information 
on ballistic missiles employed by these submarines, we estimate that 
both the SS–11 and SS–12 systems would be capable of achieving 1 to 
2 n.m. CEPs under operational conditions. For missile launching, both 
the “Z” and “G” class submarines would need to be surfaced or more 
likely with the sail awash. We believe that their missiles do not use solid 
propellants.

27. We continue to believe that the USSR will develop a system capa-
ble of delivering ballistic missiles against land targets from a submerged 
submarine, although there is still no firm evidence of its development. 
Assuming that an active program is well under way, a 500–1,000 n.m. 
system of this type (SS–9) could become operational in 1961–1963.

28. Other Naval Systems. The USSR has made further progress in its 
program of arming surface ships with missiles. Some destroyers have 
been modified and others newly constructed to launch surface- to- surface 
cruise- type missiles. Two types of cruise missiles are utilized, with speeds 
in the Mach 1 region and with effective ranges of about 30 n.m. against 
ships at sea. With the use of forward sea or airborne observation sta-
tions, the range of one (SS–8) could be increased to about 100–150 n.m. 

6 The Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, 
and the Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, believe it probable that a 350 n.m. missile 
is used with both the “Z” and “G” class submarines. It is believed that the modified “Z” 
class submarine served as a prototype for the “G” class submarine, and that the 350 n.m. 
ground launched missile (SS–3), with minor modifications, could be accommodated by 
vertical tubes observed in the “Z” class submarine and believed to be in the “G” class 
submarine. [Footnote is in the original.]
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against ships or land targets, and the range of the other (SS–13) could be 
increased to 60–80 n.m.

29. The Soviets are also constructing a new class of motor patrol 
craft which may be equipped with guided missiles or free rockets. We 
continue to believe that Soviet ground- launched surface- to- air missiles 
can be adapted for use by surface ships, but there is no indication that 
this has yet been done. Although there is no evidence, we estimate that 
the USSR will probably also develop missile systems for antisubmarine 
warfare. Such a system (SS–10) could probably enter service between 
1962 and 1965.

Space Program

(See paragraphs 107–132, NIE 11–5–59)
30. The USSR’s space program to date has been characterized by 

a series of spectacular “firsts,” demonstrating a high degree of techni-
cal competence and capitalizing on Soviet possession of very powerful 
propulsion systems. Nevertheless, the number of launchings to date 
has been less than we previously expected, and the Soviets do not seem 
to have followed a systematic program designed to achieve maximum 
progress toward clearly- defined scientific goals. Partly for this reason 
we are unable to predict with confidence the future course of the Soviet 
program.

31. The Soviets could at any time undertake a variety of new 
ventures, including, for example, the launching of very large satel-
lites containing instrumentation or animals. Such attempts would be 
useful for scientific purposes, and would undoubtedly be exploited 
by the Soviets to serve general purposes of policy and propaganda. 
Other projects, however, and especially that of putting a man in space, 
would require more preparation and preliminary experimentation 
than we believe the Soviets have accomplished. We believe the Soviets 
capable of achieving, within about the next year, one or more of the 
following:

a. vertical or downrange flight and recovery of a manned capsule;
b. unmanned lunar satellite or soft landing on the moon;
c. probe to the vicinity of Mars or Venus;
d. orbiting and recovery of capsules containing instruments, ani-

mals, and thereafter, perhaps a man.
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Annex A
Washington, undated

SUMMARY TABLE, SOVIET SPACE PROGRAM

POSSIBLE SOVIET SPACE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

sPace Program oBjectives earliest  caPaBilitY Date

These dates represent our estimate of the 
earliest possible future time period in 
which each specific event could be suc-
cessfully accomplished. We believe that 
some could have been accomplished in 
1959 or earlier, though the Soviets did not 
choose to do so. Competition between the 
space program and the military missile 
program as well as within the space pro-
gram itself makes it unlikely that all of 
these objectives will be achieved within 
the specified time periods.

Unmanned Earth Satellites

5,000–10,000 pounds, low orbit satellites 1960

Recoverable (including biological satellites
Military Satellites—The dates shown are 

the earliest in which feasibility demon-
strations could begin. After feasibility 
demonstration, militarily useful sys-
tems could generally become available 
in two to three years.

1960

Surveillance: weather, mapping, and 
force deployment

1960

Navigation, geodesy, and 
communications

1960

Early warning 1960

ECM and Elint 1960

(Continued)
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sPace Program oBjectives earliest  caPaBilitY Date

Unmanned Lunar Rockets

Biological probe 1960

Satellite of the moon 1960

Soft landings 1960

Lunar landing, return, and earth recovery 1963–1964

Planetary Probes

Mars About October 1960

Venus About January 1961

Manned Vertical or Downrange Flight 1960

Manned Earth Satellites—The specified time 
periods for manned accomplishments are 
predicated on the Soviets having previ-
ously successfully accomplished a num-
ber of similar unmanned ventures.

Capsule- type vehiclesa Late 1960 or 1961

Glide- type vehiclesa 1 to 2 years after above

Maneuverable (minimum; conventional 
propulsion)

1963

Maneuverable (nuclear propulsion) About 1970

Space platform (minimum, nonecologi-
cal,  feasibility demonstration)

1965

Space platform (long- lived) About 1970

Manned Lunar Flights

Circumlunar 1964–1965

Satellites (temporary) 1965–1966

Landings About 1970
a Recovery would probably be attempted after the first few orbits but life could 
probably be sustained for about a week. [Footnote is in the original.]
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252. Special National Intelligence Estimate1

SNIE 11–6–60 Washington, May 3, 1960

STRENGTH OF THE ARMED FORCES OF THE USSR

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the strength of the armed forces of the USSR as of 
1 January 1960.

THE ESTIMATE

1. On 14 January 1960, Khrushchev declared that the person-
nel strength of the Soviet armed forces was 3,623,000. We have thor-
oughly reviewed the evidence available to us, and we conclude that 
Khrushchev’s statement was substantially correct.

2. In a number of instances it is impossible to be confident as to 
the subordination of elements of the Soviet armed forces. Accordingly, 
we have presented the estimates in categories corresponding generally 
to the primary missions or functions which the various elements per-
form. In this connection, it ought to be noted that the part played by 
civilians in the Soviet military organization is considerable, especially 
in research and development, in construction, and in various other sup-
port functions.

3. The following paragraphs give estimated strength figures, with 
explanatory comments. They are followed by a table which presents the 
same figures in summary form. The evidence is, however, insufficient 
to establish the precise accuracy of any of these figures.

I. MINISTRY OF DEFENSE   70,000

4. Headquarters. The Ministry of Defense—including the General 
Staff and the Main Staffs of the Ground Forces, Air Forces, Air Defense 
Forces, and Navy, other staffs and directorates, and military missions 
abroad—probably comprises about 25,000 military personnel on active 
duty, as well as an undetermined number of civilians.

5. Research and Development. Military scientific research and devel-
opment in the USSR is conducted largely by civilians. In addition, we 
estimate that there are about 35,000 active duty military personnel in 
research and development, primarily subordinate to the Ministry of 
Defense. These include principally the personnel at missile test ranges, 
and in electronics, nuclear development, and aviation technology. 
These are not the only military men in R&D and allied functions, such 

1 Source: “Strength of the Armed Forces of the USSR.” Secret. 7 pp. DOS, INR–NIE 
Files.
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as ordnance development, weapons proving, submarine development, 
etc., but these latter groups we consider to be counted under other 
headings in this estimate.

6. Draft Boards. We estimate on the order of 10,000 active duty mili-
tary personnel serving on local draft boards, and as military instructors 
at civilian schools and clubs.

II. THEATER FIELD FORCES   2,445,000

7. Ground Forces, Field. Based on identification over the last two 
or three years, and information on strength levels, in particular of line 
divisions, we now believe that the Soviet ground forces include:

About 100 combat ready line divisions, at high level (averaging 
about two- thirds) strength.

About 70 line divisions at low level (averaging about one- third) 
strength, and requiring replenishment with reserves before combat.

Of the 100 combat ready divisions, we estimate there are 57 motorized 
rifle/mechanized, 13 rifle, 22 tank, and 8 airborne divisions. Most of 
the low strength units are rifle divisions, but also in this category are 
2 tank, 2 airborne, and 21 motorized rifle/mechanized divisions. The 
total strength of line divisions is estimated to be about 1,275,000 men.

8. Our estimate of strengths of combat support forces and service 
support units rests on less certain and less comprehensive informa-
tion; it is based on known Soviet organization and the requirements 
of the line divisional force. The combat support forces consist of about 
550,000 men organized into some 16 artillery divisions, a substantial 
number of separate artillery, antiaircraft artillery, antitank and rocket 
artillery brigades and regiments, as well as other combat support units. 
Headquarters, service support units, and certain schools account for 
about 425,000. The ratio of support to line units is austere, with only 
a little over 25 percent in combat support and about 20 percent in the 
logistic and administrative tail.

9. Tactical Aviation. The operating and support personnel of Tactical 
Aviation, exclusive of air transport, is believed to be in the neighborhood 
of 195,000 men. This and other estimates of the personnel strengths of 
the operational military air components are based on the estimated air-
craft Order of Battle, on a detailed calculation of field support require-
ments, and on some information concerning the actual Soviet support 
establishment.

III. AIR DEFENSE FORCES   365,000

10. Antiaircraft Artillery. The estimate of Air Defense Forces is 
complicated by the circumstance that a substantial shift from anti-
aircraft artillery guns to surface- to- air missiles is in process, and 
that the subordination of the various AAA units which have been 
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located is usually not known. Altogether the antiaircraft gun units of 
the PVO Strany, those guarding air bases, and those protecting key 
coastal areas and under naval control, probably total about 100,000 
men. Additional AAA units are with the field ground forces and are 
counted with them, although they also contribute to the overall air 
defense capability of the country. We estimate that as of 1 January 
1960 there were at least 60,000 men in surface- to- air missile systems, 
including men in training.

11. Fighter Aviation of Air Defense. The estimate for Fighter Aviation 
of Air Defense (125,000 men) is calculated from the estimated aircraft 
Order of Battle, exclusive of transport aircraft.

12. Warning and Control. The estimate of 80,000 personnel, from all 
service branches, for the warning and control system rests on a calcu-
lated manning level which we believe appropriate to meet observed 
standards of operation for Soviet radars.

IV. LONG RANGE ATTACK FORCES   85,000

13. Long Range Aviation. Based on the estimated aircraft Order of 
Battle of this force, not including its transport aviation, the operation and 
support of Long Range Aviation probably requires about 70,000 men.

14. Surface- to- Surface Missiles. The organization, subordination, 
and manning levels of Soviet long range (700 n.m. and above) missile 
systems are uncertain. The personnel required to operate these systems 
on 1 January 1960 was probably no more than 10,000 men. Adding a 
substantial number for training, we estimate that as of 1 January in all 
about 15,000 men were serving in the long range missile systems.

V. NAVAL FORCES   495,000

15. The personnel strength of the Forces Afloat is estimated, partly 
on the basis of information and partly on the basis of Western standards 
for manning of fleet units, to total about 185,000 men. The number for 
Ashore Support can only be inferred; we have assumed that the Soviet 
requirement is for a ratio of one man ashore to each man afloat. Of the 
Ashore Support strength, 10,000 men are counted in the Ministry of 
Defense category; the figure carried here is therefore 175,000. We do 
not know how many, if any, men in training are not in billets afloat or 
ashore; we estimate that 40,000 men should be counted above the ship 
and shore total.

16. Naval Aviation. We estimate this force to have about 80,000 men 
in operational units. This estimate is based on a calculation of manning 
levels comparable to those of the other air forces, but with account of 
the fact that the great majority of naval air stations are co- located with 
or near other naval base installations, and obtain a large portion of their 
support from the general shore support establishment.



National Security Policy 1055

17. Coastal Defense. There is little evidence concerning the size of 
coastal artillery; our estimate is about 15,000 men. As earlier noted, 
antiaircraft artillery for defense of key naval bases and coastal areas is 
included in our total for antiaircraft artillery. Naval personnel also par-
ticipate in the overall air defense warning and control system.

VI. MILITARY TRANSPORT AVIATION   55,000

18. The overall Soviet military air transport is estimated on the 
basis of calculations from the aircraft Order of Battle to total about 
55,000 men. The assignments of transport units from Military Transport 
Aviation are indicated in the Table.

VII. PREOPERATIONAL AVIATION TRAINING   110,000

19. In addition to the more than half- million men in the five opera-
tional air forces, there is a substantial preoperational training establish-
ment. In light of the probable requirements of the Soviet Air Forces, we 
estimate the strength of these training facilities at about 110,000 men. 
A substantial part of the ground crews and general support personnel 
probably receive their initial training in courses conducted within the 
operational field establishment.

VIII. SECURITY FORCES   250,000

20. The strength of the Border Troops of the KGB can be estimated 
with some assurance; including customs guards, about 5,000 maritime 
security men, and support personnel, they total about 150,000 men. 
The strength of the Internal Troops is much more uncertain, but one 
division and a number of small independent “regiments” (of about 800 
men each) have been identified, and there is evidence of many per-
sonnel guarding bridges and other installations. In all, we estimate the 
internal troops to total about 75,000 men. In addition, there are about 
15,000 men in special Signal Troop Regiments of the KGB, and on the 
order of 10,000 men in the Convoy Troops, who guard prisoners in tran-
sit and in detention.

IX. NOTE CONCERNING CIVILIANS

21. There are a substantial but unknown number of civilians work-
ing for the Soviet military establishment. The major part of scientific 
research and development with military uses is conducted by the 
Academy of Sciences, by the State Committees for Defense Technology, 
Aviation Technology, Scientific- Technical matters, Radio- Electronics, 
and Shipbuilding, and by the Ministry of Medium Machine Building 
(nuclear weapons development and production). Moreover, there is 
evidence that some functions previously conducted by military person-
nel have in the course of reductions in recent years come increasingly to 
be filled by civilian employees, particularly in construction activity and 
other aspects of logistics.
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PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF THE SOVIET ARMED FORCES 
1 JANUARY 1960

Ministry of Defense 70,000

Headquarters 25,000

Research and Development 35,000

Draft Boards 10,000

Theater Field Forces 2,445,000

Ground Forces, Field 2,250,000

Tactical Aviation 195,000

Air Defense Forces 365,000

Surface- to- Air Missiles 60,000

Antiaircraft Artillery (Gun) 100,000

Fighter Aviation of Air Defense 125,000

Warning and Control 80,000

Long Range Attack Forces 85,000

Long Range Aviation 70,000

Surface- to- Surface Missiles (SS–4, 5, and 6) 15,000

Naval Forces (excluding personnel counted 
elsewhere)

495,000

Forces Afloat 185,000

Ashore Support 175,000

Training 40,000

Naval Aviation 80,000

Coastal Defense 15,000

Military Transport Aviation 55,000

Central Subordination 5,000

Aviation of Airborne Troops 20,000

Tactical Aviation Transport Units 20,000

Air Defense Transport Units 5,000

Long Range Aviation Transport Units 5,000

Preoperational Aviation Training (for all 
 aviation components)

110,000 110,000

TOTAL 3,625,000

Security Forces (not included in Total) 250,000

Border Troops 150,000

Internal Troops 100,000
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253. Memorandum of Discussion at the 443d NSC Meeting1

High Point, North Carolina, May 5, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 443rd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, May 5, 
1960 (At High Point)

Present at the 443rd Meeting of the NSC were the President of 
the United States, Presiding; the Acting Secretary of State (C. Douglas 
Dillon); the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization. Also attending the Meeting and participating in 
the Council actions below was the Director, Bureau of the Budget. Also 
attending the Meeting were the Director, U.S. Information Agency; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; the 
Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, for 
Science and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; the 
White House Staff Secretary; the Naval Aide to the President; Herbert 
York, Department of Defense; Herbert Scoville, Jr. and Colonel John A. 
White, Central Intelligence Agency; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the Meeting and the 
main points taken.

********
The Meeting convened in the President’s Conference Room at 

the High Point Relocation Site. Participants in the Meeting (except 
for Governor Hoegh who was already at High Point) were flown to 
the Meeting from Washington as part of OPERATION ALERT 1960. 
Council Members were not provided with advance notice of the change 
in the place of the Meeting but were advised by telephone calls from the 
Office of the Executive Secretary, NSC, beginning at 7:20 a.m. that the 
Meeting would be held outside Washington and that helicopters would 
be available for transportation to the site of the Meeting.

Mr. Gray reported that General Twining had been left in 
Washington, Mr. McCone had a conflicting engagement and was unable 
to attend and Secretary Anderson was ill. Mr. Gray said he understood 
Secretary Gates and Mr. Dillon were so completely taken by surprise 
by the telephone calls this morning they had been unable to obtain 
official transportation to the site of the helicopter take- off. Mr. Dulles 

1 Source: Operation Alert exercise, and Agenda item 1: History of U.S. and USSR 
Long- Range Missile Development. Top Secret. 10 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
NSC Records.
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said he was able to obtain official transportation but it broke down in 
the first hundred yards. Secretary Gates said he had no identification 
and at first the marines would not let him inside the gates to board the 
helicopter. Mr. Gray felt the exercise indicated that a meeting of the 
National Security Council could be assembled on rather short notice. 
The President believed the exercise of moving a Council Meeting to 
a relocation site had been a desirable one. He remarked that he had 
arrived at High Point early in order to inspect the facilities.

1.  HISTORY OF U.S. AND USSR LONG- RANGE MISSILE 
DEVELOPMENT (NSC Action No. 2137)

Mr. Gray recalled that at the Council Meeting on October 15, 1959 
(NSC Action No. 2137) the President had requested the Secretary of 
Defense to arrange for the preparation of a factual history of the devel-
opment by the U.S. of long- range guided missile weapons systems. 
The President had also requested the Director of Central Intelligence to 
arrange for the preparation of a history of the development by the USSR 
of such missile systems. These histories had now been prepared and 
summaries of them would be presented by Dr. York for the Department 
of Defense and Dr. Scoville for the Central Intelligence Agency.

Dr. York said that before and during World War II, the develop-
ment of missiles had been primarily in the hands of the Germans. 
Following World War, II U.S. armed forces instituted a number of study 
programs of long- range missiles, which were considered to be missiles 
with a potential range greater than 1000 miles. He displayed a bar chart 
entitled “Development of Long- Range Missiles by the U.S.” which 
portrayed our long- range missile programs from 1945 to the present. 
Dr. York called attention to the Army HERMES B and C programs 
which involved a winged ram- jet and a study of rocket missiles. All 
of the study programs, Dr. York went on, were characterized by rap-
idly changing plans through 1950. Dr. York also called attention to the 
REDSTONE program which later became the JUPITER program and 
to TRITON, which was a Navy study at an applied physics laboratory 
but never an actual missile. However, out of TRITON developed the 
REGULUS I and REGULUS II, both of which were eventually cancelled 
because of the prospective development of POLARIS. Dr. York then 
called attention to a number of Army Air Corps and later U.S. Air Force 
studies which involved some work on rockets, although the bulk of the 
work was concerned with air breathers. Most of these studies ended 
after a year except for SNARK which went on into the development 
phase. However, at the time of the Korean War it was decided that no 
program should be given priority unless it involved a missile which 
could be ready by 1954. After this decision SNARK reverted to study 
status.
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Dr. York then reported on developments which resulted in a 
change from the emphasis on broad research studies to emphasis on 
early operational missiles. He referred to the Keller Survey which had 
examined all types of missiles in order to determine which ones should 
be selected for development. As a result of this Survey, study of the 
ATLAS was reinstituted. At this time long- range missile programs had 
the lowest priority because the yield of the warhead which could be 
carried in them and the inaccuracy of their guidance systems made 
them unattractive in comparison to other weapons systems. In 1953 
Secretary Wilson ordered a review of surface- to- surface missiles. One 
committee under Von Neumann studied long- range surface- to- surface 
missiles while another committee under Trevor Gardiner studied all 
other missiles. The Von Neumann Committee recommended develop-
ment of a long- range missile weapons system. Dr. York pointed out that 
by the time the Von Neumann Committee formulated its recommenda-
tions, the thermo- nuclear bomb had been exploded by the U.S. and the 
possibility of achieving high yields from warheads of limited weight 
was better understood. A second Von Neumann Committee instituted 
ATLAS as a development program in 1954 although the final config-
uration of the ATLAS was not clear at this time. ATLAS at one time 
was a seven engine vehicle; later its engines were reduced to five in 
number and then to three as at present. As a result of the studies of the 
second Von Neumann Committee, the Ramo- Wooldridge set- up, and 
other studies, a decision was made to provide backup programs for 
all ATLAS components. These backup programs early in 1955 evolved 
into the TITAN program. The Killian Committee then made studies of 
the missile question and concluded that an IRBM could be made oper-
ational sooner than an ICBM. The Secretary of Defense, after review of 
the Killian Committee conclusions, instituted the THOR and JUPITER 
programs. Originally JUPITER was conceived of as a land or sea missile 
while THOR was to be a land missile only. As nuclear yields in relation 
to the size of the warhead increased, it became apparent in the summer 
of 1956 that the required payload could be delivered by a missile four- 
tenths the size of the JUPITER. At the same time it became apparent 
that progress was being made with solid propellants and that liquid 
fuel rockets would be unsuitable for use in submarines. Accordingly, 
both JUPITER and THOR became land- based missiles exclusively; 
POLARIS began to be thought of as the submarine missile. JUPITER 
and THOR became operational about three years after development of 
them began. ATLAS became operational about 1959, about 4½ years 
after it was decided to give the highest priority to the three- engine 
ATLAS design. POLARIS would become operational about four years 
after it was instituted.
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Dr. York said that 1958 was marked by further progress on solid 
propellants, progress which led to the initiation of MINUTEMAN. 
Dr. York then pointed to the figures on the chart which indicated the 
funds spent or obligated for various missile programs through FY 1960. 
He pointed out that practically all the funds spent by the U.S. on long- 
range missiles, amounting to between $9 and $10 billion dollars, had 
been spent since 1953.

The President asked whether the figures given by Dr. York included 
short- range missiles. Dr. York said he had given the figures for long- 
range missiles only. Mr. Stans asked why the SNARK was not shown on 
the chart as operational. Dr. York said SNARK was not operational at 
the end of 1959; and Secretary Gates added that SNARK was just now 
becoming operational.

Secretary Gates said that the development of a U.S. long- range 
missile program, most of which had taken place since 1953, was a 
remarkable achievement when compared with the development of 
other weapons systems, e.g. fighter aircraft. The President agreed that 
the achievement was indeed remarkable but said that it was difficult to 
explain to the Russians that we had virtually lost the years 1945–1953 so 
far as the development of long- range missiles was concerned. Dr. York 
felt that our decisions in the years 1945–1953, not to give the highest 
priority to long- range missile development, had been based on the fact 
that we had the nucleus of a strategic air force with bases near enough 
to the USSR to reach vital targets in that country. By contrast, during this 
period, the Soviet Union did not have the bases or the means of delivery 
to place atomic weapons on the U.S.

Dr. Kistiakowsky, noting that he had been associated with some 
of the early studies, including the Von Neumann Committees, said 
that in 1953 when a survey of the ATLAS program was made, all the 
plans provided that ATLAS would carry a Nagasaki- type bomb. Since 
that time, of course, the yield of the ATLAS warhead has been con-
stantly increased. Secretary Gates thought the concept of the ATLAS 
had once been the same as the concept of the present Russian ICBM. 
Dr. York agreed that ATLAS had been through the phase mentioned 
by Secretary Gates but noted that ATLAS had achieved its present con-
figuration in 1955. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that in addition to the two 
Von Neumann Committees mentioned by Dr. York there had been a 
third Von Neumann Committee which had produced information on 
the new possibilities of achieving high yields in relation to weight of 
warhead. Dr. York said the seven- engine and five- engine concepts for 
ATLAS would have made the gross weight of ATLAS about the same 
gross weight of the present Soviet ICBM.

The President felt the discussion explained why the Soviets had 
produced such large missiles. Dr. York agreed, adding that the Soviets 
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had frozen the design of their missiles earlier in history as well as ear-
lier in the design stage. They had frozen their designs at a time when it 
was thought a very large warhead would be required in order to pro-
duce a large explosion.

Mr. Allen asked when the U.S. first conceived the idea of launch-
ing an earth satellite. Dr. York said the idea of launching a satellite 
was an old one in scientific circles. The RAND Corporation had dis-
cussed what has now come to be called SAMOS as early as the end of 
World War II. However, launching an earth satellite required a large 
rocket so that no one began to think seriously of earth satellites until 
a large rocket began to be developed. There was no point in time at 
which it could be said the idea of an earth satellite was conceived but 
the launching of such a satellite became feasible in 1955 or 1956 when 
large rockets became available. Mr. Allen asked which missiles were 
used for launching satellites. Dr. York replied that THOR and JUPITER 
had been used for this purpose. Unsuccessful attempts had also been 
made to launch a satellite with the ATLAS. Colonel White pointed out 
that the so- called “talking satellite” had been launched by an ATLAS. 
Dr. York said the “talking satellite” was itself an ATLAS placed in orbit. 
A NASA lunar probe last Thanksgiving using ATLAS as the launch-
ing vehicle failed. An attempt early this year to put up MIDAS with 
an ATLAS also failed. This latter failure was particularly disturbing 
because ATLAS had failed only three times in the last twenty- three fir-
ings. ATLAS and TITAN were only about half as big as the Russian 
missiles. Our satellite launchers have had only about one- tenth of the 
thrust of the Russian satellite launchers primarily because we have not 
yet used ATLAS intensively for space work but have used THOR and 
JUPITER instead. Mr. Allen asked whether there was much difference 
between THOR and JUPITER. Dr. York replied that these two missiles 
were practically the same. The President recalled that there had been 
a controversy about which of the two missiles would be retained and 
which would be scrapped. At one time it had been agreed that both 
THOR and JUPITER would be given the highest priority but that the 
Secretary of Defense would decide which to keep and which to discard 
within six months. After the six months period was up, the Secretary of 
Defense said he needed another year to make this decision.

Mr. Gray inquired about the time which elapsed from the initiation 
of a missile program to the operational capability of the missile. He said 
he gathered it was 4½ to 5 years. Dr. York said to be more precise ATLAS 
became operational after 5½ years, TITAN after 5½ years, THOR and 
JUPITER after 3 years, POLARIS after 4½ years and MINUTEMAN after 
4½ years.

The President asked Dr. York to furnish him with a chart similar 
to the one displayed during Dr. York’s briefing and asked whether, in 
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addition, it would be difficult to indicate our effort involving short- 
range missiles on a chart. Dr. York believed a chart showing our work 
on short- range missiles would be difficult to prepare because these mis-
siles were initiated and then discarded with such great rapidity. About 
fifty short- range missiles had been developed. The President said in 
that case he would be satisfied with the chart on long- range missiles.

Mr. Allen asked whether POLARIS would be the next missile to 
become operational. Dr. York answered in the affirmative, adding that 
POLARIS would become operational at the end of this calendar year.

Mr. Gray felt that the information in Dr. York’s presentation should 
be made available to the public. He wondered why the chart was clas-
sified SECRET. Secretary Gates believed there was no reason for clas-
sification of this information. He added that information of this kind 
had appeared in speeches and testimony already. Dr. York said that an 
unclassified history of our missile development had been published 
in the Congressional Record. Mr. Stans felt that if the chart were to 
be made public, the dollars spent each year on the missile programs 
shown on the chart should be indicated.

Mr. Allen asked what function TITAN and MINUTEMAN would be 
expected to perform. Dr. York said TITAN would display the same gross 
performance as ATLAS but would be a better missile because it was 
different in significant details, e.g. reaction time. MINUTEMAN would 
require less logistic support, was adaptable to firing from silos, and 
could be rail- mobile. The President said he had recently been visited by 
a Dr. Long, whose appointment had been arranged by Dr. Kistiakowsky. 
Dr. Long had indicated that scientists think highly of the MINUTEMAN 
and believed we should be giving it a high priority.

Mr. Allen asked which missile was used for the man- in- space pro-
gram. Dr. York replied that ATLAS was used for this program primarily 
because it was a year ahead of other missiles in its development and 
was more reliable. Secretary Gates said TITAN had the potential of car-
rying a larger warhead. Dr. York agreed that TITAN had advantages as 
far as payload was concerned but said that ATLAS was more reliable.

Mr. Gates said he felt we had made a correct military decision 
when we decided to develop a smaller engine for ATLAS rather than a 
SATURN- type engine. This correct military decision, however, resulted 
in our not having large rockets for space programs. Dr. York said the 
ATLAS became available for space work two years later than the com-
parable Russian rocket. This caused a big difference in U.S. and Russian 
space programs. The President said he thought some space work had 
been done with a combination of ATLAS and THOR. Dr. York said this 
was not the case; THOR and JUPITER with added stages had been used 
in space work.
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Dr. Kistiakowsky believed that we were equal to or even ahead of 
the Russians with respect to the scientific information being derived 
from our earth satellite program. The President agreed but added that 
the public sometimes asked whether scientific information would 
enable us to defend ourselves against the USSR. Dr. York said the fact 
that ATLAS was available two years later than the comparable Russian 
rocket had attracted a great deal of attention. The President said we 
know that the Russians were working earlier on the large rocket engine 
but it was difficult to get the public to appreciate the real significance of 
missile developments. Mr. Allen said as a result of our recent successes 
in space activities, we have recouped much U.S. prestige abroad which 
had been lost after SPUTNIK. Secretary Gates believed it was essen-
tial to separate space activities from military requirements in talking 
to the public about missile programs. The President noted that such a 
separation was one of the reasons for creating NASA. Secretary Gates 
believed the public was somewhat fearful of lunar probes. Dr. York said 
the Russians had simply demonstrated a capability for lunar probes 
which we knew they possessed. Mr. Stans wondered whether we were 
making high enough claims for our scientific achievements in space.

The President asked whether PIONEER V was still sending sig-
nals. Dr. York said the satellite was still sending on the small radio. The 
large radio would be turned on when the satellite was 10 million miles 
out unless the small radio failed before that time.

The President asked when the communications balloon would 
be put aloft. General Goodpaster said this firing was scheduled for 
tomorrow.

Dr. Scoville was then called upon to summarize the CIA report on 
the history of USSR long- range missile development. Dr. Scoville said 
the Soviets had no guided missile program before or during World 
War II, although Soviet scientists had worked on liquid fuel propul-
sion systems. The Soviets had been impressed by German achieve-
ments with the V–1 and the V–2. Consequently, immediately after the 
war they had devoted a major effort to exploiting German scientists 
and technicians who had been engaged in the German V–1 and V–2 
programs. At first these Germans had been exploited in Germany. 
Later, in 1946, German scientists and technicians had been evacuated 
to Kaliningrad, near Moscow, where research laboratories had been 
established to emphasize V–2 development. Here a modification of 
the V–2 had been tested.

The President asked whether the V–2 had any guidance. Dr. 
Scoville replied that the V–2 had a type of radio inertial guidance but 
no terminal guidance.
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Resuming his presentation, Dr. Scoville said that the original range 
of the V–2 of 200 nautical miles was expanded by the Russians to 350 
nautical miles. Then, in addition to exploitation of German scientists 
and technicians, the Russians undertook to build from the ground up 
a native Russian missile program which led eventually to the Russian 
ICBM. Khimki became another site for the development of large 
rocket engines. In 1947 a test program was started at Khimki where 
the Russians began firing V–2’s first over a range of 260 nautical miles, 
later, in 1949, over a range of 350 nautical miles. The Soviets also put 
tremendous effort into developing their electronics program. Starting 
practically from zero they built up an electronics background in five 
years so that after 1950 they did not have to depend on any outside 
electronic assistance.

Dr. Scoville reported that less information was available on 
Russian missile developments during the period 1950 to 1954 [text not 
declassified]. This period must, however, have been a period of design 
studies. One development of note was the testing in 1953 of the first 
Soviet thermo- nuclear device which was a very bulky and cumber-
some device. At this time the Soviets probably did not realize that 
high thermo- nuclear yields could be derived from small packages. 
Consequently, the Russians decided that they would build a large 
rocket in order to carry a large thermo- nuclear warhead. In 1955 the 
Russians tested a smaller thermo- nuclear weapon but by that time their 
ICBM design was frozen. After 1954 the U.S. was able to obtain infor-
mation about the Soviet missile program because of the establishment 
of COMINT coverage of Soviet firings. Dr. Scoville then displayed a 
chart of Soviet missile tests indicating that the Kapustin Yar range had 
fired about 600 missiles. In 1953 this range was firing a 700 nautical 
mile missile which reached operational status by the end of 1956. An 
1100 nautical mile missile was fired for the first time in June of 1957. At 
the same time that the 1100 nautical mile missile was being developed, 
the Soviet ICBM was being developed. Beginning in 1957 firings of the 
ICBM from Tyura Tam were detected. In addition to Kapustin Yar and 
Tyura Tam, the Soviets developed a third firing range, Vladimirovka, 
from which cruise type missiles, both short- range and long- range, were 
launched, beginning in 1956. The Russians had attempted three flights 
of HOT CROSS during the past year. Two of these flights had appar-
ently been failures, although not much was known of this program. 
However, most of the Russian effort has been concentrated on ballistic 
missiles rather than on cruise- type missiles.

Dr. Scoville reported that the Russians had fired about 730 700 nau-
tical mile missiles with three failures; they had fired about 60 1100 nau-
tical mile missiles with four failures; they had fired twenty- five ICBMs 
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with five or six failures; and they had launched fourteen HOT CROSS 
cruise- type missiles with an unknown number of failures.

Dr. Scoville said our information with respect to the production 
and deployment of Soviet missiles was poor. Missile engine manufac-
ture was apparently started at Dnepropetrovsk in 1957. Movements 
between Tyura Tam and Kuybyshev seemed to indicate that production 
facilities started at the latter place in 1957.

Summarizing, Dr. Scoville pointed out that the Russians concen-
trated a tremendous effort on the ballistic field fifteen years ago. Their 
ballistic missile program proceeded in an orderly manner from short- 
range missiles through long- range missiles to ICBMs. In conclusion, 
Dr. Scoville said he believed the Russians had not put any great empha-
sis on missiles which could be fired from submarines. No submarine 
missile firings had been positively identified but submarines had been 
observed which were believed to have equipment capable of firing mis-
siles with a 350 nautical mile range.

Mr. Allen asked whether the Russians were still using non- Russians 
in connection with their missile programs. Dr. Scoville reported that all 
foreigners working on Russian missile programs had been repatriated 
by 1951. Colonel White added that Germans had continued to work on 
the Soviet air defense program until two years ago. Mr. Dulles said the 
problem of ground- to- air missiles was a separate one not dealt with in 
this report. The Russians had also concentrated great effort on ground- 
to- air missiles. Concluding, Dr. Scoville said he wished to emphasize 
the fact that the Soviets had built up a native ballistic missile program 
and that since the war they had built up from zero an electronic capa-
bility which approached that of the U.S.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed oral summaries of the reports on the subject 
by the Secretary of Defense and the Director of Central Intelligence, 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 2137.

a. Keeping the NSC Planning Board, the Operations Coordinating 
Board, the Special Assistants to the President for National Security 
Affairs and for Security Operations Coordination and other compo-
nents of the NSC Staff informed of research being done within and 
outside the Government which has significant bearing upon their 
responsibilities for national security policy- making or operations coor-
dination, placing emphasis upon a high degree of selectivity.

b. Facilitating appropriate access within the Government to such 
research.

Marion W. Boggs
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254. Memorandum for the Record of Meeting Between Sprague 
and Merchant1

Washington, May 25, 1960

Manny Sprague came in to see me yesterday afternoon for about 
half an hour to ask my unvarnished comments on the OCB and its oper-
ation. He has similarly privately and alone interviewed every other 
member of the OCB.

In sum, I told him that I thought the OCB was a necessary coor-
dinating mechanism, given the complexity and size of our government 
and its responsibilities. I said that with officers in the Department con-
cerned with its functioning I emphasized that they should give it their 
best efforts and not resent the time demands of chairing working groups 
since, if the OCB did not exist, their lives would be far more difficult.

I said that I thought OCB by reason of its wide membership and 
cumbersomeness had the potential of slowing up and making more 
difficult the function of coordination. However, I said, under Gordon 
Gray’s chairmanship this had not been the case because he was open-
minded and reasonable and not seeking to bring into the OCB orbit 
problems involving two or more members of the Board which were 
already being adequately coordinated by direct informal procedures.

I made three suggestions. First, I thought the weekly activity 
report insofar as it comprised summaries of Departmental telegrams 
on various problems not under current OCB scrutiny provoked need-
less and time- wasting discussions on matters on which few, if any, of 
the members were currently informed. These extracts I thought could 
be usefully dropped from the weekly agenda. Secondly, I said I thought 
that the OCB luncheons were probably the most valuable aspect of the 
entire organization and that I would favor seeking to establish a ratio 
of two luncheons to one full- dress meeting rather than the present one 
to one ratio. Thirdly, I said that I thought the luncheons would be even 
more stimulating and useful if they were agendaless and if members 
did not try to use them for quick clearances, particularly where only a 
fraction of those present were directly concerned. In other words, I said, 
I thought the opportunity for unguided, unrecorded discussion of the 
major problems in the forefront of our minds was the best way to gen-
erate ideas or suggestions which could then be worked out and refined 
or rejected in staff channels.

Finally, we discussed the “P” factor. I reiterated my basic point, 
which is that good policy makes good propaganda. Hence I believe 

1 Source: Operations Coordinating Board. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central 
Files, 100.4–OCB/5–2560.
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that the public relations aspect of actions or policy decisions is one 
of insuring imaginative, effective presentation. I said that the State 
Department’s function, as I saw it, basically is to formulate the 
soundest possible policy recommendations to the Secretary and the 
President. In the process there has to be in the policy makers’ minds 
an awareness of the impact of a particular course on public opinion, 
be it domestic or foreign. The emphasis, however, should be over-
whelmingly on the side of the soundness and appropriateness of the 
policy insofar as it contributed to the national security. It would be 
wrong to approach any decision from the point of view of seeking 
something which would have a spectacular effect on public opinion. 
On this general note our conversation ended.

Livingston T. Merchant

Enclosure

Handwritten Note Prepared by Herter

Washington, May 26, 1960

I think the Secy will be interested in this some weekend.

CAH

255. Memorandum of Discussion at the 448th NSC Meeting1

Washington, June 22, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 448th Meeting of the National Security Council, Wednesday, 
June 22, 1960

Present at the 448th NSC Meeting were the Vice President of 
the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of 
Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
Also present at the meeting and participating in the Council actions 
below were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: U.S. Policy on Continental Defense: Port Security. Top 
Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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Budget; the Acting Attorney General (Walsh) (Items 1 & 2); and the 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (Items 1 & 2). Also attending 
the meeting were the Acting Director of Central Intelligence (Cabell); 
General Thomas D. White for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Under Secretary of State; the 
Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs and for 
Security Operations Coordination; Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. 
Smith; Assistant Secretaries of Defense John N. Irwin, II and Charles C. 
Finucane; Charles Haskins, NSC; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1. U.S. POLICY ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE: PORT SECURITY
(NSC Actions Nos. 1862– g, 2051 and 2075; NSC 5802/1, paragraph 

19; Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 
May 16, 1960; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated June 15 and 21, 1960)

Mr. Gray recalled that members of the Council had recently con-
curred by Memorandum Action in a revised Port Security paragraph 
(Paragraph 19; transmitted by the reference memorandum of May 16, 
1960), proposed by the Secretary of the Treasury for inclusion in U.S. 
Policy on Continental Defense (NSC 5802/1). Mr. Gray said he had 
subsequently discussed the revised paragraph, as well as the revised 
port security program developed by the Secretary of the Treasury to 
carry out the new policy paragraph, with the President in a meeting 
also attended by Secretaries Herter, Anderson and Gates. The President 
approved the revised Paragraph 19 of NSC 5802/1, rescinded the port 
security program which he had approved on April 21, 1958, and autho-
rized the Secretary of the Treasury to place in effect such port security 
programs as are necessary and appropriate to implement the revised 
policy, in consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense, the 
Attorney General, and the Director of Central Intelligence (keeping the 
Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security informed). In discussing the revised 
port security program, the President had indicated his desire that 
occasional boarding and searching of Sino- Soviet Bloc vessels before 
their entry into U.S. ports should be continued. Mr. Gray said the sub-
ject was placed on the agenda of this Council meeting in order that the 
Council may note the action taken by the President, as reflected in the 
draft NSC Action transmitted by the reference memorandum of June 
15, 1960. Mr. Gray said that the Secretary of the Treasury might at this 
time wish to make some remarks regarding the implementation of the 
new port security program and that the Council might wish to note 
these remarks.
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Secretary Anderson said he had very little to add to Mr. Gray’s 
introduction of the subject. He would be agreeable to having the record 
of the meeting show that the new port security program would include 
provision for occasional boarding and searching of Sino- Soviet Bloc 
vessels prior to their entry into port. He would also be agreeable to hav-
ing the record show that the new port security program would be put 
into effect in consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense, the 
Attorney General, and the Director of Central Intelligence and that he 
would consult with other interested departments, agencies, and com-
mittees prior to making any modifications in the program.

Mr. McCone asked whether he was correct in understanding that all 
Sino- Soviet Bloc vessels would be inspected after their entry into port, 
while only occasional inspections would be made at the barrier to the 
port. Secretary Anderson said Mr. McCone’s understanding was correct.

Mr. Gray pointed out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had formulated 
views, in which the Secretary of Defense had concurred, which were 
consistent with the provision for occasional boarding and searching of 
Sino- Soviet Bloc vessels prior to their entry into port. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had indicated that if inspections prior to entry are suspended, 
thorough and effective inspections after entry must be made. In con-
curring in the cautionary comments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
Secretary of Defense had recommended that they be brought to the 
attention of those responsible for implementing port security policy. 
Mr. Gray understood that the Joint Chiefs of Staff want their views to 
be on record. He asked whether General White wished to add any-
thing. General White called attention to the fact that the Joint Chiefs 
has also stated that “continuing emphasis must be given to developing 
improved techniques for detection of nuclear devices in ships, in ships 
cargoes, released on harbor bottoms and in channels.”

Secretary Gates recalled that at the meeting with the President, 
referred to by Mr. Gray, the President had indicated that the details of 
the port security program were not a matter for adoption by the NSC. 
Mr. Gray agreed that the President had not wished to give his specific 
approval to the revised port security program but had approved only 
the general guidelines under which the program would operate, i.e., 
the revised Paragraph 19 of NSC 5802/1.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted the approval by the President on June 11, 1960, of the revised 
paragraph 19 of NSC 5802/1 transmitted by the reference memoran-
dum of May 16, 1960, following concurrence therein by Memorandum 
Action by the other members of the National Security Council, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.

b. Noted the President’s rescission as of June 11, 1960, of the Port 
Security Programs approved by him on April 21, 1958, and his authori-
zation to the Secretary of the Treasury, in consultation with the Secretary 
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of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Attorney General, and the Director 
of Central Intelligence (keeping the Interdepartmental Intelligence 
Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security 
informed), to put into effect such Port Security Programs as may be 
necessary and appropriate to implement the revised paragraph 19 of 
NSC 5802/1.

c. Noted that the Secretary of the Treasury, pursuant to b above, 
would:

(1) Put into effect, in consultation with the Secretaries of State and 
Defense, the Attorney General, and the Director of Central Intelligence, 
the Port Security Program contained in the enclosure to the reference 
memorandum of May 16, 1960, including provision for occasional 
boarding and searching of vessels prior to entry into port.

(2) Consult with the other interested departments, agencies and 
committees referred to in b above prior to making any modification in 
that Program.

d. Noted that the comments of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff with regard to the revision of paragraph 19 of NSC 
5802/1 (transmitted by the reference memorandum of June 21, 1960) 
were being referred to those responsible for implementing the policy 
set forth in the revised paragraph 19.

NOTE:The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury for appropriate action.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the memorandum.]

Marion W. Boggs

256. Memorandum From Smith (S/P) to Herter1

Washington, July 13, 1960

SUBJECT

Paragraph 13 of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906/1)

DISCUSSION:

Paragraph 13 of NSC 5906/1 is as follows:

“The United States will be prepared to use chemical and bio-
logical weapons to the extent that such use will enhance the military 

1 Source: Discussion of paragraph 13 of NSC 5906/1 on chemical and biological 
weapons. Top Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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effectiveness of the armed forces. The decision as to their use will be 
made by the President.”

At the time of the Planning Board’s last annual review of Basic 
National Security Policy, several questions were raised, principally at 
the instance of the Bureau of the Budget, about the validity of this pol-
icy guidance. In essence Budget’s concern was that research and devel-
opment for BW and CW weapons is costing too much if the U.S. does 
not plan to use them, and that perhaps not enough of these weapons 
are being purchased if they represent a militarily effective addition to 
our weapons systems. The uncertainty about the U.S. position on BW–
CW weapons, according to Budget, was at least partly attributable to 
Defense’s failure to report fully and accurately to Budget on its pro-
grams in this field. Submission of this issue to the Council was deferred 
to allow Defense an opportunity to provide necessary information.

At the moment, except for the type of BW and CW agents avail-
able during World War II and Korea (including incendiary agents of 
the napalm type), plus some new more effective riot control agents, the 
U.S. has no substantial capability in being, although Defense scientists 
believe there is promise enough in these weapons systems to warrant 
further research and development.

As a result of Planning Board discussion, Budget now concurs in con-
tinuing present policy with the understanding that Defense will report 
adequately the status and implications of its current and projected pro-
grams and activities. Accordingly, a draft NSC action has been prepared 
(Tab B) which (1) continues present policy in effect, (2) calls for Defense 
to make certain reports, (3) reflects the feeling of certain Planning Board 
members that non- lethal BW–CW agents (e.g., nerve gas or other con-
trolled temporary incapacitants) should be emphasized in research and 
development programs; and (4) notes the Planning Board’s agreement 
that an exception to the provision for Presidential approval in advance of 
use of BW–CW weapons should be made in certain cases.

The language of the draft NSC action is, however, not clear on this last 
subject (Tab B, para. c), and permits the interpretation that existing smoke 
and incendiary agents (e.g., napalm) may be used without the President’s 
prior approval in situations short of war including the suppression of 
civil disturbances. Such an interpretation was not intended, of course, 
and the record should be corrected. Accordingly, your concurrence in the 
proposed NSC action should contain a statement of your understanding 
of sub- paragraph c as set forth below. This matter has been discussed with 
Defense, and there seems to be no disagreement on the point.

The Department does not have detailed information on Defense 
plans or preparations for the possible use of chemical and biological 
weapons. We should, therefore, continue to seek such information and 
be alert to possible foreign policy implications and their bearing on 
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over- all national strategy, particularly in the light of the possibility that 
some non- lethal agents may have useful applications in limited mili-
tary operations.

Recommendation:

That you indicate concurrence on the voting slip attached at Tab A 
subject to the following interpretation of sub- paragraph c:

“Prior approval by the President is not necessary for the use by 
US military forces of (a) existing smoke and incendiary agents and riot 
control agents in appropriate military operations and (b) riot control 
agents in suppressing civil disturbances.”

Attachments:
Tab A—Vote Slip
Tab B—Draft NSC Action

Tab A

Memorandum From Herter to NSC Executive Secretary

Washington, July 21, 1960

SUBJECT

Basic National Security Policy: Paragraph 13 of NSC 5906/1

REFERENCE

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated July 5, 1960

As requested, I am indicating below my action with respect to the 
enclosure to the reference memorandum of July 5, 1960:

Concur: _____ C.A.H______
Do not concur: __________________

Comments: My concurrence is subject to this interpretation of sub- 
paragraph c: Prior approval by the President is not necessary for the 
use by US military forces of (a) existing smoke and incendiary agents 
and riot control agents in appropriate military operations and (b) riot 
control agents in suppressing civil disturbances.

Christian A. Herter
Secretary of State
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257. Draft NSC Action1

Washington, July 19, 1960

Since the breakdown of the Summit Conference in Paris the Soviets 
have clearly embarked on a major propaganda and agitational cam-
paign with the United States as its chief target. It seems designed to 
increase international tension, provoke and encourage disorders wher-
ever possible and has involved a wide range of threats, provocation 
and blackmail. In the field of action the Soviet Government has broken 
off the disarmament negotiations on June 27 when conceivably with 
new Western proposals forthcoming, of which the Soviet Government 
was aware, an opportunity for genuine progress might have presented 
itself. In addition, on July 1 the Soviets shot down a United States mili-
tary plane over international waters.

In most respects this campaign has followed the previous cold war 
propaganda campaigns with one very important innovation. For the 
first time in its history the Soviet Union has asserted its willingness in 
recent weeks to give military support to any regime which seems to 
serve Soviet purposes, and to threaten atomic retaliation against any 
country which might take action against such regime. Such threats have 
been made in the case of Cuba with reference to the United States, and 
in more generalized terms in the case of the Congo. These threats are 
probably merely part of the current war of nerves designed in the first 
instance to weaken the prestige and leadership of the United States, to 
separate it from its allies, and in particular to pose as champion of all 
colonial or former colonial peoples in the world. Even though there 
may be no serious intention of acting militarily on these threats, they 
do appear to enunciate a new doctrine with the Soviet Union coming 
close to asserting the right of military intervention in any part of the 
world when it suits its purposes to do so. This is undoubtedly in part a 
reflection of the Soviet belief in its present military power.

It is this aspect of current Soviet behavior which requires some-
thing more in response than mere words. Some form of action should 
be taken to bring calmly and coldly to the attention of the Soviet Union 
the dangers of its current attitude. While they may have no intention 
of acting on these threats, it is nevertheless possible that the Soviets 
if they feel that this propaganda campaign is succeeding might pro-
gressively commit themselves in future courses of action in the mili-
tary field which would be extremely difficult for them to disavow if 
ever put to the test. In addition, we must consider the effect of this 

1 Source: U.S. response to Soviet propaganda campaign. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Material.
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Soviet campaign of threat and blackmail on other countries, particu-
larly the uncommitted areas of the world. If this campaign seems to 
be proceeding without any strong response on the part of the United 
States, it might well create the impression that the Soviets are in fact 
in total command of the situation and that the United States is unable 
or unwilling to devise any appropriate counter.

In surveying the fields in which the United States could take action 
which might have a salutary and sobering effect upon the Soviet Union 
and offset any psychological disadvantageous effects of this campaign 
in certain parts of the world, it would seem that an increase in our mili-
tary and mutual security budgets through a request for supplementary 
appropriations in the August session of Congress would be the best for 
these purposes. It would fall into the category of action and not words; 
it could be presented in the most sober and calm manner in order to 
avoid any impression of panic or belief in the imminence of war but 
would serve as evidence of American determination not to be brow-
beaten by Soviet threats or blackmail, and a very timely reminder that 
the United States has the resources and will if necessary to add in the 
future even more appreciably to our military defenses if Soviet behav-
ior renders it necessary.

It could be presented to Congress in a very simple message, 
merely stating that since presentation of the United States military 
budget and military assistance part of the Mutual Security Act, the 
world situation due to Soviet actions had considerably worsened, list-
ing if necessary the specific acts and threats which the Soviet Union 
has indulged in since the collapse of the Summit Conference. This 
could be set against the backdrop of the calm attitude of the United 
States and its allies which makes absolutely clear that the responsi-
bility for the increase in international tension is due solely to Soviet 
actions and attitudes during this period. The ideal thing would be 
for the Congress to authorize the President to spend at his discretion 
up to [blank space in the original] dollars to supplement the existing 
budget, in order to place our forces in a special state of readiness to 
deal with any contingency that may arise, and to utilize a portion 
thereof for the increase of the defense systems of our allies and, if 
conceivable in Congressional terms, a certain portion for emergency 
economic aid in the event of special need.

The exact Soviet purposes in mounting this extreme campaign is 
not entirely clear. It most probably does not forecast Soviet military 
action, but on the other hand the element of uncertainty is sufficient 
to justify placing ourselves and our allies in a special state of readiness 
quite apart from the salutary effect such action on our part should have 
on the Soviet leadership.
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258. Special National Intelligence Estimate1

SNIE 100–6–60 Washington, August 9, 1960

PROBABLE REACTIONS TO U.S. RECONNAISSANCE  
SATELLITE PROGRAMS

THE PROBLEM

To estimate Soviet reactions to US launchings of earth satellites 
with military reconnaissance capabilities,2 and other world reactions to 
these launchings.3

THE ESTIMATE

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Man’s excursion into outer space presents many new problems, 
and adds a new dimension to some old ones. The possibility of mili-
tary reconnaissance conducted from orbiting space vehicles is one of 
these problems, which is now coming to the fore because the US has an 
urgent requirement for photographic and electronic reconnaissance of 
the Soviet Union and other denied areas.

2. The Soviets are aware of this requirement from the U–2 case 
and other US air reconnaissance. They have been cognizant of offi-
cial American interest in reconnaissance satellite systems since 1948, 
and have noted recent US disclosures of active developmental pro-
grams leading toward operational reconnaissance satellites within a 
few years. They probably realize that satellite systems are not likely 
in the near term to produce the quality of information that can be 
obtained by other means. However, they almost certainly do assume 
that satellite reconnaissance has considerable potential for intelli-
gence collection.

II. PROBABLE SOVIET COURSES OF ACTION

3. There is no doubt that the Soviets do not want the US to orbit 
military reconnaissance vehicles over the USSR. The Soviet press and 

1 Source: “Probable Reactions to U.S. Reconnaissance Satellite Programs.” Secret. 
5 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.

2 This estimate is concerned primarily with photographic reconnaissance systems, 
although under certain circumstances it would also apply to infrared early- warning or 
elint vehicles, particularly if the US were to announce that such satellites were engaged 
in reconnaissance activity. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 It is emphasized that this estimate deals only with foreign reactions to US launch-
ing of reconnaissance satellites; it does not consider various other implications of such a 
program. [Footnote is in the original.]
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radio have already branded as reconnaissance activity the launching 
of various US weather and communications satellites. Clearly, the 
Soviets prize secrecy as a strategic asset, and want to prevent the US 
from observing key military and military- industrial installations and 
preparations. Beyond this, they would regard any publicly avowed US 
reconnaissance activity as a challenge to their prestige.

4. Notwithstanding these considerations, the Soviet leaders may 
not choose to react immediately to a US reconnaissance program. The 
Soviets have made no formal protest about the Tiros weather pho-
tographic satellites. They are unlikely to believe that reconnaissance 
satellites offer much threat to their secrecy for the next year or so, but 
during the period of developmental testing of the Samos they will 
have to weigh the consequences of permitting the establishment of 
a precedent for unchallenged reconnaissance. Moreover, as capabili-
ties of US reconnaissance vehicles grow they will have to review their 
policy.

5. At present and for some time to come, the Soviets are likely to 
have only a marginal capability under most favorable conditions for 
interference with US satellites. Even detection and tracking in the 
early orbits of any satellite will be difficult. It might take two weeks 
to discover an unannounced vehicle designed to minimize detection, 
after which the track could probably be determined in a few days. It 
will also be quite difficult to identify the function of a new satellite. 
During the period of US test operations, roughly 1960 through 1962, 
the Soviets will probably seek to devise and perfect measures for rap-
idly detecting, identifying, and tracking satellite vehicles and means 
for jamming or otherwise disrupting the transmission of data from 
them. They will probably avoid premature disclosure of methods for 
which the US could develop countermeasures, but they will prepare 
for later actions to destroy or to neutralize operational US reconnais-
sance satellites. In the course of its program to develop an antimissile 
missile system, the USSR could obtain a limited capability to destroy 
such vehicles after they have made a number of orbits. This capability 
might be theoretically achievable about in the period 1963–1966, soon 
after the presently programmed introduction of a US reconnaissance 
satellite system. However, the capability for a system for destruction of 
satellites on their first orbit does not appear achievable until the latter 
part of the decade.

6. Since the technical- military possibilities for destroying the 
vehicle or neutralizing its transmission will be limited for some time, 
the Soviets will probably conclude that only two courses are open 
to them in the next few years: (a) a campaign of pressure to gener-
ate political support in the world, particularly through stimulating 
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tensions, for a cessation of such reconnaissance activity, or (b) not to 
bring the issue to a diplomatic climax or even to public view before 
they could destroy the vehicle. The Soviet decision on what to do 
about US reconnaissance satellites and when to do it will be affected 
not only by their judgment about the effectiveness of the program, but 
even more by the extent and nature of publicity attending the future 
course of the program.

7. There has already been a great deal of unofficial and semiof-
ficial publicity about the US reconnaissance satellite program, and 
there will probably be more in years to come. However, if the US 
Government refrained from officially avowing and attempting to 
justify a reconnaissance program, and perhaps explained the launch-
ing of new satellites on other grounds such as scientific research, we 
believe that the chances are better than even that the Soviets would 
not press the issue until they were able either to destroy a vehicle, or 
to establish its mission by authoritative US acknowledgment or other 
convincing proof.4 It is possible that the Soviets would act early in 
the US development test program, in order to agitate the issue and 
if possible to inhibit US plans, as well as to lay the foundation for 
later direct physical action against US reconnaissance vehicles. But we 
believe that they would probably estimate that all available courses of 
action—political as well as military- technical—would be of doubtful 
effectiveness in compelling the US to end the program, and that there 
was little advantage in forcing the issue, especially during the devel-
opmental phase of the program.

8. On the other hand, if and when publicity about the US recon-
naissance operation reached a point at which the Soviets thought that 
their prestige was being threatened, we believe that they would stage a 
strong campaign of protest. They would probably consider it necessary 
to oppose vigorously by political and propaganda means any avowed 
and politically defended US program to penetrate their secrecy, about 
which they are extraordinarily sensitive. Their reaction would not be 
less vigorous because of uncertainty over the effectiveness of such a 
campaign in getting the US to cease the program.

4 The Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, considers it unrealistic to suggest that 
the US refrain from avowing a program that is obviously a government activity whose 
nature, magnitude and even locus is already known to the world at large. He would 
revise this sentence to read: “However, unless the US Government deliberately provokes 
sharp Soviet reaction by giving the intelligence implications of the program undue stress 
in its publicity, we believe that the chances are better than even that the USSR would not 
press the issue until it was able to destroy or interfere with the effective operation of US 
reconnaissance vehicles.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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9. The basis for protests, propaganda, and possible UN action 
would probably be the allegedly illegal and hostile nature of the intel-
ligence activities of such satellites, and not Soviet claims to sovereignty 
in outer space itself. They could introduce the issue into the UN, either 
in terms of a demand on the US to cease, or in terms of a general meas-
ure to outlaw any military satellite or space vehicles, including those 
for reconnaissance. They would probably attempt to raise tensions and 
to make the issue appear to have dangerous consequences for world 
peace.

10. They will, in any case, probably exert all efforts to neutralize 
the transmission of data from vehicles which might be providing useful 
intelligence. Whenever the USSR does acquire a capability, it will prob-
ably seek to destroy US reconnaissance satellite vehicles. Such action 
might be accompanied by attempts to use heightened anxiety over 
war for a diplomatic offensive, and also to persuade the world that the 
USSR had a successful defense against ballistic missiles.

III. NONCOMMUNIST WORLD REACTIONS

11. World reactions to the US reconnaissance satellite program will 
vary significantly and will be influenced by the international political 
climate at the time, by the manner in which the US handles the pro-
gram, and by the Soviet reaction. Unless the USSR stirs up the issue, 
world opinion will probably be largely indifferent. But if the  Soviets 
stimulate tension—for example by threatening countries which coop-
erate in a US “spy” program by furnishing facilities for tracking 
stations—and try to make the issue appear to have dangerous conse-
quences for world peace, the US would have to contend with adverse 
reactions in neutralist countries and among some segments of opin-
ion in Allied countries from those who would view the US action as 
provocative and risky.

12. The governments of the principal countries of the Free World, 
as well as military, official, and some other segments of opinion in these 
countries, are well aware of the requirement for effective intelligence 
on the USSR to support the US deterrent posture, and would not object 
to the reconnaissance satellite program. Many governments would 
be favorably impressed by evidence that the US could in fact pene-
trate Soviet secrecy. Favorable reactions in Allied countries might be 
enhanced by joint Allied association with the program. Nevertheless, in 
the event of violent Soviet reaction to the program, Free World govern-
ments would still have to contend with considerable popular anxiety 
over heightened international tension. However, most Allied govern-
ments would probably support the US program and would endeavor 
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to persuade their people to accept it, and some other governments 
would also probably acquiesce.5

5 The Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, considers that paragraph 12, as writ-
ten, overemphasizes the unfavorable reaction of neutralist elements in the Free World. He 
believes that restrained, well timed publicity could stimulate both governmental and popu-
lar support for a US reconnaissance program and that the governments and informed peo-
ples of the Free World would draw encouragement from the knowledge that the US was 
able to penetrate Soviet secrecy. This would do much to offset the effects of a violent Soviet 
denouncement. He would, therefore, substitute the following for paragraph 12:

“12. The governments of the principal countries of the Free World, as well as mili-
tary, official, and some other segments of opinion in these countries, are well aware of the 
requirement for effective intelligence on the USSR to maintain Free World security, and 
would support the US reconnaissance satellite program. Such support could be broadened 
and reinforced and the impact of violent Soviet denouncements and threats reduced by a 
restrained, well timed information program. Such a program could have some effect in con-
verting neutralist opposition to acquiescence. Many governments and peoples of the Free 
World would be favorably impressed and encouraged by evidence that the US could in fact 
penetrate Soviet secrecy; by the same token they would be discouraged and disappointed 
if they were given reason to believe that the US was unable to achieve such penetration. 
Favorable reactions in Allied countries might be enchanced by joint Allied association with 
the program, though not all objections would be overcome. Even in the event of violent 
Soviet denouncements and threats, the US program would have substantial popular accep-
tance as well as the support of most Allied governments.” [Footnote is in the original.]

259. Letter From Gates to Goodpaster1

Washington, August 10, 1960

Dear Andy:

I tabled this paper with the Joint Chiefs of Staff this afternoon, and 
it is the subject we wish to cover with the President tomorrow morning 
at 10:15.

In view of the fact that Admiral Burke is planning to attend to 
protest this proposal, I felt you at least would want to read it first, 
and perhaps even informally discuss it with the President prior to our 
arrival. I expect to review the entire subject with the President when 
we arrive for our meeting.

Sincerely,

Thomas S. Gates

1 Source: Transmits draft paper on target coordination and associated problems. Top 
Secret. 12 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the 
Staff Secretary.
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Enclosure

Draft Memorandum From Gates to JCS Chairman

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

Target Coordination and Associated Problems

REFERENCES

(a) JCSM–171–59 dtd 8 May 1959 (Memo to SecDef from JCS)
(b) CM–380–59 dtd 17 August 1959 (Memo to SecDef fr Chrm., JCS)
(c) CM–386–59 dtd 24 August 1959 (Memo to JSC fr Chrm., JCS)
(d) JCSM–193–60 dtd 6 May 1960 (Memo to SecDef from JCS)
(e) JCSM–273–60 dtd 29 June 1960 (Memo to SecDef from JCS)
(f) JCSM–380–60 dtd 7 July 1960 (Memo to SecDef from JCS)
(g) SM–696–60 dtd 20 July 1960 (Memo to JCS signed by Admiral Blouin, Secretary, 

JCS)

1. By the referenced memoranda the Secretary of Defense has 
received for decision or as a basis of discussion with the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff matters relating to command and control of the Fleet Ballistic 
Missile Forces, strategic targeting and associated problems.

2. After exhaustive discussion with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
study of the referenced documents, I have concluded as follows:

a. It is neither necessary nor desirable to establish at this time a 
Unified Strategic Command.

b. The National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy, attached as 
Tab A, should be promulgated.

c. A national strategic target list (NSTL) should be developed and 
maintained which is responsive to the policy.

d. The Joint Staff is not organized, manned or equipped to develop 
and to maintain the National Strategic Target List (NSTL) responsive to 
the approved policy.

e. CINCSAC is capable of developing and maintaining the NSTL 
and should be designated the Director of Strategic Target Planning 
(Tab B), an agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff whose responsibilities will 
be delineated in Tab A.

f. A single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) for attack of the tar-
gets on the NSTL is needed to insure maximum effectiveness, mutual 
support of forces, and economy of force.

g. The DSTP should develop the SIOP responsive to the policy 
(Tab A) in accordance with Tab C.

3. It is desired that CINCSAC be immediately informed of his des-
ignation as DSTP, the policy (Tab A[B]), and requested to advise the 
Secretary of Defense promptly through the Joint Chiefs of Staff of his 
proposed organization and manning requirements to carry out the 
functions of DSTP.
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4. In the light of the above decisions, the Joint Chiefs of Staff will, as 
a matter of priority, advise me of their views in regard to the remaining 
questions stated in CM–386–59, reference (c) above.

Tab A

NATIONAL STRATEGIC TARGETING AND ATTACK POLICY

1. Intent. To provide guidance for the optimum employment of 
appropriate United States atomic delivery forces in the strategic attack 
against the Sino- Soviet Bloc.

2. Objectives. The basic objective of this policy is to establish an 
essential national task to be accomplished under the several conditions 
under which hostilities may be initiated. Specific objectives are:

a. Destroy or neutralize the Sino- Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear 
delivery capability and primary military and government controls of 
major importance.

b. Destroy the major urban- industrial centers of the Sino- Soviet 
Bloc to the extent necessary to paralyze its economy.

3. Method of Accomplishment. In planning the strategic attack against 
the Sino- Soviet Bloc war- making potential, a National Strategic Target 
List (NSTL) and a single integrated operational plan (SIOP) shall be 
developed which will provide for the optimum integration of the com-
mitted forces for the attack of a minimum list of targets, the destruction 
of which will accomplish the objectives stated in paragraph 2 above.

4. Responsibilities. The responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
commanders of unified and specified commands, and of the Director of 
Strategic Target Planning are as follows:

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall:

(1) Be responsible for National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy.
(2) Review and approve the NSTL and the SIOP.
(3) Specify the date on which the SIOP will become effective.

b. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The commanders 
of appropriate unified and specified commands shall:

(1) Provide permanent senior representation at the headquarters of 
the Director of Strategic Target Planning.

(2) Commit appropriate forces to the attack of targets of the NSTL 
and insure the timely execution of these attacks in consonance with the 
SIOP.

(3) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTL unless pro-
vided for by the SIOP.

c. Director of Strategic Target Planning.

(1) There shall be a Director of Strategic Target Planning, who as 
agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall:
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(a) Organize a Joint Strategic Target Planning staff consisting of 
personnel from the various services possessing the required skills to 
perform the targeting and planning functions.

(b) Develop and maintain the NSTL and the SIOP for attack of the 
targets on the NSTL.

(c) Submit the NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
for review and approval, highlighting points of difference which he 
resolved during the preparation of the NSTL and the SIOP.

(2) There shall be a Deputy Director of Strategic Target Planning of 
flag or general rank who shall be selected by the Director of Strategic 
Target Planning and who shall be of a different service than the Director.

5. Damage and Assurance Criteria. Plans and operations directed 
toward the attack of the NSTL will be based on the criteria set forth below:

a. Damage Criteria. In applying these damage criteria, account will 
be taken of cumulative damage effects from adjacent nuclear detona-
tions. It is recognized that variations from established probabilities will 
be desirable in order to adjust to variable target configurations, yields 
and CEP’s of available weapons, characteristics of delivery vehicles, 
and other operational factors.

(1) Ninety percent probability of severe damage to military targets 
directly related to atomic delivery capability.

(2) Ninety percent probability of severe damage to military and 
government controls of major importance.

(3) Ninety percent probability of severe damage to 50 percent of 
industrial floor space in major urban areas.

b. Assurance Criteria. Taking account of all pertinent operational 
factors, plans and operations will be based upon achieving a minimum 
of seventy- five percent assurance of delivery at each bomb- release line 
(BRL) of the necessary weapons to achieve the specified levels of dam-
age to targets on the NSTL.

Tab B

Memorandum for General Power, USAF

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

Director of Strategic Target Planning

1. You are hereby designated Director of Strategic Target Planning 
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

2. Your task, responsibility and authority are as contained in the 
National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy dated ____________.
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3. Selected portions of Study 2009 are being forwarded to you under 
separate cover. Access to this study will be on a strict need- to- know basis 
in connection with your duties as Director of Strategic Target Planning.

Tab C

Memorandum for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Unified 
Commanders

Washington, undated

MEMORANDUM FOR

Director, Strategic Target Planning
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army
Chief of Naval Operations
Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander in Chief, Alaska
Commander in Chief, Atlantic
Commander in Chief, Caribbean
Commander in Chief, Continental Air Defense Command
U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe
Commander in Chief, Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean
Commander in Chief, Pacific
Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command

SUBJECT

Implementation of Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (U)

1. In consonance with “National Strategic Targeting and Attack 
Policy” dated _________, the Director of Strategic Target Planning 
(DSTP) will develop for the Joint Chiefs of Staff in conjunction with the 
unified commanders the National Strategic Target List (NSTL) and a 
Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) as a matter of priority.

a. NSTL. The NSTL will consist of a minimum number of specific 
targets whose timely and assured destruction will accomplish the spe-
cific objectives set forth in paragraph 2 of the policy.

b. SIOP. The SIOP will be prepared in consideration of the several 
possible ways in which hostilities may be initiated and will:

(1) Govern all attacks on all targets listed in the NSTL.
(2) Determine the targets to be attacked based on the capabilities 

and limitations of committed forces.
(3) Determine the effort against each target consistent with the 

worth of the target and damage and assurance criteria specified in 
paragraph 5 of the policy.
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(4) Integrate individual strikes for mutual support through the 
establishment of attack corridors, timing, ECM, etc.

2. In accomplishing this task, direct liaison with any agency of the 
Department of Defense is authorized.

3. In accordance with the foregoing, the DSTP shall submit to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff by 14 December 1960 and on ( date ) of each year 
thereafter the following:

a. The NSTL, consisting of all installations under attack in the SIOP. 
These installations will be grouped together by Target Data Inventory 
(TDI) major reference number.

b. The SIOP in a format which can be readily reviewed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the DGZ’s selected for various conditions of warn-
ing supplemented with:

(1) The list of the weapons, delivery forces, and the unified and 
specified commanders furnishing those forces programmed for each 
DGZ.

(2) The list of the installations under attack by weapons assigned 
to each DGZ.

c. An over- all damage assessment summary by country for each 
category of essential enemy resources attacked to include the assurance 
of attaining specified levels of destruction under the following assumed 
conditions for initiation of war:

(1) U.S. attack with full strategic warning.
(2) U.S. attack with tactical warning under initial circumstances 

that are reasonably likely to occur.

d. Advise the Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary 
inability to attain the levels of destruction or neutralization prescribed.

4. Participating Commands and Forces. The commanders of all uni-
fied and specified commands shall advise the DSTP of those forces 
of their commands which have an appropriate capability and which 
are available for commitment to the attack of targets on the NSTL and 
which should be included in the SIOP. The inclusion of forces in the 
SIOP constitutes a first priority commitment.

5. The foregoing responsibilities of the DSTP do not include com-
mand authority. It is recognized that points of difference involving 
tactics, use of forces, etc., may develop between the commanders of 
unified or specified commands and the DSTP. Such differences will be 
resolved by DSTP to permit completion of the SIOP and will be high-
lighted in presentation to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their review and 
approval.
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6. The unified and specified commanders will meet at the 
Headquarters, DSTP, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, on 14, 15, and 16 
December 1960, to review with the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff the initial NSTL and SIOP.

260. Draft Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, August 11, 1960

SUBJECT

Meeting with the President on SecDef’s Proposal to turn Targeting and the Prepara-
tion of Single Integrated Operational Plan over to SAC

1. Present:
The President
SECDEF Gates
Deputy SECDEF Douglas
General Twining
Admiral Burke
General Goodpaster
Colonel Eisenhower

2. The SecDef, using his written proposal as a guide, discussed 
in general the points in his policy paper only. He did not discuss the 
details contained in his TAB C, a copy of which I do not have but which 
was, I think, the directive for preparation of the target list and the single 
integrated operational plan.

3. SecDef stated that he had worked on this for a long, long time 
with everybody he could think of, and he had drawn it up with the help 
of Mr. Douglas and General Twining. He said that it did not give any 
Service all the things it wanted. For example, the Air Force wanted a 
unified strategic command, and he did not approve of that. The Army 
originally wanted to have the Joint Staff develop the target list but now 
went along with this proposal. He repeated the arguments which were 
used yesterday on the policy for his paper.

1 Source: Record of a meeting among Eisenhower, Department of Defense leaders, 
Twining, and Burke on turning over responsibility for targeting and SIOP to SAC. No 
classification marking. 8 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, NSTL/SIOP Briefing. 
Drafted by Burke.
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4. SecDef stated that everybody agreed with this but Admiral 
Burke and that he felt very much concerned about it and had asked to 
see the President.

5. I then used my handwritten paper as a basis for discussion with 
the President and followed it very closely.

6. The final result, after two hours of discussion, was that the 
President stated he did not want to make a final decision now and 
perhaps later have to revise it just before he left office. He did want to 
make the final decision before he left office if it were in any way pos-
sible. He in general agreed with Mr. Gates’ ideas, but he agreed with 
my concept that we should try and see what it is before a final decision 
was made. CINCSAC, with a joint staff and with the help of the Unified 
Commanders, is to draw up a national target list and a plan in the same 
manner, and using the same data to present to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by 
the middle of November or first of December. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the Services, and everybody else will be given an opportunity to com-
pletely analyze, check and correct this plan. After that, if there is dis-
agreement, it may be brought before the President for a decision again.

7. Coming back in the car the people from the Department of 
Defense wondered how this could be done, and I stated by simply 
ordering the people in there and asking them to do it.

COMMENTS:

I fear there will be attempts to make the final decision now to do 
it, and with the idea of making corrections in the procedures in three or 
four months but not change the method.

8. There were a great many comments most of which I probably 
have forgotten. The following comments are not in the order that they 
were made.

9. First, the President said that this was apparently an emotional 
issue because he could see both from General Twinings remarks and 
mine that there was emotion involved in this, and he hoped that objec-
tive men could arrive at some satisfactory answer.

10. The President believed that this was not a problem which really 
should have come to him because he felt it was merely a procedural 
problem. He said Burke agrees that there should be a single integrated 
operational plan and he agreed that the people have to follow it. He just 
disagrees on who makes it out. He wants it made by the Joint Staff and 
the SecDef wants it made by CINCSAC.

11. I said, no, that’s not quite it. I think that if SAC makes these 
two there will be completely different target lists and completely differ-
ent operational plans than if the Joint Staff makes it. That’s one point. 
The other point is that we, the Joint Chiefs, can exercise control and 
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influence over the development of these papers if they are CIN Joint 
Staff, but they cannot do this if they are [illegible in the original] or any 
other agency. The third point is that I do not believe that all the details 
or routing, timing, subsidiary targets, ECM and those things should be 
included in a fixed rigid plan made by one commander for the forces of 
another commander. I felt that the Unified Commanders should have 
some leeway.

12. At one point General Twining said that the Navy would not 
let this thing work, that we would wreck it. Apparently the President 
has been told this a good many times by somebody. I remonstrated 
and said I thought that was an unfair accusation, but nobody picked 
it up much but me, although I think the President did perhaps not 
like it very much. The President talked on all sides of the problem at 
various times but obviously wanted to agree with Tom Gates as much 
as he possibly could. He said as far as who did it was concerned it 
didn’t seem to make any difference to him, the Joint Chiefs would be 
able to check it.

13. I reexplained the difficulties that the Joint Chiefs would have in 
checking it and emphasized that if the Joint Chiefs organization could 
not make the plan out in the first place they would have great difficulty 
in checking it, particularly if it had to be done in a hurry by the Chiefs 
themselves.

14. The President was not very much impressed with the NATO 
difficulties I pointed out because they did not have any capability now. 
He said of course they would want to get into the planning later on, but 
that can be done somehow no matter what system we adopted. I didn’t 
bear down on this point.

15. I emphasized many times that I felt that Mr. Gates thought 
there would be a short target list and an operational plan which would 
be easily followed, but I suspected something considerably different 
from this and I thought it was very important that we see what came 
out of it before we buy it. We went [illegible in the original] this ground 
over and over and over again. Most of my stuff was in the original 
paper I wrote, repeating it.

16. Tom got awfully close to accusing me of disloyalty. He didn’t 
quite say it. I don’t think he mentioned it. Although I’m not so sure now 
because this happens too often. Not quite disloyalty, it isn’t that, it’s 
just that I’m not a member of the team. The Navy is always the shouter. 
Nate made no bones about it. He said: Mr. President, unless we make a 
decision to do this now, an irrevocable decision, the Navy will wreck it. 
He said if you delay this I am sure Tommy White will come over here 
and not like it at all. Now the President took him apart on that a little 



1088 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

bit gently. He said he didn’t see any reason why they couldn’t wait and 
make a final decision sometime later.

17. I left all of my notes over with Andy Goodpaster and he’s going 
to send them back. I didn’t quite read them all and he can get them all 
down in his notes, see some of the points I didn’t make. I didn’t quite 
get finished. The discussion got so hot I never came back to the paper.

18. Goodpaster never entered into the argument. He never does. 
Mr. Douglas entered into the argument. Everybody did, all three 
of them did. I have forgotten what points Douglas especially made, 
except that SAC has this great capability. Of course Polaris entered into 
it. Service positions entered into it.

19. The President insisted over and over again we’ve got to have a 
single plan and people have got to follow it. Don’t you agree with that, 
Burke? Yes, sir, Mr. President, I do agree with it, but the plan has got to 
be right. It can’t be detailed and it’s got to be made with the full reali-
zation of the other things that have to be done other than this, and to 
do these things most efficiently there must be enough leeway left to the 
commanders so that they do them most efficiently, but certainly you are 
absolutely correct. There must be a list of targets which must be struck 
at a certain specific time.

20. The President made the point that all he was looking for was 
the first strike. He said this is the first strike, the first 24 hours. After that 
of course the Unified Commanders must use their forces the way they 
see fit under the direction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

21. I thought a couple of times that Tom implied that they had to 
get somebody, if people were objective, they would accept his plan, 
that’s what he was really saying. People who didn’t accept the plan 
were not objective, too much Service bias. Nate picked up right after 
that and talked about the awful Navy. I thought sure “there goes the 
whipsaw”. I was just about ready to say “if that is your opinion then 
obviously I shouldn’t be here.” I just started to say it. I counted and 
I didn’t, but it very nearly came out. Maybe I should have. That was 
pretty serious.

22. We have got to get the word around somehow that the Air Force 
is wrecking the hell out of this joint. This is one of them. Either you do 
it my way or I won’t play. That’s the Air Force, and they got their way 
completely on this, except for this one thing—the final decision is not 
made yet. That’s the only thing we got and we’ve got to throw some of 
our very best people in this because in this decision Tom Gates, Douglas 
and Twining have all made up their minds absolutely what they will 
do in January no matter what decision is made. They talked about it. If 
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the thing doesn’t work in January, then what should we do, get a new 
SAC commander? Maybe it’s the man. That’s not it. Douglas said that.

23. The President listened. I really don’t know whether I made the 
points well or not. There’s no doubt about it, after two hours you get 
tired of clawing your way up the cliff over and over again.

24. I think the President was the only one there who would listen 
at all. The other people, they just don’t want to see—I’m afraid. Our job 
now is to get this paper ready. I suspect they’ll call a special meeting 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Gates and Twining will probably go over 
this, [illegible in the original] “copy everything down that you can”. 
The only thing I care about is the final result, that the final decision 
will not be made until the two [illegible in the original] been tested and 
checked and analyzed by every agency that knows how to do it, and 
everybody that wants to do it. If the Joint Chiefs of Staff want to do this 
thing, they can do it, but it must be done quickly. So we’ve got to get 
our corps of experts here and this is the most important thing we’ve got 
to do. Not to tear it to pieces. We want to make this thing work because 
if it does work, it will be helpful, but I don’t think it can work. But if it 
does God bless us, let’s make it work. What I didn’t say to Twining was: 
Supposing this thing is lousy (and I think it will be) in January, that’s 
the reason why you don’t want to give it a trial, that you want to make 
the decision now because you feel you don’t want to let it all show the 
light of day.

25. I am afraid I used my quota of mercy with the President— 
which is all right. I think he took the only decision he could take 
under the circumstances because he could not decide to throw this 
into the Joint Chiefs of Staff now. He could not have decided that with 
the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Chairman all against it. What disappointed me a little bit was he used 
so many of their arguments back in trying to persuade me. I know 
that’s a technique.

26. I came away with the same opinion I had when I went in there. 
I didn’t get mad. Nobody got mad. Twining got a little emotional.

27. Captain Aurand, who had been present at the debrief, made the 
following comments: I think one of the most important points is this 
business is just the first strike. From there on the Unified Commands 
do their own planning and also consideration must be given in the 
initial plan for this posture that it will leave and which the Unified 
Commanders will be left. Twining cannot ignore that. It can’t be that 
all out.
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261. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, August 15, 1960

SUBJECT

Conversation with Mr. Gates on the preparation of the NSTL and SIOP, 15 Aug 60

1. I asked for an audience with Mr. Gates at 1345 on Monday.
2. I told Mr. Gates that I had heard enough rumors in regard to my 

attitude and the Navy’s attitude to warrant explaining directly to him 
what my attitude was so that there would be no doubt whatever in his 
mind. In addition to the rumors, there was a smear campaign started 
against Burke and against the Navy which was as yet in the generat-
ing stage. Nothing serious had come up yet. They were just laying the 
groundwork. This was evident in the papers over the weekend. The 
papers by themselves would not have caused me any concern but I was 
warned by one of my friends in the newspaper business who called up 
and asked what was the campaign going on against Burke. What had 
I done? What was I so uncooperative about? Why was not I a team-
player? He thought I was a teamplayer. I told him I did not know what 
it was all about whereupon he said I just wanted to let you know there 
are stories that are being spread which you should know about.

3. I told Mr. Gates that because of these stories I wanted him to 
know directly that although I did not agree one damned bit with his 
decision and the President’s support of his decision, the decision was 
made and I and the Navy would support it. I told him that he should 
know that from his past experience and that I was disconcerted first—
when General Twining was talking to the President and stated that the 
only reason this thing might not work would be that the Navy would 
not want to make it work. As he would remember, I replied that if this 
plan were put into effect and it failed, it would not fail because the 
Navy would not try to make it work but because some other group did 
or because the system itself was wrong. Also I was concerned when I 
had heard rumors that Mr. Gates had made statements and I think he 
had made them to me too, that he expected to bear reverberations from 
the Navy on this, that he expected to be crucified by the Navy, and 
other similar things. I said he ought to know better than that. The Navy 
was not going to do any such thing, although naturally there would be 
great disappointments and there would be some comment but there 
was not going to be any general attack on Mr. Gates.

1 Source: Record of a meeting between Burke and Gates on preparation of NSTL 
and SIOP. Top Secret; Hold Closely; No Distribution. 3 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke 
Papers, NSTL/SIOP Briefing.
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4. Mr. Gates said he really did know that, but that he particularly 
did not mean the leadership of the Navy. He knew that we would sup-
port the decisions that were made if we accepted the decision at all. If 
we were to fight we would fight above board. However, he said that he 
had had great experience since he had been in the Secretary of Defense 
office. There had been many occasions when subordinate people in all 
Services kept fighting for their own Services against the decisions of the 
Secretary of Defense. I said that I did not know about that. I didn’t think 
the Navy was really very much involved in that sort of business. Before 
the decision was made, that could be true. There would be presenta-
tions which all the Services would put on to favor their own projects 
and that sort of business.

5. I again repeated that I wanted Mr. Gates to know exactly where 
I stood, that I had taken this thing to the President although I knew 
when I asked to see the President that the President would have to 
stand by the Secretary of Defense’s basic decision. What I wanted to 
do then was to impress upon the President and upon the Secretary of 
Defense, and everybody else two things. First, the responsibilities of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They had to know what they were doing. They 
had to get into the basic data. They had to have the basic data available 
to them. They had to analyze the NSTL and the SIOP. They had to be 
able to do this completely, thoroughly and in any way it might turn 
out to be most convenient to do it. This meant that all data, raw data, 
finished data, working data, everything else had to be made available 
to the JCS in the event the JCS wanted it. And to the [illegible in the 
original] of the JCS.

6. Mr. Gates said I certainly had made that point clear enough. 
And he agreed with it. He was sure the President understood it. The 
President had said that in different words himself when talking about 
the means of doing this.

7. I then said the second reason why I wanted to take this to the 
President was to prevent a snow job. I knew that Mr. Gates expected 
a reasonable target list and a reasonable operational plan to come out 
of this organization. I did not think it would come out unless extraor-
dinary efforts were taken. I meant to take those extraordinary efforts. 
And I wanted to make sure that everybody knew that those extraordi-
nary efforts would be necessary and that was one of the reasons why I 
wanted to make sure that all of the data would be available for check-
ing. What I was afraid of was that the atomic weapons requirements 
and the force levels, the disposition of forces, the whole budget pro-
cedure could be changed radically if these documents were not well 
analyzed, studied not only by the Joint Chiefs but also by the Unified 
Commanders.
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8. Mr. Gates agreed with this thoroughly.
9. He then said that one of the reasons and by no means the least 

reason why he wanted to get this done now was because of what he was 
afraid was coming in the next Administration regardless of who was 
elected. He said that this would permit the Joint Chiefs to get hold of 
SAC. He was going to speak to General Power in very harsh terms. He 
did not like what Power had done to date. He was going to tell Power 
exactly what he thought and exactly what Power would have to do in 
order to make this thing reasonable and to make it work. He also said 
that this procedure would permit the Navy and the other Services, but 
mostly the Navy because the Navy had the most to lose, to escape from 
a more radical reorganization later on. He thought that unless some-
thing were done now that we would surely be faced with a strategic 
command in which SAC or the Air Force would take command of the 
Naval delivery units sometime in the future. He thought this decision 
he had made would prevent that. He said that perhaps in two years 
from now the Navy would feel like giving him a Guggenheim Medal. 
I said that perhaps that was correct if it came out the way he expected 
it to come out which I was going to try to make it do, he should have a 
Guggenheim Medal. The thing that I was still afraid of was that there 
was a long road ahead, and a lot of turning- off paths, a lot of slippery 
places and I was still fearful that SAC would get hold of a budget in 
such a way that nobody could reexamine it.

Arleigh Burke

262. Memorandum of Discussion at the 458th NSC Meeting1

Washington, September 7, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 458th Meeting of the National Security Council, Wednesday, 
 September 7, 1960

Present at the 458th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense 
(Douglas); and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
Also present at the meeting and participating in the Council actions 

1 Source: Agenda item 4: Civilian Readiness Base. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts— 
7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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below were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Director, Bureau 
of the Budget; and the Secretary of Commerce (attending for Items 3 
and 4 and participating in action on Item 5). Also attending the meeting 
were the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Acting Director, 
U.S. Information Agency (Washburn); the Assistant to the President; 
the Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs, 
for Science and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination; 
Assistant Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; Assistant Secretary of 
Defense John N. Irwin, II; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the 
Acting Executive Secretary (Boggs), NSC; and Mr. Robert H. Johnson, 
NSC.2

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

[Omitted here are pages 2–7.]

4. CIVILIAN READINESS BASE
(NSC Action No. 2114– c; NSC 5906/1, paragraph 59; NSC Actions 

Nos. 2131– c and 2254; NSC 5912, Part 4)

Governor Hoegh began his presentation by summarizing the provi-
sions of Paragraph 59– b of NSC 5906/1 (Basic National Security Policy) 
and then took up each of the elements mentioned in that paragraph in 
turn. In his discussion Governor Hoegh also referred to the national plan 
for civil defense and defense mobilization which is supported by fifty state 
plans, 2400 community and county plans, and 240 metropolitan area plans. 
He said that the national plan had served as a model for many NATO 
countries. He pointed out that Congressional approval of administrative 
matching funds for civil defense will make available $1 million per month 
and will materially improve civil defense at the state and local level.

Turning first to the civil defense program, Governor Hoegh dis-
played a chart showing some of the conclusions of WSEG (Weapons 
Systems Evaluation Group) Study No. 45. In particular he called 
the Council’s attention to the conclusion that, with an assumed 
2000- megaton attack on the U.S. and assuming no shelters and no anti- 
ICBM system, 97 million casualties would occur. With the best possi-
ble anti- ICBM system but no shelters, casualties would be 68 million. 
However, with fallout shelters and no anti- ICBM system, casualties 
would be 14 million. The report concluded that the effect of fallout 
shelters in protecting the U.S. population was far more significant than 
active defense alone, while the two combined would be still better.

2 Add Dr. Herbert Scoville Jr., CIA
Mr. Morris Fishow, CIA
Mr. Knight McMahan, CIA [Footnote is in the original.]
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Governor Hoegh described the steps that had been taken to imple-
ment the present fallout shelter policy. He noted that the information 
and training program had been accelerated and that $60 million worth 
of television and radio time had been provided at a cost of only $900,000 
to the Government. He briefly described the adult education program. 
He pointed out that sample surveys indicate that 25 per cent of the pop-
ulation can be adequately protected against fallout in existing buildings 
without structural modification. He noted that research had been accel-
erated. He stated that over 200 prototype dual- use shelters are being 
constructed and that the FY 1961 budget provided funds to complete 
this prototype program. Governor Hoegh said that incorporation of 
fallout shelters in federal buildings was an essential aspect of federal 
leadership and example under existing policy but Congress has failed 
to support this aspect of the program. He noted that federal loan and 
grant programs, such as those of the Veterans Administration and the 
Federal Housing Administration (and a number of others), can now be 
used to assist shelter construction.

Governor Hoegh stated that a Gallup Poll had shown that 71 per 
cent of the American people favor fallout shelters and 38 per cent had 
indicated that they would be willing to construct fallout shelters at 
their own expense up to a cost of $500. Since fallout shelters can be 
built for $100–$300, this percentage could be increased to 50–60 per 
cent. Governor Hoegh stated that the construction materials industry 
had been helpful in promoting the shelter program.

Governor Hoegh emphasized that without federal leader-
ship and example, the national shelter policy would not succeed. 
Congressional support for the program has been less than expected 
at the time the policy was adopted; Congress had approved less than 
one- third of the funds requested. However, Governor Hoegh believed 
that the policy will eventually produce the desired results. It might be 
necessary, however, to stimulate action by more funds for education 
and by more incentives.

Governor Hoegh pointed out that when an enemy attack is detected, 
we can today warn 376 critical points in the U.S. within fifteen seconds. 
This was being expanded to 460 points. Our goal in radiological defense 
is at least one federal monitoring station in each of the three thousand 
counties by the end of 1963. We now have more than 1500 such stations.

Turning next to support of the military logistics base, Governor 
Hoegh stated that while the goals of the military logistics program had 
not yet been translated into detailed industrial requirements, it was 
clear that overall industrial capacity was sufficient to meet military 
demands in all situations short of general nuclear war.

Governor Hoegh then briefly discussed the status of the stock-
pile and manpower programs and stated that he would deal with 
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that aspect of the mobilization program relating to support for foreign 
economic policies in connection with the last item on the Council’s 
agenda. He then turned to survival and recovery planning. [text not 
declassified] This program, however, is presently being restudied. The 
$3.8 million in the FY 1961 budget to begin the protection program was 
not appropriated. Reliance, meanwhile, is being placed on the [text not 
declassified]. Governor Hoegh noted that construction would begin in 
December on the first of the underground regional control centers. He 
stated that $212 million in medical supplies were dispersed in 43 fed-
eral warehouses or pre- positioned in the states and local communities. 
Studies indicated that these supplies had a high probability of survival. 
He referred to the President’s approval of a new plan covering require-
ments for medical supplies estimated at $723 million.

Concluding his presentation, Governor Hoegh returned to the fall-
out shelter program. He stated that the basic elements underlying our 
present policy were sound and workable. It was too early to demonstrate 
their success or failure. He again emphasized the importance of federal 
example. Without it, he stated, a more forceful policy and one involving a 
greater degree of federal financial responsibility would be required.

The President referred to Governor Hoegh’s description of the 
stockpiling program and asked whether the stockpiles, in particular 
those of strategic metals, were located outside the population centers. 
Governor Hoegh stated they were located in 240 communities. Much of 
the materiel, he said, was in the area in which it would be processed; 
much, of it was in or adjoining a city. The President expressed the view 
that the stockpiles ought to be away from the cities and that they did 
not constitute much of a reserve if they were in the cities.

Mr. Gray pointed out that existing policy called for construction 
of fallout shelters in new federal buildings but that it excluded mili-
tary buildings. It was not clear, Mr. Gray stated, whether we had plans 
for inclusion of such shelters in military construction. In response, 
Governor Hoegh said that Secretary Gates had on July 28 issued a pol-
icy which was in line with the policy on non-military construction. It 
provides for surveys and for incorporation of shelters in military build-
ings as funds are available. Secretary Douglas observed that no funds 
have been available for this purpose although they had been requested. 
Governor Hoegh said that the new DoD policy was helpful and could 
be quoted in dealings with Congress.

The President inquired as to whether Governor Hoegh thought it 
would be helpful if he were to build a shelter in his own home. He 
referred to previous discussion of this question and to the possibility 
that such action might just scare the American people. Governor Hoegh 
expressed the view that such action would be helpful in stimulating 
the people to take action. He noted that Prime Minister Diefenbaker is 
building himself a shelter and so are twenty- five governors. Secretary 



1096 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Douglas noted that the President had on other occasions raised ques-
tions as to the effect of the U.S. adoption of a major shelter program on 
our allies. This, Secretary Douglas observed, was a difficult question 
to answer. The President stated that if the program were on a compul-
sory basis, the effects would be bad but that as long as it was on the 
basis of federal leadership and example, with the people taking respon-
sibility for shelter construction, the effects would not be adverse. He 
asked whether Sweden did not have a large shelter program. Governor 
Hoegh said that seven countries require that shelters be included in all 
multiple- family dwellings.

Secretary Douglas asked whether we could really expect much 
progress in the shelter program without some federal assistance. 
Governor Hoegh expressed the view that we could. If Congress pro-
vided funds for fallout shelters in new federal buildings, it would be 
the signal to the American people to go to work. Many were building 
shelters already. As industry gets at this problem and gets its sales force 
out all over the country selling shelters, there would be a considerable 
increase in shelter construction.

Mr. McCone inquired whether there was not a Bureau of the Budget 
policy which prevented construction of shelters in federal buildings. 
Mr. Staats pointed out that the House Committee had written into leg-
islation a prohibition of shelter construction in federal buildings. Thus, 
even where the Government had funds available, it could not use them 
for this purpose. In response to an inquiry from Mr. McCone, Mr. Staats 
indicated that this prohibition applied not just to 1961 money but to 
all federal funds. The President observed that if we had a real scare, it 
would be interesting to see what these same Congressmen would say 
about shelters. Governor Hoegh observed that the Senate always went 
along with the Administration on these matters but that the House had 
been very arbitrary. Mr. Gray noted that Congress had not neglected to 
construct shelters in new Congressional buildings. Secretary Douglas 
stated that there was a wider acceptance of the idea of shelters in the 
military services today than one, two or three years ago. What worried 
the military was the credibility of our deterrent when the U.S. had done 
little to protect its own population.

There was some discussion of Governor Hoegh’s reference to the 
fact that surveys indicated that 25 per cent of the population could 
be protected from fallout in existing buildings. Mr. McCone asked 
if these buildings were properly sealed. Governor Hoegh said that 
they were adequate. In the course of this discussion, Governor Hoegh 
stated that if Congress would provide funds for surveys of existing 
structures, local governments would provide supplies to stock them. 
Governor Hoegh noted that General Mills had developed a processed 
food, a gallon can of which would cost $2.50 and would provide one 
person sufficient food for two weeks. He also noted that the best exam-
ples of fallout shelters were in Kansas and Oklahoma where people 
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had suffered from cyclones and where they were constructing cyclone 
shelters that were also good fallout shelters. In response to a ques-
tion from the President, Governor Hoegh indicated that 18 inches of 
concrete or two feet of earth were now considered adequate protec-
tion from fallout. Previously two feet of concrete or three feet of earth 
were considered to be necessary. This difference arose from the fact 
that earlier studies had indicated that a dosage of 75 roentgens would 
cause illness whereas recent tests indicated that it took 200 roentgens 
to produce illness.

The National Security Council:

Discussed the subject, in the light of an oral presentation by the 
Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, based upon a report 
prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 2131– c and the forthcoming 
annual report on the status of the civil and defense mobilization pro-
gram as of June 30, 1960.

5.  U.S. IMPORT COMPETITION AS EXEMPLIFIED BY CASES 
UNDER SECTION 8 OF THE TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1958

(NSC Action No. 2166– b– (14); Memo for NSC from Executive 
Secretary, same subject, dated July 12, 1960)

Governor Hoegh’s presentation was based upon the reference mem-
orandum of July 12, 1960. When Governor Hoegh had concluded his 
presentation, Secretary Herter observed that the guidelines developed 
by OCDM were very good and that extraordinary good sense had been 
shown in the examination of these cases. Secretary Mueller stated that 
he agreed completely with Governor Hoegh’s report and noted that a 
few of the cases that had been brought under Section 8 should have been 
brought as escape clause actions. In fact, they had been brought as escape 
clause cases at the same time that they were brought under Section 8 as a 
device for getting action in one area or the other.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the subject, in the light of an oral presentation by the 
Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, based on the enclo-
sures to the reference memorandum of July 12, 1960.

b. Concurred generally in the guidelines which the Director, Office 
of Civil and Defense Mobilization, has applied in making determina-
tions under Section 8 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1958.

Robert H. Johnson
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263. Briefing Note for the September 15 NSC Meeting1

Washington, September 14, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Continental Defense

1. The first item before the Council is a Discussion Paper sub-
mitted by the PB on the subject of Continental Defense. The purpose 
of the paper is to provide the basis for a discussion by the Council 
of factors which in the judgment of the PB require a reassessment of 
our Continental Defense Policy. To this end, there are presented in the 
Discussion Paper six questions, some of the answers to which will have 
an important bearing on recommendations which the PB will make 
at a later date for specific revisions of the statement of U.S. Policy on 
Continental Defense presently set forth in NSC 5802/1.

2. In laying the predicate for the questions subsequently dealt 
with in the Discussion Paper, the PB has presented in Parts II and III a 
resume of Soviet Capabilities (drawn from relevant NIE’s) and an anal-
ysis of U.S. Policies and Capabilities having a bearing on the subject. 
At the risk of doing an injustice to the PB’s assessment appearing on 
pages 2 through 8 of the Paper, it can be summarized in briefest fashion 
as follows:

a. Our present Continental Defense Policy was adopted during a 
period when the Soviet manned bomber force was the primary threat to 
the protection of our retaliatory capability based on the North American 
Continent, and that period is drawing to an end. (By the end of 1960 the 
Soviet ICBM threat will constitute a grave threat to U.S. metropolitan 
areas—by 1961 it will present an extremely dangerous threat to SAC 
bomber bases, ICBM sites and command installations—and in a few 
years the principal threat will be Soviet ICBM’s, supplemented by a 
mix of heavy and medium bombers, increased numbers of submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles, and possibly cruise type missiles.)

b. The advent of major Soviet ICBM capability, and a consequent 
reduction in the reliability of our early warning capability, raise a ques-
tion as to the continuing validity of those provisions of present policy 
which are geared to the concept that attack warning would permit the 
launching of a significant portion of our SAC force before its destruction 
on the ground; would provide the lead time required for alerting key 
military forces; would permit the making of decisions by key officials 

1 Source: U.S. policy on continental defense. Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records.
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and the communication of those decisions; and would allow time for 
evacuation and relocation of the civilian population.

c. Moreover, the present policy places predominant emphasis on 
active defenses as compared with passive defenses for the protection of 
our retaliatory capability and our population. The PB’s paper suggests 
that continued predominant emphasis on active over passive defenses 
is questionable. It is reflected in the Discussion Paper that the improve-
ments visualized in 1958 for our active defense against nuclear attack 
have not materialized—quite to the contrary, it is reported that our major 
active defense system against ballistic missiles now under research and 
development (NIKE- ZEUS) would not produce an operational system 
within the next 10 years, barring unforeseen break- throughs.

d. Therefore, the PB has taken a preliminary look at our present 
Continental Defense Policy in the light of present- day estimates of an 
imminent Soviet ICBM capability, and in the light of our actual and 
potential capabilities and vulnerabilities, and as a result the PB has 
blocked out the six questions which appear on page 1 of the Discussion 
Paper and are subsequently discussed at some length in the Paper. I will 
read the questions as background to a presentation which will be made 
by the Department of Defense. The Defense presentation will address 
itself to Questions 1, 2, and 6, and reference will be made to Question 3. 
After the presentation, I will come back to Questions 4 and 5.

3. CALL ON the Secretary of Defense to introduce the Defense 
presentation.

4. (After the Defense presentation.) I would like now to refer briefly 
to Questions 4 and 5 of the Discussion Paper which were not dealt with 
in the Defense Presentation:

Question No. 4. The background of this question is set forth in para-
graphs 49 through 65 of the Discussion Paper, beginning on page 15. The 
basic consideration is that our “low key” shelter policy was adopted on 
the premise that improved active defense was attainable—an expecta-
tion which is apparently not to be realized for at least 10 years insofar 
as an anti- ICBM system is concerned. The question posed is whether 
there should be a substantial increase of emphasis on providing fall- 
out shelters for the civilian population, or whether there should be a 
continuation of the present “low key” approach called for in current 
national policy on “Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Shelter” 
(NSC 5807/2).

Question No. 5. The background of this question is presented in 
paragraphs 66 through 69 of the Discussion Paper, beginning on page 
20. Involved in this question are the concepts in present policy which 
call for continuity of wartime Government functions through reloca-
tion to hardened sites by those who survive an initial missile attack, 
and their continued functioning under circumstances characterized 
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by possible loss of communications and command personnel. Unless 
someone wishes to express views on this subject, the Council will note 
that OCDM is studying this question.

5. Perhaps the Council would now like to address itself to the ques-
tions posed on page 1 of the Discussion Paper, and to related provisions 
of the proposed Record of Action which is before you.

Question No. 1. Is there discussion on this question?
Question No. 2. Is there discussion on Question No. 2? The Council 

will note that paragraph c of the proposed Record of Action contem-
plates a study by the Department of Defense on this subject; and the 
submission of a report which would be included in the annual report 
on the status of the military program.

Question No. 3. This question was alluded to in the presentation by 
the Defense Department. This subject is treated in paragraph d of the 
proposed Record of Action, which provides that I would confer with 
the President and the Secretary of Defense regarding the proposal for a 
study relating to the matter.

Question No. 4. Is there discussion on this question? The Council 
will note that paragraph a of the proposed Record of Action contem-
plates that OCDM is to review the full- out shelter policy and will report 
on progress of the program in an early report to the Council.

Question No. 5. Is there discussion on this question? It will be noted 
that paragraph f of the proposed Record of Action refers to the cur-
rent re- examination of the subject by OCDM for use in the review of 
Continental Defense policy.

Question No. 6. Is there discussion on this question? This subject is 
covered in paragraph g of the proposed Record of Action. In this con-
nection, I propose that paragraph g of the Record of Action be revised to 
read: “Noted that any test which involves destroying a satellite or space 
vehicle should not proceed without specific Presidential approval.”

6. It will be noted that the Discussion Paper does not include the 
Internal Security provisions of Continental Defense Policy (which are 
being separately considered in the PB), nor the provisions dealing with 
Port Security (which have already been revised following separate con-
sideration by the Council).
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264. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, September 28, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1962

REFERENCES

A. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Capabilities of Forces for Lim-
ited Military Operations”, dated June 18, 1958

B. NSC Action No. 1934

The enclosed study on the subject, prepared by an Interdepartmental 
Study Group consisting of representatives from the Departments 
of State and Defense and the Central Intelligence Agency, pursuant 
to agreement between the heads of these agencies and the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, is transmitted 
herewith for discussion by the National Security Council at its meeting 
on Thursday, October 6, 1960.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Memorandum for Gray

Washington, September 28, 1960

SUBJECT

Study of “Capabilities for Limited Military Operations”

Transmitted herewith for the information of the National Security 
Council is the interagency study, “United States and Allied Capabilities 

1 Source: Transmits a study by interdepartmental study group on “U.S. and Allied 
Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1962.” Top Secret. Extracts— 
11 pp. Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant to President for 
National Security Affairs, Limited Military Operations.
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for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1962,” prepared in accor-
dance with the agreements reached between our respective offices. 
This paper is the product of a special study group composed of rep-
resentatives from the Department of State, the Department of Defense 
and the Central Intelligence Agency. While it has not been given formal 
Departmental or Agency clearance, it has been presented before the 
Armed Forces Policy Council and discussed by the undersigned.

This work differs from the limited war study of 1958 in several 
important respects. It takes into account new developments and capa-
bilities to 1 July 1962 and revises certain assumptions made in 1958, 
particularly with respect to the use or non- use of nuclear weapons by 
the opposing sides in limited military operations. Also, greater atten-
tion is given to logistic capabilities and implications, and thus its scope 
is considerably broadened.

The study examines the capabilities for the next two years of U.S. 
and Allied forces to conduct limited military operations in certain 
hypothetical situations, employing only those weapons systems now 
in the armed forces inventory or rapidly approaching that status.

Since the situations considered have not been wargamed and are 
admittedly based on hypothetical but possible circumstances, the con-
clusions should not be considered as definitive or restrictive either 
with respect to future policy actions or in determining the size and 
nature of United States forces required for limited military operations. 
Nevertheless, the conclusions are important because they indicate cer-
tain strengths and weaknesses in U.S. and Allied capabilities and high-
light certain issues of a policy nature which affect those capabilities.

In this context it is a useful and meaningful document.

/s/ Livingston T. Merchant
For The Secretary of State

/s/ Thomas S. Gates
Secretary of Defense

/s/ Allen Dulles
Director of Central Intelligence
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Attachment

Interdepartmental Study Group Paper
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UNITED STATES AND ALLIED CAPABILITIES FOR LIMITED 
 MILITARY OPERATIONS TO 1 JULY 1962

I—INTRODUCTION

A. AUTHORITY FOR STUDY

1. An interagency study of U.S. and allied capabilities for limited 
military operations was conducted in 1958 pursuant to NSC actions 
1842g(4), 1844, 1881, and 1934. Subsequently, it was agreed between 
the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence 
and the Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
that this study should be periodically reviewed and evaluated. In con-
versations and exchanges of correspondence during 1959 among the 
principals concerned, it was agreed that a complete revision should 
be made, both to account for new developments and to adjust certain 
assumptions made in the first study, particularly as to the use or non- 
use of nuclear weapons by the opposing sides in limited military opera-
tions. Greater attention was given to logistic implications in the present 
study, and thus its scope was considerably broadened.

2. Of the 12 geographic areas considered in the 1958 study, the State 
and Defense Departments agreed on five (Korea, Quemoy/Matsu/
Taiwan, Iran, Berlin and Laos/Cambodia/Vietnam) as suitable for 
more extensive study. Draft terms of reference for the study were then 
drawn up by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and approved by the Secretaries 
of State and Defense. Later, the terms of reference were agreed to by 
the Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs and 
the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. The 
terms of reference, including the assumptions and scope of the study, 
are appended as Enclosure “A”.

B. PROCEDURES OF STUDY

1. An interdepartmental study group, was established with 
representation from State, Defense (JCS, ISA and DR&E) and CIA. 
Although the principal from each participating agency drew upon the 
full resources of his agency, and although meetings were attended by 
experts on various functional topics and geographic areas, this report 
represents the views of the interdepartmental study group and does 
not constitute the official position of any of the participating agencies.

2. The following procedures were used in developing the scenar-
ios, or scripts, for each of the five geographic areas considered in the 
study: the study group met as a whole to develop general outlines from 
which the State Department drafted a script on the political situation 
giving rise to the limited military operations. This was then examined 
by the group as a whole and when approved in draft, formed the basis 
for the script on military actions prepared by the Joint Staff. Following 
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these two steps, the study group made necessary revisions and adjust-
ments and then further developed the political and military situation 
in the light of such factors as enemy intentions, international (including 
Communist Bloc) reactions and allied support. CIA drafted that portion 
of the study dealing with international reactions. Once the basic script 
had been prepared and approved by the study group, the conclusions 
were written by the group as a whole.

3. An effort was made by all members of the committee to reflect 
insofar as possible the views of their agencies. Although the widest pos-
sible coordination was achieved, no effort was made to obtain formal 
agency clearances for the study prior to its completion. Where there 
were divergencies of views, the matter was resolved in the light of the 
consensus of the study group.

C. SCOPE OF STUDY

1. The basic assumptions of the study are set forth in the terms of 
reference appended as Enclosure “A”. However, it should be noted that 
the study had to be conducted within certain artificial limits. For exam-
ple, each situation had to provide the occasion for U.S. limited military 
operations. On the other hand, situations likely to lead immediately to 
general war had to be avoided. Consequently, there was often a conflict 
between the need to develop a scenario which would permit an exam-
ination of U.S. and allied capabilities for conducting limited military 
operations, and the actual facts of the particular situation, based upon 
the best current estimates and intelligence. In almost all cases some 
compromise was necessary, but on the whole, the scenarios developed 
do reflect both the current situation and the best available judgment of 
enemy intentions and capabilities and of the probable responses by the 
United States in the light of existing national security policy. However, 
since judgments about enemy intentions were specifically designed to 
support the study, they should not be construed as intelligence esti-
mates for application to actual situations.

2. In several of the studies it was necessary to recognize that when 
hostilities had reached a certain point it was likely that one side or the 
other would take steps to terminate it. At the same time it was nec-
essary to continue the development of the situation to permit a more 
extensive examination of our capabilities. In these cases the device was 
adopted of noting that the situation might well terminate at a partic-
ular “threshold” or level of intensity; but that for the purposes of the 
study certain assumptions were made to permit the military operations 
to continue. Where necessary, the military actions were divided into 
phases in order to take into account alternative assumptions about the 
most probable ensuing developments.

3. On the matter of weapon systems, the study was based upon 
those known or expected to be in enemy or U.S. and allied inventories 
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by the terminal date of the study, 1 July 1962. Therefore, the scenarios 
could be developed only up to a point to permit examination of partic-
ular systems, available and appropriate to the situation.

4. By agreement of the participating agencies, U.S. and allied capa-
bilities for covert military operations and psychological warfare were 
excluded from the study. The study group recognizes, however, that such 
capabilities would be relevant to a number of the situations studied.

5. In contrast to the 1958 study in which capabilities for limited 
military operations were discussed on a general basis and supported by 
shorter studies of twelve geographical areas, the present study exam-
ined five situations (Korea, Taiwan, Iran, Berlin and Laos) which are 
considered adequately representative of the types of areas and situa-
tions in which the United States might conduct limited military oper-
ations. Each of the five has been prepared in sufficient detail to stand 
independently. Together they cover a sufficient range of problems to 
permit over- all conclusions to be drawn on U.S. and allied capabilities 
for limited military operations.

II—OVER- ALL CONCLUSIONS

1. U.S. capabilities in conjunction with those of our allies are gen-
erally adequate to conduct any one of the limited military operations 
studied but these capabilities are dependent on prompt action, as 
required in each case, to:

a. Initiate partial mobilization.
b. Augment existing military lift capabilities.
c. Expand the war production base.
d. Waive financial limitations.

2. The U.S. overall capability for general war would be degraded 
initially by any one of the five limited military operations studied, 
except Berlin, although not to an unacceptable degree. The capability 
of the U.S. nuclear retaliatory forces for general war would in no case 
studied, be seriously affected.

3. Although U.S. capabilities might, in some circumstances, be 
adequate to conduct two of these limited military operations simulta-
neously, the U.S. over- all capability for general war would, in such cir-
cumstances, be degraded to an unacceptable degree.

4. On the basis of the assumptions utilized, the five studies did not 
indicate a need for change in existing deployments of U.S. forces.

5. Substantial conventional forces—ground, sea and air—were 
required in all cases studied whether or not nuclear weapons were 
employed.

6. From the U.S. military point of view, the desirability of initiating 
the use of nuclear weapons varied in the five cases studied. In Berlin, 
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Iran, and Laos, their use would not provide a clear military advantage. 
However, use of [text not declassified].

7. Anticipation of the need to initiate a limited military operation 
along with the earliest possible decisions on its character and objectives, 
including possible restrictions on weapons systems to be employed, 
will substantially enhance U.S. and allied capabilities to respond rap-
idly to the threat.

8. Limited military operations to achieve national objectives are 
based on a careful balance of political and military considerations which 
may require restraints on the use of military force. Such restraints may 
seriously handicap the conduct of military operations and must be kept 
under continuous review for the purpose of considering their possible 
revision, where necessary, to achieve established national objectives. 
The closest possible coordination of political and military decisions and 
actions will enhance our capability to conduct limited military opera-
tions effectively.

9. From a military point of view, it would not be advantageous for 
U.S. and allied forces to initiate the use of lethal CW/BW agents, prin-
cipally because current programs provide only a limited capability and 
because our allies lack protective equipment and training.

10. U.S. employment of non- lethal CW/BW agents would, under 
certain circumstances, enhance the capabilities of U.S. and allied forces.

11. The United States and its allies presently do not have an ade-
quate capability for counter- guerrilla type limited military operations.

12. If fully committed and used in optimum fashion, the U.S. mil-
itary airlift, including reserve and national guard, is adequate when 
augmented from civilian sources for effective support of the individual 
operations studied in Iran, Laos or Korea, but is not adequate to sup-
port two such operations simultaneously.

13. An augmentation of existing sea- lift capabilities would be 
required in all cases except Berlin. This would vary from a rather 
small augmentation of existing cargo lift in the Pacific for the Offshore 
Islands to an extensive augmentation of cargo and passenger lift for 
Korea—including a transfer from the Atlantic to the Pacific of passen-
ger transports.

14. World- wide strategic communications are adequate to sup-
port all operations studied except in Southeast Asia, where they would 
require considerable U.S. augmentation.

15. Pre- stockage of supplies in the European and Far East areas 
substantially enhances our capabilities to respond promptly and 
effectively. Although present pre- stocks in the Eastern Mediterranean 
and in Southeast Asia are minimal and add little to our capabilities to 
respond, programmed pre- stocks will partially correct this deficiency 
by 1962.



1108 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

16. Transit rights and bases in Italy and Turkey are essential to U.S. 
limited military operations in Iran. Additional over flight, staging and 
operational rights in advance of U.S. deployment would enhance our 
ability to deploy forces rapidly.

17. Transit rights and logistic bases are essential in Japan, Okinawa 
and the Philippines for the timely and sustained support of operations in 
the Western Pacific. In addition, similar rights are essential in Thailand, 
Laos and South Vietnam for successful operations in Southeast Asia.

18. Existing logistic support facilities and air bases in Southeast 
Asia are inadequate to support sustained operations of U.S. and allied 
forces. The timing and extent of operations in this area are almost 
entirely dependent upon the effectiveness of corrective measures to 
rectify deficiencies.

19. In all cases studied, some degree of mobilization was required, 
ranging from a modest mobilization of selected reserve units in the 
Berlin case to a total mobilization of the 1,000,000 man Ready Reserve 
for Korea.

20. An expansion of the war production base would be required in 
the event of hostilities in Korea, the Offshore Islands or Laos in order 
to prevent a dangerous degradation of war reserves in PACOM and 
CONUS. In the case of Korea and Laos, six months would be required 
to re- establish these reserves to required levels. In the case of Berlin and 
Iran, it would be desirable to make preparations for the rapid expan-
sion of the war production base.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the study.]

Enclosure A

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR STUDY OF CAPABILITIES OF FORCES 
FOR LIMITED MILITARY OPERATIONS (C)

1. To review and update the joint study of United States and Allied 
capabilities for limited military operations from the present to 1 July 
1962.

THE PROBLEM

2. Limited military operations could be in progress in more than 
one area of the world simultaneously.

ASSUMPTIONS

3. The U.S. military posture will remain substantially unchanged 
through 1 July 1962.
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SCOPE OF STUDY

4. National policy, as set forth in NSC policy papers, will be used 
as guidance in the consideration of probable U.S. political and military 
response to the situations examined by the study. These studies should 
not be inconsistent with national policy.

5. Because they are the most likely situations which might develop 
and which could involve the United States in limited military oper-
ations, the study will consider the following areas: (a) Korea; (b) 
Quemoy/Matsu/Taiwan; (c) Iran; (d) Berlin; (e) Laos/Cambodia/
Vietnam.

6. However, the situations examined pursuant to NSC Action 
1842g(4) may be re- examined and updated as appropriate in light of 
existing conditions and the National Intelligence Estimates.

7. Examination of each situation will include consideration of:

a. U.S. national objectives, to include deterring Communist limited 
military aggression or, if necessary, to defeat such aggression in a man-
ner and on a scale best calculated to keep hostilities from broadening 
into general war,

b. U.S. and foreign political backgrounds and implications,
c. Enemy objectives and capabilities, both nuclear and non- nuclear,
d. U.S. and Allied capabilities, both nuclear and non- nuclear, to 

include logistic capabilities,
e. Effect on U.S. and Allied posture for general war, and,
f. Special political and military problems involved in the use or 

non- use of nuclear weapons.

8. The study shall be prepared in sufficient detail so as to super-
sede, rather than augment, the previous study.

9. The study will not extend to the preparation of detailed plans to 
deal with each situation.

10. Should a situation reach the point of general war, further exam-
ination of that situation will be beyond the scope of the study, except 
that the considerations under paragraph 7 e shall be assessed.

11. Conclusions will be drawn for:

a. Each situation relating to:

(1) Adequacy of U.S. and Allied military capabilities to deal with 
that situation.

(2) Foreign policy implications.
(3) Other national security implications revealed by the examination.

b. The over- all study relating to:

(1) Adequacy of U.S. and Allied Military capabilities for limited 
military operations.

(2) Foreign policy implications.
(3) Other national security implications revealed by the examination.
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265. Letter From Smith to Irwin1

Washington, September 28, 1960

Dear Jack:

I thought your presentation to the Armed Forces Policy Council on 
Tuesday morning was of great interest and importance.

Having thought a good deal about this subject for some years, I 
would like to pass on a few personal observations in the hope that they 
may find reflection in any final version of your statement before the NSC.

I recall the conversation that Secretary McElroy, Secretary Herter, 
you and I had in Geneva in 1959 about the limited war study which 
was the predecessor of the present one. That study concluded gener-
ally that US limited war capabilities were adequate. I stressed that this 
conclusion was based on the very optimistic assumption that the US 
could employ nuclear weapons while the enemy would only use con-
ventional weapons. This assumption is not supported by the pertinent 
national intelligence estimate.

Secretary McElroy then suggested that our limited war capabili-
ties be restudied to determine their adequacy for use against an enemy 
using nuclear weapons. The present study, I believe, had its origin in 
those Geneva conversations.

However, it seems to me that this study still leaves largely unex-
plored the question of whether our limited war forces would be ade-
quate to fight an enemy who also used nuclear weapons.

In the Off Shore islands case, there is some discussion about the 
possibility of ChiCom use of nuclear air to air weapons, but no con-
clusions are drawn as to the result of such use on ChiNat/US ability to 
control the air over Formosa Strait.

I think it would be a service to direct the Council’s attention to a 
place in the report where the question of the possible military conse-
quences of two-way use of nuclear weapons is considered. On pages 
121 and 122, after pointing out that there might be some margin, of 
advantage to the UN forces from an initial exchange, the following lan-
guage appears:

“In the event the communists expanded the nuclear exchange 
to include all of South Korea, the extreme vulnerability of the U.N. 
LOC would become a major consideration. A relatively few weapons 

1 Source: Questions some of the assumptions about non- use of nuclear weapons 
by Communist forces made in the limited war study. Secret; Personal. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Limited War.
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employed on key fixed logistical installations, such as Ascom City and 
Pusan, would seriously affect the US and Allied capability for sustained 
combat in Korea. Contrariwise, the communist forces are relatively 
primitive in nature and their supply requirements are substantially 
less.”

On page 122 and 131, it is concluded that under conditions of a 
continuing two- way nuclear exchange there would result either a mil-
itary stalemate or an unpredictable expansion of the conflict. Query as 
to the significance of this conclusion for any judgment as to the present 
adequacy of our limited war forces?

I got the impression from listening to the discussion on Tuesday 
morning that your people continue to assume that there would be US 
monopoly use of nuclear weapons in limited operations. Is this a wrong 
impression?

In addition to the proposition “we can’t win unless we use nuclear 
force”, I would like to hear more discussion of the question, “Can we 
win if both sides use nuclear force as our intelligence estimates suggest 
would occur?”

SNIE 100–7–58 of July 22, 1958, entitled “Sino- Soviet and Free 
World Reactions to US Use of Nuclear Weapons in Limited Wars in the 
Far East” concluded, in part, that

“We believe that if the US used nuclear weapons in meeting Bloc 
local aggression in the Far East, there would be a grave risk that the 
Communists would retaliate in kind. . . . If, in the case of Communist 
aggression against South Korea . . . the US nuclear response were lim-
ited to Korea . . . the Communists would probably respond in kind in 
the same area.”

An informal check indicates that our intelligence people believe 
this SNIE is still valid.

I think it would be most helpful if some time in the future the 
NSC’s attention could be sharply focused on the effect of limited enemy 
nuclear attacks on our forces.

I am inclined to think that if this is ever done it will lead to a change 
in our policies and financial allocations to limited war forces.

Perhaps a Net Evaluation Committee study of an attack on the 
Off Shore islands, assuming both sides use nuclear weapons, would be 
desirable as a next step in exploring the question of whether it is to US 
advantage to use nuclear weapons in attempting to win a limited war. 
I would appreciate your reaction to this last suggestion.

Sincerely,

Gerard C. Smith
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266. Memorandum From Rathjens to Kistiakowsky1

Washington, October 5, 1960

SUBJECT

Comments on Attached Study

1. The main conclusion of the study is that U.S. capabilities for the 
limited operations studied are adequate. The most serious criticism that 
can be leveled is that this conclusion is not supported by the analysis. 
Five case studies are discussed as indicated below:

a). Berlin: In this instance it is acknowledged that “the adequacy of 
U.S. and Allied capabilities for limited military operations in defense 
of Berlin is dependent upon demonstrated U.S. and Allied resolution 
to risk general war over this issue, and Soviet unwillingness to accept 
such risk over Berlin.” (p. 23, para. A) In other words, defense of Berlin 
is dependent on the credibility of the threat of general war, since our 
limited capabilities are otherwise inadequate!

b). Laos: The introduction of Chinese “volunteer forces” is assumed 
to be beyond the scope of the study (p. 50, para. G), though it is 
acknowledged that this would be the most probable consequence of 
the assumed U.S. attack against N. Viet Nam (p. 52, para. 6).

c). Iran: It is acknowledged that if the Soviets follow one of the three 
courses of action proposed—Course I (open intervention with Soviet 
forces),—the best we could hope for would be to hold the southern part 
of the country (p. 63, para. d(3)). It is further stated that such Soviet action 
is considered beyond the scope of the study (p. 81, para A).

d). Offshore Islands and e). Korea: In these cases, the judgment is 
reached that we should use nuclear weapons, but the consequences of 
enemy use are not explored. It is acknowledged that our logistic base is 
very vulnerable.

In view of the foregoing, I believe the first conclusion of the study 
might more accurately be rewritten along the following lines:

U.S. and Allied capabilities are adequate provided the Bloc does 
not take actions for which they are inadequate.

I think this a sad example of people coming up with a conclusion 
that they think their bosses want to hear, regardless of the facts and any 
analysis.

2. In a number of places (e.g., page 20, para. E 1) there is a suppo-
sition that the Soviets will not expect, will be unpleasantly surprised 
by, and will therefore back down in the face of a moderately tough 

1 Source: Comments on limited war study. Top Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for 
Science and Technology.
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U.S. response. It seems to me that in most of the contemplated circum-
stances, especially with reference to China, the aggressive actions by 
the Bloc will have been taken in the expectation, and in spite of the 
fact, that we will react as strongly as is indicated in each of the several 
examples.

3. In several instances in the scenarios (e.g., page 49, para. 5 a, 
page 77, para. F) it is stated that the guidance provided U.S. command-
ers is to the effect that “military action should be conventional—until it 
became clear that over- all national objectives could not be achieved in 
this way.” It seems to me that there is the clear implication that the way 
to get out of a jam is to start throwing nuclear weapons around. This 
might have been reasonable in 1950, but seems out of date now that the 
other guys have large numbers too. There seems to be a lingering idea 
that the use of nuclear weapons is advantageous for our side, an idea 
not supported by analysis.

4. Particularly as evidenced in the Berlin example, there is an 
important point that is developed in these studies, but which doesn’t 
seem to have been quite realized, though it is obvious; that is, that in 
almost all cases where there is a question of the conflict being expanded, 
it is the U.S. that must make the decision for a qualitative relaxation 
of limits, e.g., with respect to Berlin, it is we who must cause the first 
physical violence (knocking down barriers, detonating mines, etc.), 
and it would be we who would have to make the decision to introduce 
nuclear weapons, and eventually we who would have to make the deci-
sion to start an all- out nuclear exchange. Because we are quantitatively 
inferior (and in the case of Berlin, particularly, in such a vulnerable 
position), the Bloc can always increase the scale of fighting gradually 
and quantitatively, while we must then either back down or make a 
qualitative decision. I would submit that it is probably easier to make 
the decision to send in one more division (especially when you know 
the other guy doesn’t have any more) than it is to make the decision to 
introduce nuclear weapons or start an all- out TN exchange (when you 
know the other guy has like capabilities).

5. In summary, I think we are probably in a lot weaker position 
than the authors of this paper would like to have us believe.

Two detailed comments.

a). Apparently the use of improved types of conventional ordnance 
by the U.S. was not considered in the analysis on the grounds that the 
secrets here are too precious to risk in a limited war;

b). The airlift analysis is worrisome. The CRAF (Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet) is assumed used though the Korean War was not deemed a suffi-
cient emergency, I believe, to require its use. It is untested. The a/c can-
not carry vehicles, guns, etc., because of openings and floor loadings. 
Resupply of forces by air is an operation that can consume a lot of air 
lift. In a place like Iran, it would require at least 30 days and more likely 
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45 to get sea lift there. We might have enough airlift to get the forces 
postulated to Iran in the time assumed. I very much doubt we could 
support them by air once there. (Will look into this further.)

G.W.R

267. Briefing Note for the October 6 NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 5, 1960

UNITED STATES AND ALLIED CAPABILITIES FOR LIMITED  
MILITARY OPERATIONS TO 1 JULY 1962

1. The principal item this morning is the 135- page report on 
UNITED STATES AND ALLIED CAPABILITIES FOR LIMITED 
MILITARY OPERATIONS TO 1 JULY 1962, prepared by an interde-
partmental study group from the Department of State and Defense, 
including representatives from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Central 
Intelligence Agency. You will doubtless recall a similar study that was 
prepared in 1953 pursuant to NSC directive. Following the presentation 
of the 1958 study to the Council, it was agreed between the Secretaries 
of State and Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence Agency, and 
myself, that the study would be periodically reviewed and evaluated. 
It was later agreed that a complete revision should be made, both to 
account for new developments and to adjust certain assumptions made 
in the earlier study. Mr. Irwin, in his presentation today, will tell you of 
three adjustments, perhaps the most important of which relates to the 
possible use of nuclear weapons by the enemy.

2. The earlier study considered twelve geographic areas; the pres-
ent study addresses five: Berlin, Laos/Cambodia/Vietnam, Iran, The 
Off- Shore Islands, and Korea. These areas were considered suitable 
for the more extensive treatment that was called for in the new study. 
The terms of reference, I might add, were drafted by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, approved by the Secretaries of State and Defense, and agreed 
to by the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
and myself. Mr. Irwin will explain to you certain of the basic limitations 
of the study, but I should like to ask that you also bear in mind:

1 Source: Limited war study. Top Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
NSC Records.
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(1) That the study does not contemplate limited military opera-
tions against Soviet Armed Forces; because, under the current strategic 
concept, overt military engagement of USSR and US Armed Forces is 
deemed to be general war;

(2) That the study, by agreement, does not include US and allied 
capabilities for covert military operations and psychological warfare;

(3) That the study has not been given formal Departmental or 
Agency clearance.

3. At the last Planning Board meeting a number of questions were 
raised concerning the study, with considerable emphasis on the prob-
lem of the possible use of nuclear weapons by both sides in limited mil-
itary operations. Mr. Irwin will touch upon this and other issues in his 
presentation. With your permission, however, following his presenta-
tion I may wish to return to certain of the Planning Board questions and 
suggestions.

Mr. Irwin.
(CALL ON MR. IRWIN)

(After Mr. Irwin’s presentation)
Thank you, Mr. Irwin.

4. Before asking for comments, I would like to suggest a sort of 
ground rule. I think it fair to say that the one clear point of agreement 
that emerged from the Planning Board discussion of this subject was 
agreement that the paper is a useful vehicle for raising problems con-
cerning our posture for limited military operations but that decisions 
on those problems should await further and more detailed study of 
each. If you agree, Mr. President, I propose that we proceed on that 
basis: to identify major issues that require further study.

May I now ask the Secretary of State for comments and perhaps 
questions.

(CALL ON THE SECRETARY OF STATE)
And now may I call on the Secretary of Defense for his views.

(CALL ON THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE)
I understand that the Chiefs have certain reservations about the 

study. Perhaps the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would care to 
present them in greater detail.

(CALL ON THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF)
The importance of prompt action regarding mobilization and an 

expansion of the war production base has been sharply illustrated. May 
I ask the Director of the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization for his 
views, particularly on these two problems.
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(CALL ON THE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE 
MOBILIZATION)

I appreciate the problem for intelligence in a study of this nature. 
However, I would much appreciate the comments of the Director of 
Central Intelligence, and especially those relating to possible enemy 
reaction to U.S. use of nuclear weapons in a Korean or Off- Shore Island 
situation.

(CALL ON THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY)

And now may I seek the views of science and technology. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky.

(CALL ON THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY)

Are there other comments?
(CALL ON THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY)

(CALL ON THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET)
I believe that most of the Planning Board questions have been cov-

ered adequately during the course of the discussion,2 so I will limit my 
own observations to two further suggestions:

First, the Off- Shore Islands script covers a most important area 
of possible conflict, involves the problem of possible use of nuclear 
weapons, and, at least to me, seem a less contrived situation than that 
depicted for Korea. For those reasons, I would think that the Off- Shore 
Islands problem might be usefully and realistically war- gamed. May I 
suggest, then that the Joint Chiefs be asked to war- game for the Council 
the Off- Shore Islands script, assuming that the U.S. initiates the use of 
nuclear weapons as described and that the ChiComs retaliate in kind.

Second, I suggest further that the Joint Chiefs be asked to prepare 
for the Council a more detailed study of any real deficiencies that are 
indicated by the paper before us.

2 (Attached is a short listed of questions that you may wish to use if certain of the 
points are not adequately covered in the discussion). [Footnote is in the original.]
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268. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, October 6, 1960

SUBJECT

NSC Meeting on Limited War, 6 October 1960

Mr. Irwin gave the prepared presentation commencing at 0915 and 
continued through for approximately 28 minutes without interruption.

Mr. Dillon stated he considered only two of the studies realistic, 
i.e., Offshore Islands and Korea. He considered it significant that we do 
not have the capability to defend these two areas without resorting to 
some form of nuclear weapons. He wonders how a war game or real-
istic examination of the [text not declassified] in these two areas would 
actually come out. In the next 4 or 5 years, the CHICOMS will have a 
nuclear capability of their own and may be willing to use it, while the 
U.S. and USSR may be unwilling to use these weapons. He believes it is 
in our interest to war game such a situation and get the results quickly.

Mr. Dillon continued that if a two- sided atomic war came out 
even or ended in a stalemate, this would not be to our advantage. He 
felt that loss of allies and bases in the Far East would certainly result. 
He thought we ought to strengthen our conventional forces to meet 
the Chinese on a conventional basis and wants some sort of answer to 
a war game of two- sided nuclear war before the new Administration 
is installed.

Mr. Gates questioned that we would have the ability to fight the 
Chinese in a conventional sense due to their tremendous advantage in 
manpower.

Mr. Dillon again pressed for follow- on studies and both Mr. Gates 
and General Lemnitzer emphasized that the conclusions of such addi-
tional studies were entirely dependent upon the assumptions. General 
Lemnitzer emphasized the terrible vulnerability of the Pusan port com-
plex under the threat of Communist atomic attack in any conventional 
war in Korea. He stated that in the last Korean conflict, we had alternate 
plans in case [text not declassified] was hit which were never used but 
that unquestionably that [text not declassified] was the best atomic target 
in Korea.

Mr. Gates, on Mr. Dillon’s further request, agreed to do some fol-
low- on studies on the Offshore Islands and Korea but questioned that 
they would help resolve current problem. General Lemnitzer observed 

1 Source: Record of October 6 NSC meeting on limited war. Top Secret. 2 pp. WNRC, 
RG 330, OASD/ISA Files: Lot 64 A 2710. Drafted on October 10.
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that in a real situation, we would have intelligence on which to base 
actual decisions.

Mr. Dillon observed that such studies would be of great assistance 
to State, even though hypothetical.

Mr. Gray recommended that Defense and the Joint Staff prepare 
follow- on studies of the Offshore Islands and Korea on a two- sided 
nuclear war basis, with participation by other agencies when necessary.

General Lemnitzer stated that it would be essential to get inter- 
agency agreement on the basic assumptions, in which case the studies 
could be undertaken.

Mr. Gordon Gray will prepare a record of action.

James M. Polk
Brigadier General, USA

Director, Office of Planning

Info copies:
Mr. Williams, ISA
Lt Gen Wheeler, JCS
RAdm Ferrall, JCS

269. Report by IIC–ICIS1

Washington, October 11, 1960

REPORT BY IIC–ICIS ON STATUS OF THE INTERNAL SECURITY 
PROGRAMS OF THE U.S. AS OF [illegible in the original]

Introduction

1. This year’s status report on Internal Security deals with the 
50-old programs which make up the total Internal Security Program of 
the United States. The over-all program is coordinated by the IIC and 
the ICIS in their respective areas of responsibility, either pursuant to 
specific policies and directives or under the broad terms of the charters 
of the two NSC Committees.

2. Two programs which have a direct bearing on internal security are 
not reported on because they fall outside the primary responsibility of 

1 Source: Status of the internal security programs. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File.
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the Committees. These are the Port Security Program (for which Treasury 
has primary responsibility,) and the Government Employee Security 
Program (for which the Civil Service Commission has a coordinating 
responsibility).

Highlights of Report

3. These are the highlights of the report which were considered by the 
Planning Board:

a. The over-all objective of the Internal Security Program is to main-
tain the highest practicable state of internal security consistent with our 
form of government.

b. The primary threat to the internal security of the United States is 
Communist activity, espionage and sabotage, including the clandestine 
introduction of nuclear weapons for use against selected U.S. targets in 
wartime.

c. A summary appraisal of our internal security program leads the 
Committees to these conclusions:

(1) While total internal security defenses are unobtainable, improve-
ments are considered possible in the areas of Entry and Exit, Physical 
and Industrial Security, the Security of Vital Data, and in defenses against 
Clandestine Introduction of Nuclear Weapons.

(2) The Committees find no basis for [illegible in the original] that 
the completion of over-all program objectives will be achieved in the 
next year, in the absence of improved measures to meet the internal 
security provisions of [illegible in the original] National Security Policy.

d. The Investigative Program of the FBI and the other IIC agencies 
is highlighted by the following:

(1) The identification, penetration and coverage, of the ranks of 
Communist Party members and supporters requires a full-time, major 
investigative effort. The FBI continues to develop evidence for use in 
legal action against subversive individuals and organizations, and the 
outcome of cases now pending in the Supreme Court will materially 
affect the prosecutive program.

(2) The FBI is also expending full-time investigative effort to main-
tain an up-to-date listing of individuals that will be considered for 
detention as potentially dangerous in a war emergency. (12,000 persons 
are currently listed, of whom all are aliens).

(3) Intensified coverage of Soviet bloc diplomats and official repre-
sentatives and the penetration of foreign intelligence operations in the 
United States also requires a major investigative effort. The number of 
Soviet bloc official nationals stationed here has steadily increased over 
the past five years. Of the 557 bloc officials assigned in this country 160 
are known or suspected to engage in intelligence operations. The Soviet 
intelligence potential is doubled by the availability of the other Bloc 
officials in the United States whose intelligence operations are super-
vised by the Soviets. [text not declassified].

(4) Comparison studies by the IIC disclose that United States 
attache personnel stationed in Soviet bloc countries are subjected to 
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harassment, denials and restrictions which have no counterpart in our 
treatment of Bloc attache personnel in this country. Meanwhile, Soviet 
employees of the UN Secretariat remain exempt from travel restrictions 
which are applied to Soviet nationals in reciprocity for Soviet travel 
restrictions on U.S. nationals.

(5) [text not declassified]
e. Turning to the investigative aspects of the Internal Security Program—

which will [illegible in the original] the policy recommending and coor-
dinating responsibility of the ICIS—a number of specific programs are 
treated in the report. Security measures have been established in such 
areas as:

[text not declassified]
Internal Security controls on seamen coming off Soviet bloc ships.
The screening of Bloc escapees and refugees.
The screening of visa applicants from Communist countries.
Border control measures and standby emergency border controls.
There is also a Watch List program under which selected agencies 

furnish the State Department a list of their employees who possess 
information so sensitive that their departure from the U.S. could pres-
ent a danger to the internal security. Then if a listed employee applies 
for a passport, State consults with the agency involved.

And (jointly with IIC) a countermeasures program to detect and 
defend against clandestine introduction and use of nuclear weapons.

Continued improvements in our internal security databases are 
considered possible and [illegible in the original] in making the internal 
security problems posed by the following:

The admission of Soviet bloc visitors to the United States under 
our policy on East-West Exchanges.

The absence of legislation to permit the denial of U.S. passports to 
Communists.

The lack of legal authority by the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service to exercise closer controls over the subversive activities of aliens 
who are in the U.S. prior to their departure under deportation orders.

The absence of an adequate program, under the auspices of 
OCDM, to provide the necessary physical security protection for key 
Government and industrial facilities against clandestine attack by 
nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, on the order of protection 
which is afforded to facilities which are under the cognizance of NSC 
and Defense.
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Another area in which present measures do not provide a solu-
tion to the internal security problem involved has to do with the 
acquisition of Unclassified strategic data by Soviet Bloc diplomats 
and official personnel. Present U.S. policy provides that we are to 
place restrictions “on the basis of strict reciprocity” upon travel, photo-
graphing, sketching, and such activities of Bloc representatives, as a 
means of deterring their acquisition of such information. The imposi-
tion of these reciprocal restrictions is coordinated by an inter-agency 
group chaired by State. In the Planning Board discussion, State 
referred to the difficulty in applying strict reciprocity in our dealings 
with the Bloc countries. The Status Report also reflects the view of 
Commerce Department (which has a responsibility for seeking equi-
table exchanges in return for Soviet bloc acquisition of publications) 
that any restrictions on Soviet access to Government Printing Office 
materials might seriously interfere with the operations of U.S. publi-
cation procurement officers in Russia.

There are also limitations on the program for the development 
and use of devices to detect the presence of nuclear materials com-
ing into the U.S. at selected ports of entry. Present devices, while 
improved, cannot positively identify nuclear materials as such—and 
the prototype of such a discriminating device will not be ready for 
testing until early in 1961. Steps to improve the operational use of 
present devices await completion of the review of Continental Defense 
policy. Meanwhile, under present policy when the devices indicate 
the presence of a radioactive source in an accompanied Soviet bloc 
diplomatic pouch, the pouch is not challenged unless the device reg-
isters the presence of uranium, plutonium or other neutron source. 
In any event, the devices cannot be used on baggage which is put 
on airplane flights which are pre-cleared by U.S. Customs in Canada 
and at Bermuda, Searches of unaccompanied Soviet bloc diplomatic 
baggage, effects and [illegible in the original] to be made by Customs 
under present policy.

4. This concludes a summary of the highlights of the Status Report.
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270. Note From the Secretaries to the JCS1

JCS 2056/181 Washington, October 12, 1960

JOINT STRATEGIC TARGET PLANNING STAFF ACTIVITIES OF 
INTEREST TO THE JOINT STAFF (U)

The enclosed memorandum by the Chief, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Liaison Group to the Director, Strategic Target Planning, JCSLG 105–60, 
dated 16 September 1960, together with its attachments (Appendices 
“A”, “B” and “C”; Annex to Appendix “B”; and Annexes “A” through 
“K” to Appendix “C”), is circulated for information.

F.J. Blouin
M.J. Ingelido

Joint Secretariat

Enclosure

Memorandum From Spivy to the Joint Staff Director

Offutt AFB, Nebraska, September 16, 1960

SUBJECT

JSTPS Activities of Interest to the Joint Staff

Attached hereto for information of the Joint Staff are:
a. JSTPS Policy No. 1, Subject: JSTPS Policy Regarding Procedures 

For the Handling of Differences of Opinions and “Dissents”2 dated 
13 September 1960.

b. Minutes3 of the initial meeting of the JSTPS Policy Committee.
c. Agenda4 for the JSTPS Education Program for Planning 

Conference commencing 15 September 1960.

/s/ Berton E. Spivy, Jr.
Brig. General, USA

Chief

1 Source: Transmits paper on “Integration and Utilization of SIOP Forces.” Top 
Secret; Limited Distribution “C”. 10 pp. NARA, RG 218, JCS Files, CCS 5175 (16 Sep 60, 
Sec. 1).

2 Appendix “A” [Footnote is in the original.]
3 Appendix “B” and Annex [Footnote is in the original.] 
4 Appendix “C” and Annexes “A” through “K” [Footnote is in the original.]
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Annex to Appendix B

Washington, September 14, 1960

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Policy Committee Meeting, 14 Sep 60

Copies
Director, JSTPS 1
Dep Director, JSTPS 1
CINCSAC (Gen Blanchard) 2
USCINCEUR 2
CINCPAC 2
CINCLANT 2
CINCAL 1
SIOP Division 7
NSTL Division 5
Director’s Office 4
JCS Liaison Group 2
Secretary 1

The JSTPS Policy Committee met at 1030, 14 September 1960, in 
Room 2B–10. The purpose of the initial meeting was to review and 
approve basic operating criteria and definitions to provide a point 
of departure for detailed planning actions required in developing 
the SIOP. The terms of reference, operational concepts and ground 
rules reflected herein were approved by JSTPS Policy Committee on 
14 September 1960.

INTEGRATION AND UTILIZATION OF SIOP FORCES5

1. The objectives to be kept in mind in development of the SIOP 
are:

A. MUTUAL SUPPORT. Timing of available forces to take max-
imum advantage of the principles of mass, crossing tracks, ECM and 
enemy defensive degradation. (S)

B. ROUTE COORDINATION. Strike routes will take cognizance 
of all preplanned bomb impact points to enhance the probability of 
successful arrival of a weapon carrier at the bomb release line by 
reducing the exposure of the weapon carrier to blast, flash and radi-
ation. (S)

5 The portions of this paper which have been underlined reflect the topical headings 
of the briefing presented to the Policy Committee. [Footnote is in the original. Underlined 
text is printed in italic type.]
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C. TOT RESOLUTION. When two or more weapons are preplanned 
for release on the same target or targets in close proximity, provisions 
must be made to separate the releases by enough time and/or distance 
to insure that the second and succeeding delivery vehicles will not be 
exposed to unacceptable blast, flash or radiation. (S)

D. ECONOMICAL WEIGHT OF EFFORT. Only the number of 
weapons required for reaching the desired level of destruction will be 
programmed. Realistic probability factors will be used for each weapon 
carrier to determine the number of weapons to be programmed for 
each target. (S)

E. OPTIMUM INTEGRATION. The best use of the capabilities of 
each system will be made to cover the targets most vulnerable to that 
system. (U)

2. BASIC PLANNING FACTORS.
A. PLAN FOR CALENDAR YEAR 61 (AMENDED AS NECESSARY 

TO EXTEND EFFECTIVENESS—1 MAY 1962). The JCS directive requires 
that the SIOP be briefed to the Secretary of Defense, JCS and the Unified 
and Specified Commander in December 1960 and not later than May of 
each succeeding year with the second briefing scheduled for 1 May 1962. 
Experience has shown that development of war plans for more than a 
year is not realistic due to the changes in our force structure, changes in 
enemy defensive capabilities and changes in the enemy target system. 
The initial plan will require a major amendment to extend effectiveness 
through the period specified for the second briefing. (S)

B. PLANNING ON BASIS OF FORCES AVAILABLE DURING 
CY 61. Those forces available at any time during calendar year 1961 
will be given SIOP responsibilities. Application of forces that are not 
available throughout the life of the plan cannot be given as high a reli-
ability as those continuously available. (S)

C. OPTIMUM MIXED TARGET SYSTEM. It is highly desirable to 
apply the forces available to a common target system which considers 
targets of primary importance in event of either an initiative or retalia-
tory execution. (S)

D. TARGETS WILL BE DELETED INDIVIDUALLY FROM THE NSTL 
WHEN FINAL PREPLANNED TOT FOR THAT TARGET HAS ELAPSED. 
JCS guidance states that NSTL targets cannot be struck except as pro-
vided for in the SIOP. The provision for dropping the targets individually 
is made to enable individual commanders to lay on strikes on a target 
after the final preplanned TOT for that target has elapsed. However, this 
provision declares the target available for re- strike in the event sufficient 
destruction has not been achieved by the SIOP force. (S)
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E. SIOP TERMINATES WHEN PREPLANNED TOT FOR FINAL 
NSTL TARGET HAS ELAPSED. After the last SIOP TOT time has passed, 
any commander can strike any target. SIOP has no further effect and 
ceases to exist. Definite cut off time will be determined when the SIOP 
timing has been finalized. (S)

3. DEFINITIONS.
A. TACTICAL WARNING. Tactical warning time is that time which 

each weapons system can be expected to survive enemy action. Time will vary 
depending upon degree of mobility and/or hardness of the weapon carrier. (S)

B. ALERT FORCE. That force which is constantly prepared to execute a 
preplanned NSTL assignment after receipt of an execution order under condi-
tions of “tactical warning” and within an established time period.

FIXED BASE—15 MIN
MISSILE SUBS—2 HOURS
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS—2 HOURS

This is not an all inclusive list of forces which may be included in the 
alert force. However, to be included in the alert force there must be a 
reasonable assurance that the weapon carrier will survive enemy action 
long enough to be launched effectively. If only a short time is available 
there must be a high degree of destruction levied upon the primary 
target system, assuming that the remainder of the U.S. force will be 
destroyed. (TS)

C. STRATEGIC WARNING. That period of time which permits a com-
mander to prepare and position his forces to execute his War Plan. To permit 
peacetime training and other activities, all of a commander’s force can-
not be in the desired posture or location to most effectively launch his 
force against the target system. The time required for generating and 
positioning his entire force is full strategic warning. (S)

D. FOLLOW ON FORCE. That portion of the SIOP Force that is gen-
erated after receipt of a preparation order (A- Hour) to execute a preplanned 
NSTL assignment. This is that position of the SIOP forces following the 
alert force. This force cannot be counted on for effective utilization 
without some strategic warning. (TS)

E. INITIAL STRIKE.

(1) The total SIOP effort against preplanned NSTL assignments.
(2) Weapons carriers will not be preplanned for recycle assignments.
(3) SIOP assignments remain the responsibility of parent command until 

assigned SIOP weapon(s) are expended on the assigned target or until the last 
schedule time for that target has elapsed.
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A weapon carrier which has delivered a weapon on an assigned 
target will be released to the commander concerned. Until the weapon 
assigned to an NSTL target is expended or lost the parent commander 
is obligated to apply that weapon to the assigned target unless the tar-
get has fallen out of the NSTL. (In accordance with the definitions pre-
viously established in paragraph 2E.) (S)

4. FORCE APPLICATION CONCEPT.
A. Weapon systems which can launch from a peacetime position under 

tactical warning to meet committed TOTs will be assigned targets for rollback, 
corridor development and targets of primary importance within range and 
penetration capabilities.

(1) Weapon systems which do not have an all weather capability 
will be assigned a probability factor reflecting their limitations and 
potential. All available alert forces will be applied against the target sys-
tem. Those forces which by virtue of delivery limitation in weather or 
darkness will be given a lesser probability of delivery than all weather 
capable systems. Actual probability of the day VFR weapon carriers 
will be developed. (S)

B. All forces will be applied in order of arrival at common timing line. A 
common timing line must be established for the purpose of resolving 
TOT conflicts and to time the ECM support. (S)

C. All forces which cannot launch under conditions of tactical warning 
will be given follow- on assignments. These forces will be used to increase 
the reliability on targets struck by the alert force and to expand the tar-
get coverage to lesser priority targets. (S)

D. Follow- on Force will be applied in order of force generation. Launch 
of non- alert sorties will be based upon the time required to prepare for 
launch after receipt of a preparation of order (A- Hour). (S)

E. Only sorties capable of strike launching within 48–72 hours under 
conditions of tactical warning will be included in the tactical warning option 
(actual cut off time to be determined during the planning process).

(1) Separate options will be provided to accommodate forces gen-
erated for various conditions of strategic warning. (S)

5. TACTICS.
A. Sorties will be planned to provide a fuel time pad to permit TOT 

adjustment. This is required so that a weapon carrier can speed up or 
delay at the common timing line to assure weapon separation required 
in the target area. (S)
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B. Tactics employed will be those proven for the weapon system involved. 
Delivery and penetration tactics for a specific sortie and target will be as deter-
mined by the force application team. No tactics will be planned for the SIOP 
that have not been accepted by the commander concerned as a reliable 
and effective tactic. The team which examines the target defensive struc-
ture and is responsible for applying the force will determine the penetra-
tion and weapon delivery tactic for each sortie and target. (S)

C. Weapon Separation Criteria for each delivery vehicle will be deter-
mined by the command providing that vehicle. The time and distance crite-
ria used to insure safe separation from nuclear blast and radioactivity 
will be used in resolving TOT conflicts. Separate criteria must be pro-
vided for each type of delivery vehicle (except missiles) from each type 
weapon being employed. (S)

D. Range capability will consider the fuel requirements for tactics, wind 
factors and recovery. Target coverage for a given weapon carrier must 
be conservative enough to allow for predictable degradation to range 
caused by adverse winds or tactics which cause a deviation from opti-
mum range, i.e., low level penetration and/or delivery. Also consid-
ered is the point of intended recovery as it affects the area of target 
coverage. (S)

6. OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS.
A. All SIOP Forces will be timed relative to a common reference; 

Designated as “E” hour. This is required to insure proper timing of the 
force to take maximum advantage of mass, ECM, roll back, TOT reso-
lution and corridor development. All weapon carriers must launch at 
a predetermined E/time or on an alternate launch schedule with refer-
ence to “E” hour. (S)

B. All SIOP Forces must be launched on a [illegible in the original]. 
Conditions of Readiness should be standardized for all SIOP Forces to pro-
vide common time for generation purposes. (A- Hour). The JCS will direct 
advanced conditions of readiness for all SIOP Forces. All CINC Headquarters 
of SIOP committed forces will be tied to a common alerting system. All of 
the above operational assumptions are made to permit initialization 
of the time for execution purposes. All forces must begin preparation 
under conditions of strategic warning to permit selection of the best 
option for execution, the one that takes maximum advantage of forces 
available for launch at any given time. This can only be done effec-
tively when reliable fast reaction alerting and execution facilities are 
available. (S)
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271. Memorandum of Discussion at the 463d NSC Meeting1

Washington, October 13, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 463rd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
 October 13, 1960

Present at the 463rd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and 
the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present 
at the Meeting and participating in the Council actions below were 
the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General, and the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget. Also attending the Meeting were the Chairmen, 
Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security (Item 1); Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Under Secretary of State 
(Dillon); The Assistant to the President; the Special Assistants to the 
President for Security Operations Coordination (also acting for the 
Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs), for 
Foreign Economic Policy, and for Science & Technology; Assistant 
Secretary of State Gerard C. Smith; Mr. Haydn Williams, Department 
of Defense; the Acting NSC Representative on Internal Security 
(Ash); The White House Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House 
Staff Secretary; the Acting Executive Secretary, NSC (Boggs); and Mr. 
Robert Johnson, Director, NSC Secretariat.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the Meeting and 
main points taken.

1.  STATUS OF NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS ON JUNE 30, 1960 
(NSC 6013)

Mr. Harr introduced Mr. Ash who summarized the report. (A copy 
of Mr. Ash’s Briefing Note and a copy of his presentation are filed in 
the Minutes of the Meeting and other copies are also attached to this 
Memorandum).

Following Mr. Ash’s presentation, the President asked whether, if 
we develop a machine which will indicate the introduction of nuclear 
materials and we find that the Soviets are introducing such materials, 
we should break relations with them. Secretary Herter responded that 
this would be about as serious an aggravation as one could think of. 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Status of National Security Programs on June 30, 1960. Top 
Secret. Extracts—6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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He pointed out that we had had one experience of this sort in con-
nection with an Israeli shipment. We had acted to stop this shipment 
although it was under diplomatic seals. The Israeli Embassy was 
as surprised as we were. This was a shipment which was going out 
from the U.S. to the Ministry of Defense in Israel. It was due to be 
shipped at five p.m. on the day that we caught it. We did stop it but 
it turned out to be nothing but radium dials. At that time we decided 
that we would stop such shipments even if they came in in diplomatic 
pouches. In this connection Secretary Anderson noted that there was 
an agreement between Treasury and State that if neutrons were given 
off by a diplomatic pouch shipment, we would ask the country con-
cerned to open the pouch. If they refused, we would ask them to take 
the pouch out of the country. All of this was now being done on a very 
silent basis.

Mr. Harr asked Mr. Hoover and Mr. Doherty whether they had 
any comments on the status report. Mr. Hoover indicated that he had 
none. The President asked Mr. Hoover whether he was getting enough 
people; whether he got all he wanted. In reply Mr. Hoover said that in 
the last several years Congress had given good cooperation in grant-
ing requests which the FBI had been allowed to make through the 
Bureau of the Budget. The President, turning to Mr. Stans, asked if the 
Administration had been reasonable in dealing with FBI requests. Mr. 
Stans said that there had been no difficulties. Mr. Hoover confirmed 
that there had been complete cooperation during the last two years.

The Attorney General confirmed that Justice had gotten every-
thing it had asked for in this respect. He went on to say that the Martin- 
Mitchell case demonstrated the importance of doing everything we 
could to tighten up all along the line on security. There was a tendency, 
he said, to let down in such matters. The President asked if Martin 
and Mitchell had had to have visas to get out of the country. Attorney 
General Rogers stated that they had not needed passports or visas and 
that the physical situation made it virtually impossible to control move-
ment into Mexico or Canada even if passports were required. The bor-
ders were so long it was very easy to slip over them.

Mr. Hoover pointed out that both Martin and Mitchell had been 
investigated; one by the Office of Special Investigations and the other 
by Navy Intelligence. In one case emotional instability had been uncov-
erd; a former superior of this individual when he was employed by the 
Navy had stated that he wouldn’t want him back. The other had a homo-
sexual background. Yet both were retained. Mr. Hoover expressed the 
view that in evaluating the results of investigations, all doubts should 
be resolved in favor of the Government in sensitive areas. The President 
turned to General Lemnitzer and suggested that those who had cleared 
Martin and Mitchell should be investigated. He said he would like to 
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know who did it and went on to indicate that those responsible should 
be appropriately disciplined.

Attorney General Rogers stated that the Soviets are exploiting sex 
situations. Every time a tourist goes to the USSR who has something like 
this in his background, they try to entrap him. He felt that we should 
alert people in the Government to this problem. He also expressed his 
agreement with the principle that all doubts in such cases should be 
resolved in favor of the Government. The President agreed with this 
principle and went on to state that if the Supreme Court required the 
Government to re- employ such individuals, they should be put to work 
in innocuous activities.

Mr. Dulles pointed out that he had instituted a new system under 
which the superior of each group of men was responsible for the men 
under his supervision. If the supervisors had known the conditions 
under which Martin and Mitchell were living, we could have caught 
the situation. The President pointed out that someone had received a 
report in the Martin and Mitchell case and should have acted differently 
upon it. Mr. Dulles pointed out that the President was talking about 
the initial investigation whereas what he was thinking about was what 
happened after an individual came to work for the Government. The 
President expressed the view that there should be some way to place 
responsibility for decision and some system for follow- up of responsi-
bility for decision. He then turned to Mr. Ash and asked whether the 
internal security status report contained recommendations. Mr. Ash 
noted that the report was simply a status report and did not contain 
recommendations.

The Attorney General again expressed the view that there should 
be some way to sound the alert throughout the Government to be 
stricter in these matters. He stated that the Soviets seem to have a list 
of homosexuals. They had entrapped students and attempted to black-
mail them as a means of getting them to go to work as agents. What 
worried Attorney General Rogers about Martin and Mitchell was not 
these individuals alone but the possibility that there is an organized 
group of such people. Secretary Anderson inquired how good a list we 
had of homosexuals. Mr. Hoover indicated that we did have a list and 
that local authorities notified federal authorities when they obtained 
such information. He also pointed out that a person who had been an 
employee of a U.S. Government agency until April had been involved in 
homosexual activities with Mitchell. The President expressed the view 
that the Attorney General or the FBI should devise a program in the 
Government so that when a report was obtained on an employee, a full 
report by the agency back to the Attorney General would be required. 
This report should indicate the action that the agency had taken. 
Attorney General Rogers agreed that we needed to do something. He 
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pointed out that the Russians had entrapped one individual who, in his 
confession, had stated that there was an international group of homo-
sexuals. Action in this area was so distasteful that you hated to take it, 
but we needed do be more on the alert. The Attorney General said that 
he would do something. Mr. Hoover agreed that there should be some 
kind of follow- up procedure.

Mr. Dulles pointed out that the polygraph provided clues in this 
area which often led to confessions. Mr. Hoover noted that the poly-
graph had been used on Mitchell and that it had shown that he had 
homosexual tendencies. The Attorney General agreed that the poly-
graph worked well in such cases. Mr. Dulles noted that he got a report 
every month which listed all those who had been rejected for employ-
ment by CIA for such reasons. The President expressed the view that 
such lists should be given to someone who would have responsibility 
for watching to ensure that such individuals were not employed by 
other Government agencies. Everyone who applied for a job should 
be fingerprinted. Then if you had a fingerprint and an indication that 
the individual had been rejected for such reasons, you would have a 
basis for preventing his future employment. Mr. Hoover agreed that 
this was a useful idea. Mr. Harr then noted that in the Planning Board 
discussion of the Martin-Mitchell case, reference had been made to cer-
tain studies now going on the Government looking toward a tightening 
up of security procedures. The President concluded the discussion by 
observing that it was difficult to get rid of such people once they were 
employed and that the time to catch them was when they came into the 
Government.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the report on the status of the Internal 
Security Program as of June 30, 1960, prepared jointly by the 
Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security and transmitted as Part 7 of NSC 6013, 
as summarized orally at the meeting by the Acting NSC Representative 
on Internal Security.

b. Noted that studies are presently under way in the U.S. 
Intelligence Board and in the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security concerning, respectively, personnel and physical security mea-
sures for the protection of sensitive U.S. information from unautho-
rized disclosure.

c. Agreed that the personnel security programs of the most sensitive 
Departments and Agencies of the Executive Branch should be appro-
priately strengthened and maintained with a view to insuring against 
unauthorized disclosures of classified Government information, includ-
ing recognition of the principle that in making determinations as to the 
qualifications for employment or retention in employment of persons in 
the Federal service, all doubts must be resolved in favor of the national 
security interests of the United States.
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d. Noted the President’s request that the Attorney General, in 
the light of the discussion and pursuant to his advisory responsibili-
ties under Section 13 of Executive Order 10450, consider the methods 
and procedures, including reporting and follow- up procedures, which 
should be instituted by the Departments and Agencies of the Executive 
Branch to ensure the continued strengthening and maintenance of 
employee security programs.

NOTE: The action in c above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently circulated to the National Security Council for information and 
guidance. The President approved the action in c above subject to the 
understanding that it did not authorize increases in personnel or funds 
for personnel security programs other than such increases as might 
result from the normal budgetary process.

The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Attorney General for appropriate action.

[Omitted here are pages 6–9.]

Robert H. Johnson

272. Briefing Note for November 7 NSC Meeting1

Washington, November 4, 1960

OUTER SPACE [illegible in the original]

The first item this morning is a presentation by the Defense  
Department on the Outer Space program being planned or considered 
under the auspices of that Department.

At the Council meeting on May 31, 1960, Mr. President, you stated 
that you had reached some different [illegible in the original] that some 
of the Services were thinking along extremely [illegible in the original] 
lines with respect to [illegible in the original] military space programs. 
You expressed concern that there might be not only inadvertent dupli-
cation of outer space programs, but possibly also the initiation of some 
programs so advanced scientifically as to make a re-appraisal advis-
able. You accordingly requested that the “Department of Defense pres-
ent to the National Security Council a full report on all of the outer 
space programs being planned or conducted under the auspices of the 
Department of Defense.”

1 Source: Outer space programs under the auspices of the Department of Defense. 
Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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You also indicated, Mr. President, that Defense should not make its 
presentation until after completion of a related study to be undertaken 
by Dr. Kistiakowsky. (NSC Action No. 2245, approved June [illegible 
in the original], 1960). The latter study, which related to the [illegible 
in the original] reconnaissance satellite, was completed and presented 
to the Council as a special [illegible in the original] on August 25, 1960.

As I have indicated, today’s presentation relates to Defense space 
programs, the Planning Board has suggested that, at a later date, the 
Council might wish to hear a presentation on other outer space pro-
grams, which are being conducted under the auspices of NASA (the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration).

We shall now hear the Defense presentation, which will be 
given by Mr. John H. Rubel, Acting Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering.

(CALL ON: MR. RUBEL)

273. Memorandum of Discussion at the 466th NSC Meeting1

Washington, November 7, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 466th Meeting of the National Security Council, Monday, Novem-
ber 7, 1960

Present at the 466th NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, Presiding; Mr. Livingston T. Merchant for the Secretary of State; 
the Secretary of Defense; and the Acting Directory, Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization (Patterson). Also attending the Meeting and 
participating in the Council Actions below were the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Director Bureau of the Budget; and the Administrator, 
National Aeronautics and Space Agency (Item 1). Also present 
at the Meeting were the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting Director of Central 
Intelligence (Cabell); the Director, U.S. Information Agency; from the 
Department of Defense—Deputy Secretary James H. Douglas, Messrs. 
Haydn Williams, John R. Rubel, Lt. Col. Paul Nadler, and Col. Harvey 

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Outer Space Programs Under the Auspices of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC 
Records.
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Shelton; Assistant Secretaries of State Gerard C. Smith and Thomas 
C. Mann; The Assistant to the President; the Special Assistants to the 
President for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and 
for Security Operations Coordination; Mr. Huntington Sheldon, CIA 
(Items 2 and 3); the White House Staff Secretary; the Assistant White 
House Staff Secretary; the Acting Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
Director, NSC Secretariat (Johnson).

There follows a summary of the discussion of the Meeting and the 
main points taken.

1.  OUTER SPACE PROGRAMS UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. (NSC Action No. 2245)

Mr. Gray described the background of the Defense presentation, 
noting that the Planning Board recommended that NASA be asked to 
make a similar presentation on its programs, and then called on Mr. 
John H. Rubel, Acting Director, Defense Research and Engineering, to 
make the presentation. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the 
Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this Memorandum. A 
copy of Mr. Rubel’s presentation is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting).

At the conclusion of Mr. Rubel’s presentation, the President said 
that he did not know where the money for such programs was going 
to come from. It seemed to him that we should finally reach the point 
where these programs were not constantly going up until they absorbed 
nine-tenths of our research money. We should determine some sort of 
level of effort and set a dollar ceiling which would be changed only if 
there were some sort of startling development that should be exploited. 
If we continued to budget such programs on the basis that we did not 
know what they would ultimately cost, expenditures would increase 
constantly and there would be little hope for free government. We 
would have to be ruthless with respect to other areas of expenditure if 
we were to continue to support programs of this sort. He said he had 
watched these programs go up and that he had supported them and 
believed in them. Programs which offer real promise should be sup-
ported, but in the case of others, we should stay closer to basic research. 
No one, however, was suggesting elimination of important defense 
programs. Except for the work which they provided, there was nothing 
productive about these programs. They did not, for example, reduce 
costs of U.S. exports. He was for getting useful information, but not for 
spending billions to put a man on the moon.

Secretary Anderson referred to a statement Mr. Rubel had made 
in his presentation to the effect that the cost of many of these programs 
depended upon the life of the satellite involved. He wondered what 
the problems were with respect to ensuring long life for these satel-
lites. Mr. Rubel said that the principal problem in this respect was an 
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adequate power supply. Present systems for recharging batteries by 
sunlight did not provide an adequately reliable power source. We also 
did not know enough about the space environment in this connec-
tion. Bombardment by particles in space reduced the life of satellites. 
Another problem derived from the fact that we continue to have to use 
some tubes in these satellites and these have filaments which burn out. 
The large number of parts in a satellite limit its reliability. The failure 
of one part could eliminate the capability of a satellite to accomplish its 
mission. The sequential operation of mechanical elements in the satel-
lites provide opportunities for failure. Finally, we still know relatively 
little about the effects of the space environment on various materials 
involved in the satellites such as plastics.

Secretary Anderson next referred to the statement by Mr. Rubel in 
his presentation that communications are being bounced off the moon. 
He wondered whether we could not use the existing planets as a means 
of relaying communications instead of putting up artificial satellites. In 
response Mr. Rubel said that this was not feasible, partly because we 
did not have receivers of sufficient sensitivity to receive messages over 
such long distances and partly because of the large volume of power 
that was involved in such transmission.

Secretary Anderson next asked whether there was any agree-
ment on a law of space. In the discussion which followed, Dr. Glennan 
pointed out that while many articles have been written and much dis-
cussion of this subject had occurred, there was no definitive statement 
on the matter.

The President noted that Mr. Rubel had stated in his presentation 
that navigational satellites would permit the fixing of the position of a 
ship within a quarter of a mile. He wondered how this compared with 
the accuracy of ordinary celestial navigation. In the discussion which 
followed, Dr. Kistiakowsky said that, while it could be done better, on 
a typical vessel celestial navigation would give a fix of within one to 
two miles of the actual position. He also noted that in bad weather, 
it was impossible use to celestial navigation. The President wondered 
whether the gain in accuracy that was obtained through such naviga-
tional satellites warranted the cost that was involved. Secretary Gates 
expressed the view that the President’s point was well taken—that it 
was easy to spend a lot of money to obtain a ten per cent improve-
ment in accuracy. There was then some discussion of the accuracy of 
inertial navigational systems in the course of which it was pointed out 
by Dr. Kistiakowsky that really precise inertial systems cost millions 
of dollars. The President observed that this cost would not be as great 
as the cost every year of maintaining a navigational satellite system in 
being. Dr. Kistiakowsky agreed that this was true. He stated that he was 
not arguing for or against the TRANSIT system, but it would provide a 
means by which every merchant vessel, without expensive equipment, 
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could get accurate navigational fixes regardless of the weather. Secretary 
Gates observed that the TRANSIT system had been extremely success-
ful and that its cost had been relatively low. The President asked how 
long a TRANSIT satellite would stay up. Mr. Rubel said that we did not 
plan to make the system operational until the reliability problem had 
been solved. When that problem had been solved, it should be pos-
sible to keep such satellites in operation for from three to five years. 
The President said he had no argument with what was being done. 
However, if one wanted complete assurance of the destruction of a tar-
get, one might expend 20,000 rounds of ammunition, but if on the other 
hand, all one wanted was reasonable assurance of such destruction, 
1000 rounds might be sufficient. He indicated that he felt we could go 
too far in striving for perfection.

Mr. Stans referred to recent press reports on an Air Force program 
for a “space plane”. He had two questions: (a) the relationship of this 
program to other programs, especially DYNASOAR; and (b) why this 
was a Department of Defense activity rather than a NASA activity. Mr. 
Rubel observed that this was one of a series of unauthorized disclo-
sures to the press. The space plane proposal was neither a project nor a 
program. Last year industry and the Air Force had become interested 
in the possibility of developing a capability for a special kind of flight. 
This involved take off from the ground in a conventional manner, then 
an intake of air into the craft, the liquefication of this air, and the sep-
aration of the oxygen from the nitrogen, and the burning of the oxy-
gen with hydrogen. Convair had prepared a “secret” brochure and had 
attempted to secure funds for further research. Last year and this year 
the Air Force had supported some related studies. The Air Force had 
asked for $20 million for FY 1962 for this effort. The Air Force had not 
yet explained what it wished to do with this money. Mr. Rubel again 
emphasized that no program had been approved.

Mr. McCone inquired as to the prospects of success of SAINT. In 
response Mr. Rubel said he had no doubt we could develop satellite 
intercept capability within a time period of three to four years. His only 
doubt was whether we could do it for the $61 million which was pro-
jected. Mr. McCone suggested that if we could do this, it raised a ques-
tion of the effectiveness of SAMOS and MIDAS for we had to assume 
that the USSR could develop a similar capability. Mr. Rubel stated that 
we did not know enough about the economics of such operations to 
know whether the development of such a capability by the USSR would 
be much of a problem in relationship to SAMOS. If a SAMOS satellite 
were put up over the USSR and if its orbit shifted by 1000 miles on 
every pass, we did not know how difficult it would be for the Soviets 
to knock it down. The President asked whether the Russians would not 
be able to predict its orbit. Mr. Rubel acknowledged that they would 
be able to predict its orbit on the basis of one or two passes. This was 
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why the possibility of an intercept capability raised serious doubts as 
to the feasibility of putting weapons in orbit. However, SAMOS could 
take millions of pictures in one or two passes. Therefore, it was difficult 
to know whether the Russians would consider it economical to knock 
it down. MIDAS, on the other hand, had to remain for a long time in 
the same orbit. It therefore might turn out to be economical to intercept 
MIDAS satellites. However, such intercepts would themselves consti-
tute warning of possible attack.

Mr. Gray observed that when the President had requested this pre-
sentation, he had been concerned about the possibility that space pro-
grams were being undertaken without adequate review. Mr. Gray felt 
that the monitoring of these programs depended upon the mechanism 
which the President had approved, especially upon Dr. York’s office. 
His office provided a means by which ideas could be reviewed before 
they became programs. So long as Dr. York and Dr. Glennan were on 
top of the situation, we would avoid the possibility that a gleam in 
someone’s eye might becomes a program before anyone realized that 
had happened. The President said that he was delighted with the mech-
anism that he been created. Secretary Gates noted in this connection 
that the six or eight committees described by Mr. Rubel took the place 
of eighteen to twenty older coordinating groups. Moreover, this new 
mechanism had adequate authority behind it.

In connection with a brief discussion that followed of planned 
space shots which would occur within the next few days, Secretary 
Gates observed that the miniaturization of equipment which had been 
accomplished in connection with these various programs was one of the 
most astounding technical achievements in the history of mankind. It 
compared favorably with the Russian ability to launch larger payloads.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the subject, on the basis of an oral presentation by 
John H. Rubel, Acting Directory, Defense Research and Engineering, 
prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 2245.

b. Noted the President’s request that the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration present to the National Security Council at an 
early date a report on the outer space programs now being conducted 
under the auspices of NASA, and on the level of effort the United States 
should devote to non-military outer space activities in the future.

NOTE: the action in b above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Administrator, NASA, for appropriate action.

Robert H. Johnson
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274. Memorandum From Kistiakowsky to Eisenhower1

Washington, November 25, 1960

Carrying out your directive to report to you on the methodology 
used in the preparation of the Optimized Strategic Target List and the 
Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP), my associates (Dr. H.E. 
Scoville and Dr. George Rathjens) and I studied the relevant aspects 
of the activities of the Joint Strategic Planning Staff (JSPS), and I have 
come to the following conclusions:

1. The staff is following the directives received from the JCS which, 
in turn, are based on your approval of the NSC action following the 
presentation of “Study 2009” by General Hickey. The JSPS is making 
effective use of available intelligence information. I believe that the 
presently developed SIOP is the best that could be expected under the 
circumstances and that it should be put into effect.

2. I recommend that an effort be initiated now to review the direc-
tive to, and the procedures used by, the JSPS in anticipation of the 
preparation of subsequent SIOPs for the following reasons:

(a) [text not declassified]
(b) [text not declassified]
(c) The staff is making extensive use of computers, but I believe 

that their programming could be improved and that the most compe-
tent people (such as available in WSEG, for instance) should become 
involved. This refinement, the revision of damage criteria, and possi-
bly a re-evaluation of the importance of “counter force” strikes, will 
become especially important when operational plans are developed 
for less than our total alert force (the force that may survive a surprise 
attack by the enemy).

(d) [text not declassified]
I attach herewith a summary of our detailed observations, made 

on the basis of briefings from the Joint Strategic Planning Staff.

Attachment

Comments on Briefings by the Joint Strategic Planning Staff, 
November 3–5, 1960

The JSPS staff is following quite closely the so-called “Study 
2009”—General Hickey’s presentation to NSC—as regards criteria for 

1 Source: Comments on Joint Strategic Planning Staff work on targeting and SIOP. 
Top Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, Papers, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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the selection of targets and the assessment of damage required. Since 
that study, in turn, followed rather closely the earlier War Plans of SAC, 
so-called ALPHA and BRAVO, the emerging SIOP is in these respects a 
refinement, a combination and expansion of earlier SAC plans, rather 
than a brand new approach.

Much of the briefing emphasized the objective character of the plan 
of procedure and the extensive use of machine calculations. Actually, 
however, we found so many consecutive steps involving judgment that 
this so-called point system of military worth of targets and the machine 
calculations based on it appear to be of very secondary importance. In 
fact, some of the machine uses may be unsound. So long as the plan 
is designed for the entire alert force, this has no grave consequences 
because of the large number of weapons assumed to be available and, 
therefore, of exceedingly high expected damage to the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc. However when, subsequently, operational plans based on smaller 
forces (assumed to survive surprise attack) will be developed, it will 
be most important to review the entire procedure and introduce more 
effective use of mathematical procedures, as otherwise the assignment 
of forces to targets may be inefficient, and less than optimum effect may 
be calculated for the retaliatory force still available to us; thus “evi-
dence” may be obtained that we have inadequate forces and the attack, 
if carried out, will not be optimized.

The steps which are involved in the preparation of SIOP are as 
follows:

[text not declassified]
In a number of cases the urban and military targets are close enough 

together that they can be thought of as co-located and, as explained 
below, ground zeros (DGZ) are so selected as to maximize damage on 
the complex of targets by quasi-objective machine operations.

[text not declassified]
The next step involves the assignment of available forces against 

the strategic DGZ (target) list. [text not declassified] The assignment is 
done by a complex procedure, the logic of which is not wholly clear. It is 
first assumed that every weapon that will be used [text not declassified].

Thus, two very important aspects of the plan, although they are 
worked out on the machines, are then redone on the basis of judg-
ment, so that the machine calculations are in effect not used. [text not 
declassified]
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275. Record of Meeting Between Burke and Aurand1

November 25, 1960

ADMIRAL BURKE’S CONVERSATION WITH CAPTAIN  
AURAND, 25 NOV 60

CAPT AURAND: Dr. Kistakoswky saw the President this morning 
and he really gave him a charge. I didn’t even mention it—and when I 
got up stairs he said, “Pete I’m hearing some things about this Omaha 
deal that really frighten the devil out of me”.

ADM BURKE: Did you get a copy of my letter to Lemnitzer?
CAPT AURAND: No sir. He says this thing will over- kill and what 

not. He said they are going to make a hell of a lot more bombs than we 
have now and I think we have too many already. I said those would 
be relatively cheap if you’re going to have to buy a lot more missiles 
and bombs. He said that’s right. Then he started talking about how to 
knock- off this being sure—you know, times 10 business.

ADM BURKE: That’s why I want you to take this memorandum.
CAPT AURAND: He said, you know what I think we could do—he 

said POLARIS may be the solution to this whole thing, he said what we 
can do is take the POLARIS boats and say “alright, you’re the back- up” 
and we will let everybody just have one whack—not ten whacks and 
then we will get a report from these satellite and whatever other recon-
naissance we can get and tell the POLARISES to clean up what isn’t 
done. He said that maybe that will cut—

ADM BURKE: Through the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
CAPT AURAND: Well he wasn’t—Now, one thing that Kisty told 

him and he told me this too—I think it’s a cover for Kisty and I think I 
would do this if I were in his place too—he told the President that he 
recommended that he not disapprove the plan but say that the next 
plan has got to be brought up along these guidelines.

ADM BURKE: Give the President a copy of this memorandum.
CAPT AURAND: I told him that if he ever approved this plan 

it would be a prescription for everything you ever heard of. He said, 
yes the other night when Kisty told him that Powers told him that this 
thing would never be used as a thing to increase forces and he said that 
if he said that, he’s crazy. He says the plan calls for more forces and if he 

1 Source: Eisenhower’s reaction to targeting plan, dispersal sites for President Top 
Secret. 8 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Transcripts and Phone Calls (NSTL).



National Security Policy 1141

believes in the plan, he ought to ask for more forces—he says, that’s the 
damnest thing I ever heard, I never did think much of that guy Power, 
he didn’t shut up when I told him to. For 20 minutes all I was doing was 
saying yes sir, that’s right.

ADM BURKE: Have you ever seen my book?
CAPT AURAND: No sir.
ADM BURKE: You can borrow it tonight if you want to. I want 

it back though on Sunday. Its a good thing to look through. This is a 
short summary of the whole works—written by Burke, primarily. This 
is something that I told Lemnitzer and that is something that is written 
very restrained.

CAPT AURAND: One other important remark the President made, 
he said they told me there were 483 targets and he said, God. I said, Mr. 
President, I have seen and heard of plans that have many times more 
than that—and he said, well we’ve got to get this thing right down to 
the deterrence.

ADM BURKE: Maybe you can show the President this thing.
CAPT AURAND: Well, Kisty sure gave him the ungarbled word. I 

think it was the first time he ever got it from somebody who, in his esti-
mation, is in a position to make a —. You know, he had one session with 
Tom Gates and Gates was so interested that he asked him to come back 
and he also asked him if he wouldn’t give this to the Chiefs and Kisty 
said no, that I told my President that I would take a reading for him 
and that I’m perfectly willing to give it to you—it’s just the principle of 
advising, that I didn’t go to look at it from a military view.

ADM BURKE: What you might want to do Pete, is to show this 
book to Kistakowsky—this is my book—and I have said things about 
Power in here which I believed—it’s not quite true now because this 
was written over a period of weeks, but essentially, it is true. Ask 
Kistakowsky what he thinks of it and maybe the President would want 
to take a look at parts of that. You can tell him that it’s my book and you 
got to looking at the thing and you got interested in the thing. That’s 
my notebook that I carry in my pocket when I talk about it.

CAPT AURAND: Now he almost said that he thought that we 
ought to go to POLARIS entirely but he revealed the thought by saying, 
“You know I never have believed that we ought to have one weapon 
system but” and he never finished the sentence of what else he was 
thinking but the obvious fill in for that was “POLARIS ought to be it”. 
He was really steamed up. Fortunately I had it on my check off list to 
mention it to him and I didn’t even have to say word one. Here is this 
thing on Theodore Roosevelt. He said that he was glad to find out that 
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Navy was honest enough to say that things they have tried didn’t work 
just right and was positively for you making sure you knew where the 
target was before shooting.

ADM BURKE: Yes, they don’t know where the target is unless you 
shoot into these.

CAPT AURAND: I brought up this nuclear sub problem of going 
into Japan. . . He said that I’m not sure that doing that would solve the 
problem and in fact, I’m not sure it wouldn’t cause more trouble than 
they had in the first place. He said particularly with the Emperor. And, 
I got a . . . . on the Emperor. The Emperor’s safety is the highest priority 
thing they have. They wouldn’t think of letting him ride in an open car, 
even before the riots.

ADM BURKE: Well, maybe the Emperor’s son, the Crown Prince—
CAPT AURAND: I don’t think you’re going to get much action out 

of ……
ADM BURKE: I’m going to write him a letter myself. MacArthur 

is just a little bit afraid that I had upset his apple cart when I was out 
there.

CAPT AURAND: He’s the kind of guy though, that when he gets a 
little mad he’ll put his heels in.

ADM BURKE: Yes, and he gets vindictive. He also wants to be 
liked. MacArthur wants to be liked. I know his mother pretty well.

CAPT AURAND: Well, he didn’t go for that one very much. Just 
had the idea, I, on the dotted line, have briefed the incoming staff. I 
have got one with Salander and Jim Hagerty on the Presidential relo-
cation set- up of communications and all of that but as of now we have 
three probable places that the President would go. He makes up his 
mind at the moment. I was thinking that maybe just gratituously put-
ting in the NORTHAMPTON.

ADM BURKE: More than that. Put in the NORTHAMPTON and 
say that we are working on this and we will get—she could be used 
right now except she doesn’t have any files aboard for this sort of busi-
ness—but we are going to convert her and make her a little more suit-
able. We won’t change her ability as far as an operating ship and then 
tell him that I am playing with the idea of an old conventional sub-
marine and gutting it and putting in communications and things and 
a small crew up here at the Gun Factory. She would have bunks and 
emergency communication equipment. She would be primarily for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Then she would go out in the river and sink to the 
bottom.

CAPT AURAND: She can’t sink very far.
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ADM BURKE: Can’t sink very far but she can get out of sight.
CAPT AURAND: You don’t submerge until you get 30 miles down 

the river.
ADDM BURKE: You don’t steam submerged—but you can sub-

merge in place.
CAPT AURAND: You go down to the bridge—or even past 

 Dalgren—20 feet. I would rather get in a chopper and go to one in the 
bay myself.

ADM BURKE: If you don‘t have fall out.
CAPT AURAND: The chopper is perfect for fall out—1500 feet of 

air is as good as 6 feet of concrete—there is no inhibition on moving by 
chopper in a fall out situation.

ADM BURKE: Well then just put it in the NORTHAMPTON.
CAPT AURAND: I would like to see him get a good one—give him 

the TRITON.
ADM BURKE: Oh, hell, the TRITON couldn’t get up here.
CAPT AURAND: You can get into Chesapeak Bay.
ADM BURKE: Yes, but she doesn’t have the communication 

equipment.
CAPT AURAND: But she’s got the place to do it. You got a CIC in 

her as big as this room and you got 16 masts to play with.
ADM BURKE: Well, you [illegible in the original] the TRITION.
CAPT AURAND: And just have her hang around Chesapeak Bay.
ADM BURKE: The NORTHAMPTON is better.
CAPT AURAND: Except for the submerging.
ADM BURKE: You could put the NORTHAMPTON there and put 

the TRITON down as not having as good a facilities but submerging.
CAPT AURAND: Depend upon what the threat is.
ADM BURKE: Yes. Now, you might read that first couple of para-

graphs there on the memorandum to Lemnitzer. I think that’s some-
thing that you can give to the President. That’s a very soft sell—that 
Lemnitzer has bought.

CAPT AURAND: One thing that Kisty said—he said, why the 
Chiefs gave a directive—the counter force targets were the highest pri-
ority and they should be attacked with heavy damage. He said this 
accounts for 80% of the over- kill.

ADM BURKE: Well, the Chiefs didn’t do that. It came out of the 
Chief’s order but Gates gave the Chiefs the choice of signing that thing 
or him signing it—that’s what it amounts to.
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CAPT AURAND: I would like to hold this sort of in reserve. I’m 
sure that he’s going to follow this Omaha thing. I told him that you 
were going out there and it will undoubtedly come up again.

ADM BURKE: I think you should talk it over with Kistakowsky.
CAPT AURAND: Showing him this memo?
ADM BURKE: No, the book is enough—the book is the same thing, 

a little longer and more factual data.
CAPT AURAND: One thing on Kisty, the Air Force has sold him 

these low cost figures on MINUTEMAN and I pointed out to him that 
they had a lot of stuff in there that they called inherited assets.

ADM BURKE: Ask him this one question: “How is it MINUTEMAN 
which is essentially a three stage POLARIS with the same type of pro-
pellant, but more of it, the same type of material in the framework and 
body, but more of it, the same type of guidance system, the same type 
of warhead—costs less than POLARIS?

CAPT AURAND: He will admit that on a bird- to- bird ratio —
ADM BURKE: But this is their prices—overall prices are based 

upon about 700,000 dollars for a MINUTEMAN and we are basing ours 
on a million dollars per POLARIS and all the rest of the costs are the 
same sort of thing—I mean their costs are about 50% on the known 
things less than it costs a similar thing in POLARIS.

CAPT AURAND: Well, then they fall back on that you pioneered 
it for them.

ADM BURKE: Sure—but the research and development—they 
aren’t counting any research and development in that. This is a missile 
in production and we did do all the pioneering for them—but the mis-
sile is in production. In their figures they haven’t added one nickel of 
R&D—not one.

CAPT AURAND: Or security forces.
ADM BURKE: Or security forces or nothing else—and they admit 

that. I’ve got to go and make a speech here.
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276. NSC Report1

NSC 6019 Washington, November 29, 1960

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on 

EVACUATION AND PROTECTION OF U.S. CITIZENS IN  
DANGER AREAS ABROAD

REFERENCES

A. NSC 106/3
B. NSC Action No. 2259– b– (1)
C. Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, same subject, dated August 8, 

1960
D. Executive Order 10893, dated November 8, 1960
E. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated November 29, 1960

The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject, prepared by 
the NSC Planning Board, is transmitted herewith for consideration by 
the National Security Council at an early meeting.

The enclosed statement of policy, if adopted, is intended to super-
sede NSC 106/3 and the Record of Action on the subject transmitted by 
the reference memorandum of November 29, 1960.

It is recommended that, if the Council adopts the enclosed state-
ment of policy, it be submitted to the President with the recommenda-
tion that he approve it; and direct its implementation by all appropriate 
Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government under the 
coordination of the Secretaries of State and Defense.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: “Evacuation and Protection of U.S. Citizens in Danger Areas Abroad.” 
Secret. 9 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 6019.
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Enclosure

Statement of Policy

EVACUATION AND PROTECTION OF U.S. CITIZENS IN DANGER 
AREAS ABROAD

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. Every reasonable effort must be made to protect U.S. citizens 
abroad in the event of imminent or actual general hostilities, localized 
hostilities or civil disturbances; including the evacuation of such citizens 
to relatively safe areas, and provision for their welfare if such evacuation 
is not possible. Primary factors influencing any decision to implement 
emergency plans for the protection of U.S. citizens abroad are:

a. The imminence of danger.
b. The capability and willingness of local authorities to provide 

adequate protection.
c. The effect of an evacuation on the local or international situation.
d. The availability of evacuation facilities and relatively safe hold-

ing areas.
e. The essentiality of reducing the numbers of U.S. noncombatants 

in probable combat areas in order to:

(1) Avoid impairment of the combat effectiveness of U.S. and allied 
military commanders necessitated by their care, and to

(2) Minimize the hazards of their capture as hostages.

2. It is essential that flexibility be provided in planning for the pro-
tection and welfare of U.S. noncombatants in danger areas overseas, 
since the probability of successful evacuation of such persons to the 
United States or their movement to relatively safe holding areas could 
be substantially reduced by:

a. Political considerations prior to actual outbreak of hostilities, and
b. The disruption of transportation, port and airport facilities inci-

dent to a massive attack.

In view of these factors, emergency planning should provide for 
the disposition and welfare of U.S. citizens overseas within their host 
countries as well as for evacuation to the United States or movement to 
relatively safe holding areas. This “standfast” planning is applicable to 
the eventualities of localized hostilities and civil disturbances as well as 
general hostilities.

POLICY OBJECTIVES

3. In the event of imminent or actual general hostilities, localized 
hostilities or civil disturbances:
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a. To protect U.S. citizens including, if necessary and feasible, their 
evacuation to and welfare in relatively safe areas.

b. To reduce to a minimum the number of U.S. citizens subject to 
the risk of capture as hostages.

c. To reduce to a minimum the number of U.S. citizens in probable 
combat areas in order not to impair the combat effectiveness of U.S. and 
allied military commanders.

POLICY GUIDANCE

4. In furtherance of the foregoing policy objectives, the Secretaries 
of State and Defense shall:

a. Conduct a continuing review of conditions abroad with respect to:

(1) Imminence of general or localized hostilities or civil distur-
bances which may involve U.S. citizens.

(2) The capability and willingness of local authorities to provide 
adequate protection.

(3) The numbers and locations of U.S. citizens.
(4) The evacuation and protection capability, including availability 

of relatively safe holding or survival areas.

b. Make recommendations to the President if required for the 
timely reduction of the number of U.S. citizens in an area.

c. Maintain plans for: (1) evacuation of U.S. citizens to the United 
States or their movement to and welfare in other relatively safe areas; 
and (2) “stand- fast” and welfare of U.S. citizens in the countries where 
appropriate.

5. Normally, the decision to initiate evacuation shall be made in 
Washington, taking into consideration the recommendation of the 
principal U.S. diplomatic or consular representative in the country con-
cerned, or of the appropriate U.S. Military Commander. The following 
additional considerations apply in initiating evacuations:

a. Evacuation not Involving the Use of U.S. Military Forces and Facilities: 
When hostilities or disturbances occur with complete surprise or are so 
imminent as to jeopardize the safety of U.S. citizens and conditions do 
not permit communication with Washington, the principal U.S. diplo-
matic or consular representative is authorized to initiate such action as 
the gravity of the situation warrants.

b. Evacuation Involving the Use of U.S. Military Forces and Facilities: 
Because of the grave international consequences that may be involved, 
the President’s advance approval for the use of U.S. military forces and 
facilities is required except:

(1) Where such use would be limited to non- combatant military 
forces and facilities which are normally assigned to the diplomatic 
or consular mission concerned or which are used routinely for the 
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transport of personnel, supplies, and equipment into and out of the 
country from which evacuation is to take place;2 and

(2) In those extreme cases where conditions do not permit either 
the principal diplomatic or consular representative in the area con-
cerned or the appropriate military commander to obtain Presidential 
approval in time to initiate effective action.

c. Responsibility for initiating action under the circumstances 
described in b– (1) and (2) above devolves in the following order:

(1) The principal U.S. diplomatic or consular representative in 
the country or countries concerned has primary responsibility for 
making the decision that immediate use of military forces and facili-
ties is necessary for evacuation or protection of U.S. citizens and for 
requesting assistance from the appropriate military commanders, 
who will respond to the extent which he considers militarily possible. 
Responsibility for the execution of such evacuation centered military 
operations rests wholly with the military commander, coordinating, 
[illegible in the original] with policies of the principal U.S. diplomatic 
or consular representative.

(2) If timely communications cannot be established between the 
principal diplomatic or consular representative in the country con-
cerned and the appropriate military commander, the military com-
mander concerned shall assume the responsibility for undertaking the 
above actions.

6. In implementing the guidance outlined in 5, the Secretary of State 
shall have over- all responsibility for the protection and evacuation of 
U.S. citizens abroad. In certain areas the Secretary of Defense shall have 
primary responsibility for the protection and evacuation of those U.S. 
citizens specified jointly by the Secretaries of State and Defense. The 
Secretary of Defense has supporting responsibility for the evacuation 
of all other U.S. citizens abroad.

NOTE ON FINANCING

1. The cost of the preparation of evacuation plans and the nec-
essary support thereof, in times of peace, is absorbed by the several 
Departments concerned out of their regular operating budgets.

2. It is impossible, at this time, to estimate the cost of evacuation 
in time of emergency, because conditions under which evacuation will 
occur can not be foreseen.

2 As requested, attache aircraft; scheduled MATS flights and MSTS runs which fall 
within the above criteria. [Footnote is in the original.]
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277. Memorandum From Burke to Flag and General Officers1

Washington, December 4, 1960

TO:

Flag and General Officers

SUBJECT

Special Edition Flag Officers Dope
(This is not to be further distributed, but you may discuss with your more senior 
officers).

NATIONAL STRATEGIC TARGET LIST
AND

SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN

The Secretary of Defense met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the Unified Commanders in Omaha 1–2 December to discuss National 
Strategic Target List and Single Integrated Operational Plan. The 
Director of Strategic Target Planning, General Power, and the members 
of his staff gave a very comprehensive and very smooth presentation 
pointing out the improvement of this plan over the previous coordi-
nated plan and explained in general how this plan was developed.

There was great pressure to approve this plan even though it was 
also recognized that there was much improvement that could be made 
in both NSTL and the Plan itself. However, all Unified Commanders 
agreed that this plan was better than the previous ones and the 
improvements that were necessary in the next plan were brought out 
very clearly during the discussion.

It was also brought out very clearly that this plan was approved 
based upon the presentation of General Power and without study of 
SIOP by conferees. The NSTL, as a matter of fact, was not available and 
will not be available for several days. However, Navy people worked 
on the plan and based on this, approval of the plan was justified with 
the understanding that modifications in the directives and procedures 
for the next plan will be prepared.

The briefings were very long and complex. Nearly all of the ques-
tions that were asked at all were asked by Mr. Gates and naval officers.

1 Source: Burke’s comments on the December 1–2 NSTL/SIOP meeting in Omaha 
with Secretary of Defense, JCS, and CINCs. Secret. 10 pp. Naval Historical Center, Burke 
Papers, NSTL/SIOP.
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The following points were brought out:
The NSTL and SIOP are good first efforts but there are quite a 

few things which had to be accepted without examination because 
of the compressed time scale for the development of the NSTL and 
SIOP. Further examination will be needed in quite a few areas so as to 
improve the next NSTL and SIOP. Many revisions and refinements will 
be essential.

a. Minimum NSTL.
The NSTL is probably bigger than necessary. When it is published, 

which we expect to take place sometime this week, the NSTL will com-
prise a “minimum NSTL”, additional targets considered to be of major 
importance, those defense targets which must be destroyed in order 
for attacking forces to reach their targets, plus those targets which the-
ater commanders must destroy in order to protect their own forces. 
A great deal of work will be necessary in order to make sure that the 
NSTL is really minimum because its size to a large extent will deter-
mine force levels in the future and also will have a great deal of impact 
on the types of weapons systems which will be procured.

b. Intelligence.
In general, the intelligence used for the preparation of the intel-

ligence annexes was agreed joint intelligence but owing to the time 
limitations, the operational intelligence was developed by SAC. There 
were no significant errors of commission or omission in this intelli-
gence insofar as could be determined in the very short time available 
for examination.

One of the things that the JCS will have to develop will be how 
to get really joint intelligence into the plan and NSTL without undue 
delays. We can’t have long delays in arriving at an agreed intelligence 
solution and at the same time, neither should we permit raw intelli-
gence to be cranked in which may affect the plan significantly with-
out having that intelligence looked at by other people. The evaluation 
of intelligence data has very significant effects. We want to make sure 
that our intelligence upon which this plan is based is just as good as it 
possibly can be. It is for this reason we feel that there should be a joint 
intelligence center in Washington where all various intelligence agen-
cies can turn to and really crank out good intelligence using all the raw 
data that is available to anybody.

c. Assurance.
[text not declassified] There was great disagreement as to what the 

maximum assurance should be on any one target. For example, the 
most important targets should have greater assurance of a weapon 
arriving at BRL than on lesser targets. However, when you get up into 
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high assurance levels, the flat part of the curve is reached and it is a 
question of how high you should go on assurance for the most import-
ant targets. [text not declassified] These are things that are going to have 
to be studied in great detail by the staffs and the JCS will have to write 
new instructions regarding assurance in the next couple of months. 
There seemed to be general agreement except for the Air Force people 
that our assurance criteria are now probably too high or perhaps the 
assurance on the various types of targets is not proper now. However, 
this is not a fatal defect in this first plan.

d. Damage Criteria.
Damage criteria [text not declassified] damage criteria. The JCS will 

also have to examine the damage criteria and the way the damage crite-
ria are applied to various types of targets in order to ensure targets that 
have to be destroyed are really destroyed once instead of several times. 
The methods of computing damage will probably have to be reviewed 
too. It may be that severe and moderate if not the proper way of doing 
it because the photographs of what moderate damage was, looked to 
be pretty severe. [text not declassified] As I stated, this is an area in which 
the JCS will have to lay out in greater detail the damage criteria to be 
used in the development of the next plan.

e. Follow- on Forces.
The SIOP as developed utilized all of the committed forces which, 

of course, was entirely within the ground rules which were given to the 
DSTPS. However, there is considerable question as to whether all of 
these forces are, in fact, required and whether or not it would be advis-
able to withhold some forces for contingency operations following the 
initial attack. This naturally relates back to the size of the NSTL, the 
assurance of delivery, damage criteria also the survivability of launch 
bases.

f. Constraints.
The plan was juggled several times in preparation and weight of 

weapons and types of delivery were adjusted so as to bring the fallout 
at selected check points down within the levels prescribed in JCS guid-
ance. [text not declassified] This whole problem is urgently in need of 
attention.

g. Base Survivability.
The problem of survivability of the various types of bases, both 

fixed and mobile, was only superficially addressed in the prepara-
tion of this plan and it is evident that we must develop adequate fac-
tors for considering this problem. Base survivability naturally has a 
marked effect on force levels and types of forces for the future. Base 
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Survivability can only be determined after thorough war gaming and it 
is to be expected that this will be a major area in which much detailed 
work needs to be done by the JCS and the Services.

h. War Gaming.
It was generally agreed that the SIOP should be war gamed by a 

group in Washington under the direct control of the JCS. This is most 
important in order to come as close as possible to an unbiased eval-
uation of this new plan and to develop factors and criteria for use in 
the succeeding plans. The SIOP also may be war gamed by the JSTPS 
which, of course, smacks of their inspecting themselves.

i. Points System.
The development of the NSTL was in large measure governed by 

the use of the SAC ALFA and BRAVO points systems—ALFA points 
being assigned to military installations and military and governmen-
tal control centers. BRAVO points to urban and industrial targets. In 
coming up with an optimum mix target list, the planners found that 
the ALFA and BRAVO points were not mathematically compatible and 
so they were forced to come up with a new type of points which they 
called OMEGA points. These OMEGA points are an arbitrary judgment 
based on amalgamation of the ALFA and BRAVO points and have no 
real mathematical validity. The SAC people are working on developing 
a new points system. The Navy is also trying to come up with a new 
points system using the talent and facilities at the David Taylor Model 
Basin.

j. The Staff and Organization.
The Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff has not up to this time been 

a truly joint staff. All key positions with the exception of the Deputy 
Director have been held by Air Force officers. Almost all of these Air 
Force officers have held concurrent jobs in the SAC Staff organization. 
We believe that the staff must become a truly joint one with equitable 
distribution of the key positions within the staff itself and that the offi-
cers assigned to the staff should have that as their sole assignment. It 
has not been possible to persuade the Army to provide as much repre-
sentation on the JSTPS as we would have liked to see and I am hopeful 
that they will realize the importance to the Army of the organization in 
Omaha.

k. Reliability Factors.
The reliability factors used in various weapons systems naturally 

have a marked effect on assurance and thus relate back in the long run 
to force levels. It is worth noting that the reliability factors used for 
missiles results in what appears to be a very high level of programming 
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of missiles on targets and also the backup of each missile by an aircraft- 
delivered weapon. The paucity of data on missiles at this time probably 
makes this a reasonable approach but it is obviously something that we 
need to correct in the future and this can only be done with more and 
better data. At the meeting with General Power, it was rather strongly 
inferred that he intends to probe into the tactics and reliability of weap-
ons other than SAC which are used in the SIOP. I do not know now just 
how he will go about this but we must be prepared for such examina-
tion of our systems.

In summary, there is a tremendous amount of work that must be 
done soon, primarily by the JCS, in order that the criteria and ground 
rules that are given to the DSTPS will result in the development of a 
greatly improved NSTL and SIOP for the next go- round. This SIOP will 
be made effective on 1 April 1961 and the next plan is due on 1 May 
1962.

Arleigh Burke

P.S. 
None of the above has anything to do with “Merry Christmas” 

which I hope you all have.

Arleigh

278. Memorandum From Boggs to Holders of NSC 60131

Washington, December 7, 1960

The enclosed Part 1 (The Military Program) is transmitted herewith 
for insertion in NSC 6013.

Part 1 has been given a special limited distribution, and access to it should 
be on a strict need- to- know basis.

Marion W. Boggs
Deputy Executive Secretary

1 Source: Transmits Part 1 of NSC 6013, “Status of United States Military Pro-
grams as of June 30, 1960.” Top Secret; Restricted Data; Special Limited Distribution. 
Extracts—14 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–RD Files: Lot 71 D 171, NSC 6013.
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Enclosure

Department of Defense Report to NSC

NSC 6013 Washington, December 10, 1960

STATUS OF UNITED STATES MILITARY PROGRAMS

THE MILITARY PROGRAM

CONTENTS

BASIC REPORT

MILITARY FORCES

I Objectives of the Military Program
II Evaluation of our Actual and Potential Capabilities

A. Nuclear Retaliatory Capability
Continental Defense Programs (Covered in Section III)

B. Highly Mobile and Deployed Ready Forces
Summary Comparisons of Major Forces (Charts & Tables)

C. Cold War Contribution
III Continental Defense Programs

SELECTED MILITARY PROGRAMS

IV Military Logistics Base
V Manpower
VI Military Research and Development
VII Installations (including Base Rights Agreements)
VIII Areas of Special Interest
IX Cost of the Military Program
APPENDIX—Statistical Data Supplement 

NSC 6013, PART 1, THE MILITARY PROGRAM
I. OBJECTIVES OF THE MILITARY PROGRAM.

The basic national objective of the United States is to preserve and 
enhance the security of the United States and its fundamental values 
and institutions. The basic military threat to fulfillment of this objective 
stems from an aggressive and deeply hostile International Communism 
directed by the USSR and/or Communist China, and backed by grow-
ing military strength in both nuclear and non- nuclear fields. All ele-
ments of the U.S. national power must be resolutely directed toward 
meeting this communist challenge.
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The primary objectives of the U.S. military programs, in support of 
the basic national objective and in light of the primary threat, are:

To develop and maintain forces of all Services for general war, with 
sufficient strength to deter general war or to prevail if it should occur.

To develop and maintain as part of its military forces its effective 
nuclear retaliatory power, and to keep that power secure from neutral-
ization or from a Soviet knockout blow, even by surprise.

To develop and maintain an adequate military capability for defense 
of the United States and other vital areas of the western hemisphere.

To provide within the total U.S. military forces, highly mobile and 
suitably deployed ready forces which, in concert with other forces, are 
adequate to deter or defeat local aggression or fight a limited war in a 
manner and on a scale best calculated to prevent hostilities from broad-
ening into general war, using all weapons (including nuclear weapons) 
as required.

To reinforce and support, in appropriate ways, overt and covert 
political, economic, psychological, technological, and cultural meas-
ures in order to achieve national objectives.

II.  SUMMARY EVALUATION OF OUR ACTUAL AND 
POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES TO FULFILL CURRENT MILITARY 
COMMITMENTS AND BASIC OBJECTIVES AS OUTLINED IN 
NSC 5906/1.

Overall Evaluation. Between June 1959 and June 1960, there was lit-
tle change in either the magnitude or character of major U.S. combat 
forces. Newer weapon systems will be more evident during FY 1961. 
All Services find it necessary to maintain adequate forces equipped 
with weapon systems of proven capability to satisfy security require-
ments and, at the same time, to provide for the development of new 
systems of yet unproven operational capability. There are two main 
aspects of this problem.

The complexity of modern weapon systems has resulted in extraor-
dinarily long procurement lead times, and greatly lengthened technical 
training programs.

Development and procurement of these new weapon systems 
become more costly each year, and so it has become increasingly diffi-
cult to accomplish modernization within available resources.

General War. In evaluating our general war capabilities, the JCS 
note the requirement for forces capable of both nuclear and conven-
tional operations. While these forces now have a greater capability for 
delivery of nuclear weapons than ever before, this may not in itself rep-
resent a net gain in relative military strength vis- a- vis the Soviet Union. 
Our deployed forces are subject, with little or no warning, to attack by 
significant communist forces. Within the near future, the Soviet Union 
may bring into operational readiness intercontinental ballistic missiles 
with the capability of attacking our base complex in the United States. 
The security of our long- range, land- based nuclear retaliatory forces 
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will be increasingly dependent upon such factors as adequate warning, 
airborne alert capability, hardening and mobility. During FY 1961, two 
of our ballistic missile early- warning installations (Thule, Greenland 
and Clear, Alaska) will be operational. One site has an initial operational 
capability today. Full coverage is not scheduled for completion until the 
U.K. Station becomes operational in FY 1963. The latter site is needed to 
cover missile launchings from sites in southwestern USSR against tar-
gets in the eastern U.S. To augment BMEWS, research and development 
effort increased in FY 1960 on the satellite- borne ICBM attack alarm 
system MIDAS. Good progress has been made in satellite programs 
which are essential to our reconnaissance and intelligence activities. We 
have no active defense against ballistic missiles but development effort 
on NIKE ZEUS continues at the highest priority. A coordinated Soviet 
attack against our long- range nuclear retaliatory forces, our deployed 
land- based forces, our logistical base, and our naval forces at sea would 
be extremely difficult to execute with complete surprise, and only a 
coordinated attack with almost complete surprise could endanger our 
effective retaliatory power.

Limited War. As the Soviet nuclear, ballistic missile and conven-
tional capabilities grow, the element of pressure and threat will prob-
ably become more pronounced in Communist dealings with the rest 
of the world. In their continual probing of the strength and determi-
nation of the West they will be more aggressive in their use of politi-
cal, economic, and perhaps even limited military means. Although the 
Communists probably would draw back if the Western response were 
of such vigor as to make clear that further involvement would incur 
serious risk of general war or political disadvantage, the chances of 
their miscalculating such risks may increase if they remain convinced 
that their relative power is growing. Our military capacity to counter 
a single local aggression supported by the Sino- Soviet Bloc is adequate 
to meet national security requirements. Dependent upon the location 
and size of force required, we would be hard pressed to execute limited 
military operations simultaneously in two or more areas of the world 
and maintain an acceptable general war posture. In the latter event, 
national measures providing for a degree of mobilization and augmen-
tation of lift capabilities might well be required. If sizeable forces were 
involved in such situations, our capabilities for limited war are such 
that authorization to use nuclear weapons selectively would probably 
be required. Our capability to conduct non- nuclear war is very sub-
stantial and although it has not kept pace with our growing nuclear 
capability it has increased. Additionally, we must continue to rely, to a 
considerable extent, upon indigenous forces to cope with guerrilla and 
jungle warfare.



National Security Policy 1157

Cold War. Unified Commanders have formulated plans and are 
active in assuring increasingly effective utilization of their resources 
in the cold war. MAAGS, missions, attaches, rotational forces, pre- 
stockage of equipment, exchange officers on military staffs and in mil-
itary schools, weapons demonstrations, show of force, official military 
visits and assistance in national disasters contribute to the over- all cold 
war effort. In order to limit the Sino- Soviet initiative in cold war, the 
United States must develop a broad range of capabilities whereby it 
may counter Sino- Soviet Bloc and communist activities in many parts 
of the world. Portions of South America, Southeast Asia, the Middle 
East, and Africa are areas of particular vulnerability.

Mutual Security. In both limited and general war, a substantial 
contribution is expected from our allies. Military planning takes cogni-
zance of the limitations and capabilities of indigenous forces. Although 
our national security is predicated upon the concept of collective secu-
rity, the United States must continue to develop adequate strength and 
a strategy for its employment to deter or successfully wage war, sur-
vive as a nation capable of controlling its own destiny, and to maintain 
the leadership of the Free World.

Summary. Statements in previous annual reports and evaluations 
by the JCS recognized the probable diminishing relative military advan-
tage of the United States vis- a- vis the Soviet Union. From the position 
we occupied with a great manned bomber fleet supported by a sub-
stantial stockpile of nuclear weapons, at a time when the Soviet Union 
was very limited in long- range bombers and nuclear weapons, it was 
to be expected that our margin of advantage would certainly decrease. 
The statements referred to seem less appropriate today, as our over- all 
military power continues the greatest in the world.

Our task is to maintain our effective retaliatory capability and to 
improve our ability to defeat or contain local aggressions. The probable 
strength of the Soviet Union in ballistic missiles calls for major effort 
on our part to increase the survivability of our retaliatory strike forces. 
This need has given emphasis in our programs to increase warning, 
quick reaction, dispersal of bombers, and hardening, mobility and con-
cealment of missiles.

In last year’s report it was stated that by the end of FY 1962, with a 
continuance of present U.S. and Soviet trends and programs, and with 
no major breakthrough, each side may be expected to possess military 
strength of potentially decisive proportions. It concluded that in such 
a situation an advantage, possibly conclusive, could accrue to the side 
taking the initiative. Although this is possible, the progress made in 
our programs referred to above, to make certain the survival and read-
iness of effective retaliatory power, gives reasonable assurance that in 
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the period ahead no enemy can expect to launch an attack against us 
without inviting his own destruction.

With respect to limited and local aggression more adequate provi-
sion has been made for Army modernization and for airlift. Also, since 
the end of fiscal 1960 our readiness has been increased by the deploy-
ment of an additional attack carrier to the Mediterranean and the Far 
East, the deployment of the first POLARIS submarine in the Atlantic, and 
the achievement of a capability to mount a significant airborne alert.

On 2 December 1960 the JCS approved the National Strategic Target 
List and the Single Integrated Operations Plan to become effective on 
1 April 1961. The Plan and the Target List were developed by a Joint 
Staff composed of members of all four Services and representatives of 
Unified Commanders contributing forces to the initial attack on targets 
in the Sino- Soviet Bloc. Targets selected, assurance factors, and damage 
criteria used were consistent with NSC Study 2009. This action is very 
significant in that for the first time it integrates effectively and provides 
for mutual support of aircraft and missiles of all Unified Commands in 
one attack plan.

As of 7 December 1960 the following missiles were in an imme-
diate response posture: 38 THOR in the United Kingdom; 12 JUPITER 
in Italy; 13 SNARK at Presque Isle, Maine; 5 ATLAS at Vandenberg 
AFB, California and Warren AFB, Wyoming; and 16 POLARIS missiles 
deployed aboard the U.S.S. GEORGE WASHINGTON.

The ICBM site activation program suffered some delay in construc-
tion and initial installation and checkout of equipment. Delay in oper-
ational readiness occurred at the first five (5) sites. Scheduled target 
dates will be met from March 1961.

The GAM– 77 (HOUND- DOG) is a supersonic air- to- surface mis-
sile designed to be used as a primary target weapon or as a penetration 
aid at a maximum range of 650 n.m., thereby enhancing the striking 
power range and operational life of its carrier aircraft, the B– 52. The 
first two B– 52 squadrons were scheduled to be equipped with oper-
ational missiles by December of 1960. However, additional testing is 
required to improve reliability and some slippage is occurring. The first 
B– 52 squadron with 18 operational missiles is participating in testing 
at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. The present program involves 29 B– 52 
squadrons, all scheduled to become operational by September 1962.

A. PROGRAMS FOR NUCLEAR RETALIATORY FORCES. The first 
objective of the U.S. Military Program has dictated maintenance of stra-
tegic nuclear retaliatory striking forces, tactical nuclear delivery forces, 
and deployment of forces as appropriate, all acting in concert to deter 
general war or to prevail in the event general war occurs.

The  Strategic Air Command (SAC) has the largest capacity for nuclear 
retaliation and is charged with primary responsibility for exploiting the 
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U.S. current superiority in nuclear weapons and long- range delivery 
systems against selected targets and target systems at the outbreak of 
general war. Total SAC force has been reduced from 43 (11 heavy, 28 
medium and 4 reconn.) wings of bomber and reconnaissance aircraft 
at end FY 1959 to 40 (12 heavy, 25 medium, 2 reconn. and one stra-
tegic missile) wings at end of FY 1960, 2 reconnaissance wings and 3 
B– 47 medium bomber wings having been inactivated, and one each 
B– 52 and strategic missile wings activated. Programmed changes in FY 
1961 will result in inactivation of 4 more B– 47 wings and activation of 
the first B– 58 medium bomber wing. This trend of decreasing aircraft 
wings will continue for the next few years as missiles are introduced 
into the inventory.

Combat capability of SAC heavy bomber wings increased during FY 
1960 as one more B–52 wing was activated, bringing the total to 12 B–52 
wings with 34 squadrons equipped2 and remaining 2 in process of being 
equipped. By end FY 1961, 13 wings will be fully converted to B–52s. 
While combat capability of SAC heavy bombers is improving through 
introduction of new equipment, the medium bomber fleet, with excep-
tion of newly activated B–58 units, is approaching obsolescence. (The 
first SAC unit became operational with 12 B–58s on 3 August 1960.) 
The B–47’s, which make up the bulk of the bomber force and have now 
been in service nearly 8 years, have undergone a major safety of flight 
structural reinforcement to extend their usefulness.

As the Soviet delivery capability increases, so does the vulnera-
bility of SAC retaliatory forces within and outside the United States. 
To reduce vulnerability, SAC dispersal and alert programs have been 
enhanced as follows:

a. Heavy bomber dispersal. Although the present goal is to have no 
more than one heavy bomber squadron on any one base, 36 sqdns are 
presently located on 28 bases, i.e., 3 bases each with 3 sqdns, 2 bases 
each with 2 sqdns, and 23 bases each with one sqdn. Two of the 36 
heavy bomber sqdns are in process of receiving B–52 aircraft. By end FY 
1961, 37 sqdns are programmed to be dispersed on 29 bases, i.e., 3 bases 
each with 3 squadrons, 2 bases each with 2 squadrons, and 24 bases 
each with one squadron.

b. Medium bomber dispersal. At present there are 25 wings on 18 
bases. Seven bases accommodate 2 wings each and 11 bases accommo-
date one wing each. At end FY 1961, 23 wings are programmed to be 
on 19 bases (4 bases each with 2 wings, and 15 bases each with one 
wing). In extension of this fixed dispersal, SAC has developed plans to 
reduce vulnerability of the medium bomber force by further dispersal 

2 Note: An “equipped” unit possesses 50% or more of authorized number of mod-
ern aircraft. [Footnote is in the original.]
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to non- SAC military airfields and civil airfields during certain emer-
gency situations.

c. Alert. On 20 May 1960, SAC reached the readiness posture of 
1/3 of its force on continuous 15 minute ground alert. As of 30 June 
1960, 448 bombers and 237 supporting aerial tankers are on a 15 minute 
ground alert status. Also one SM–65 (ATLAS) and four SM–62 (SNARK) 
missiles were in a war readiness alert posture.
Continued airborne alert training has been conducted throughout the 
year with the objective of developing the maximum feasible airborne 
alert capability. Among several specific actions recommended by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to improve the U.S. military posture were those to 
augment airborne alert capabilities.

During FY 1960 there was some slippage in the ATLAS ICBM opera-
tional site program for the first 4 squadrons. The first ATLAS complex, (1 of 
3 launchers) of first squadron at Vandenburg AFB, became operational 
in September 1959. A second complex (3 launchers) of the Vandenburg 
squadron became operational primarily for crew training in FY 1960, but 
one launcher, temporarily down for retrofitting, will become operational 
again in August 1960. The second ATLAS squadron (programmed for 
Warren AFB) is now scheduled to have its 6 launchers fully operational 
prior to end CY 1960. Programs for deployment of the ICBM force have 
been revised to provide for increased levels of hardening of the force and 
increased numbers of missiles for later ATLAS squadrons which will 
result in a significant increase in over- all effectiveness of ATLAS forces. 
Research and development programs for TITAN and MINUTEMAN are 
progressing satisfactorily. The first 2 TITAN squadrons at Lowry AFB are 
programmed by Air Force to be operational by end CY 1961 and the first 
MINUTEMAN squadron during FY 1963.

Supplementing SAC retaliatory capabilities are USAF tacti-
cal nuclear strike forces. In the Pacific, these forces consist of 3 wings (9 
squadrons) of tactical fighters, one wing (3 squadrons) of tactical bomb-
ers and two squadrons of MATADOR tactical missiles. These forces 
continue in the program during FY 1961. In the United Kingdom, Europe 
and the Middle East, tactical nuclear strike forces consist of 6 tactical 
fighter wings (18 squadrons) permanently deployed plus 4 squadrons 
on continuous rotation from the United States, one wing (3 squadrons) 
of tactical bombers, and 3 squadrons of tactical missiles, consisting of 
one MATADOR and 2 MACE squadrons. Except for conversion of the 
MATADOR squadron to MACE missiles the tactical nuclear strike units 
in these areas are programmed to remain unchanged during FY 1961. 
Nuclear capable tactical air forces in the United States, capable of aug-
menting forces overseas, consist of 6 tactical fighter wing equivalents 
(comprised of 24 sqdns, excluding the 4 on rotation to Europe) which 
continue in the program through FY 1961.
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Certain major U.S. Naval forces possess a significant nuclear retalia-
tory strike capability. This capability rests primarily in the attack carrier 
striking forces and a growing capability in submarine-launched ballis-
tic missiles.

There are 14 attack carriers and 16 associated carrier air groups 
in the fleet. Normally, 4 to 5 attack carriers, with their embarked air 
groups, are deployed in overseas areas in position to strike assigned 
targets. Technological advances in aircraft, carrier facilities, electronic 
equipments and improved operating techniques have materially 
increased Navy’s nuclear weapon delivery capability. The 4 CVA 59 
(FORRESTAL) class carriers have increased nuclear striking power, 
improved operational flexibility and enhanced safety of operation. 
Action will be taken in FY 1961 to increase the U.S. nuclear retaliatory 
strike capability by deploying one additional FORRESTAL class carrier 
in each of the SIXTH and SEVENTH Fleets, loaded with nuclear- capable 
attack aircraft. KITTY HAWK, another FORRESTAL class carrier, will 
join the fleet before end FY 1961 and will provide additional nuclear 
striking power to the U.S. retaliatory capacity and will replace one of 
the 7 World War II ESSEX class carriers still in the operating inventory.

Present operational capability for guided missile delivery of 
nuclear warheads from surface ships and submarines is represented by 
REGULUS system for which nuclear warheads are stockpiled. REGULUS 
is installed in 5 submarines (one of which is nuclear powered) and 2 
heavy cruisers, all assigned to Pacific fleet. There are 9 more subma-
rines equipped with REGULUS radar guidance system (TROUNCE) to 
provide terminal control of a REGULUS missile launched from either 
a submarine or cruiser. One launching submarine is continuously 
deployed on station in North Pacific waters with target assigned. The 
other 4 are available in times of tension.

The first 2 Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) POLARIS submarines have 
been commissioned and are conducting pre- deployment tests and will 
be operational with missiles on board prior to end CY 1960. Seven more 
FBM submarines are presently under various stages of construction. A 
total of 6 are scheduled to be operational in CY 1961. Congress autho-
rized 5 additional FBM submarines for a total of 14 and long- lead items 
funding for 7 more in the FY 1961 Budget. POLARIS missile develop-
ment has progressed rapidly and all major milestone dates have been 
met. The missile was successfully fired from a submerged submarine 
on 20 July 1960.

Included in naval forces are Fleet Marine Forces which contribute 
to the over- all nuclear retaliatory capability. This capability is con-
tained primarily in 3 Marine Aircraft Wings, one of which is main-
tained in the Pacific. The 3 Marine Divisions, including the division in 
the Pacific as well as the Battalion Landing Team maintained afloat in 
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the Mediterranean, also possess nuclear capabilities (8” howitzer and 
HONEST JOHN).

Nuclear delivery systems organic to deployed major U.S. Army 
forces contribute to the nuclear retaliatory capability. In Europe, Army 
currently maintains 2 REDSTONE missile groups, 8 CORPORAL mis-
sile battalions (2 bns in a medium missile command and 6 separate 
bns), 2 LACROSSE battalions, 5 HONEST JOHN rocket battalions, 5 
HONEST JOHN batteries, four 280 mm gun battalions (to be reduced to 
2 during FY 1961), nine 8- inch howitzer battalions and five 8- inch how-
itzer batteries. [text not declassified] New weapons design and missile 
check- out procedures have appreciably reduced reaction time. Nuclear 
delivery units in the United States capable of augmenting forces over-
seas include one medium missile command (2 HONEST JOHN and one 
CORPORAL bns), one air transportable missile command (HONEST 
JOHN bn), one REDSTONE missile group, 5 LACROSSE battalions, 3 
CORPORAL battalions, 2 HONEST JOHN battalions and the nuclear 
delivery means organic to CONUS divisions. During FY 1961, 4 LITTLE 
JOHN battalions will be activated. Planned transition from the liquid- 
fueled REDSTONE and CORPORAL missiles to solid propellant and an 
all- inertial guidance system for the PERSHING and SERGEANT sys-
tems will greatly improve mobility and reaction time. Current develop-
mental progress of the PERSHING missile indicates that it will have an 
operational capability in FY 1963.

The Soviet Bloc has the following general capabilities for defense against 
the foregoing U.S. nuclear retaliatory forces:

Present capabilities of the Soviet air defense system would be 
greatest against penetrations by subsonic bombers in daylight and 
clear weather at altitudes between about 3,000 and about 45,000 feet. 
Under such conditions, virtually all types of Bloc air defense weap-
ons could be brought to bear against attacking aircraft. Fighters would 
retain some effectiveness at altitudes in excess of 50,000 feet, but capa-
bilities of the fighter force would be reduced considerably during peri-
ods of darkness or poor visibility. In the increasingly widespread areas 
defended by surface- to- air missiles, air defense capabilities would be 
unimpaired by weather conditions and would extend to at least 60,000 
feet in altitude.

Despite improvements in the Soviet air defense system, it still has 
basic weaknesses in coping with a sophisticated air attack. At altitudes 
below about 3,000 feet, the capabilities of the system would be progres-
sively reduced; below about 1,000 feet, the system would lose most of its 
effectiveness. Against varied penetration tactics utilizing altitude stack-
ing, diversionary maneuvers, stand- off weapons, decoys and electronic 
countermeasures, air defense capabilities would be significantly dimin-
ished. In addition, the Soviet defense problem would be complicated 
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by the variety of delivery systems which might be employed, including 
cruise- type missiles, fighter bombers, supersonic bombers and low alti-
tude attack bombers.

The Soviets have no known operationally effective system for 
defense against ballistic missiles and artillery by purely defensive 
means.

B. PROGRAMS FOR HIGHLY MOBILE AND DEPLOYED READY 
FORCES.

General. United States ready forces deployed throughout the world, 
together with the highly mobile back- up forces in CONUS and augmen-
tation provided by our allies are considered to be the most significant 
deterrents to local aggression or limited war. They also contribute to 
deterrence of general war. Equipped to conduct nuclear or non- nuclear 
war, these forces are designed to move quickly against local aggres-
sion or limited war, where timeliness of force is the key to maintenance 
of U.S. interests and prevention of general war. Their capabilities for 
nuclear war have been included, for the most part, in preceding para-
graphs. Following paragraphs describe programs for these forces.

The new M–14 (7.62mm standard NATO round) rifle is now being 
made available to selected U.S. Army combat units on a limited scale. 
A new medium tank (M–60) and armored personnel carrier (M–113) 
entered the inventory in limited numbers in FY 1960. The new 7.62mm 
machine gun will be available to some units of the Strategic Army 
Corps (STRAC) in FY 1961. A high explosive warhead for the HONEST 
JOHN rocket is now available to overseas and CONUS units. The first 
dual capable DAVY CROCKETT will be issued to troop units during 
FY 1961. Army is also scheduled to receive the first models of the new 
AO–1 MOHAWK combat surveillance airplane and AC–1 CARIBOU 
3- ton transport airplane during FY 1961.

U.S. Navy has continued the integration of guided missiles weap-
ons systems into fleet operations. Atlantic Fleet has increased its capa-
bility in surface- to- air missiles for anti- air warfare with TERRIER 
equipped ships. The guided missile cruiser USS GALVESTON is now 
conducting evaluation of the TALOS shipboard system. In Pacific Fleet, 
there are 5 submarines and 2 cruisers with REGULUS guided missile 
capability which are deployed on a rotational basis. Two other cruisers 
in Pacific Fleet are TERRIER equipped. All carrier fighter aircraft carry 
either SIDEWINDER or SPARROW III air- to- air missiles for anti- air 
warfare employment. Some types carry a mixed load of these missiles 
allowing greater latitude in attack. Light attack aircraft are being con-
figured as fast as procurement will allow, to use BULLPUP, a close- air- 
support guided missile. Deployed forces in both Atlantic and Pacific 
Fleets are now equipped with these missiles.
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Included in naval forces are Fleet Marine Force ground and air 
units with the capability to employ tactical nuclear and non- nuclear 
weapons, either surface or air launched. Capabilities for conducting 
helicopter- borne vertical assault operations continue to improve. Three 
interim amphibious assault ships (LPH) now serve the fleets. One 
more antisubmarine warfare carrier (CVS) converted to an LPH will be 
added during FY 1961 while 2 further LPH, currently under construc-
tion, should be available by FY 1963.

In certain areas the capabilities of U.S. Air Force tactical forces have 
continued to improve during FY 1960. Compatibility tests between 
tactical fighters and KC–135 jet tankers have been successfully com-
pleted making it possible to deploy Composite Air Strike Force (CASF) 
units to overseas locations by use of these jet tankers, if desired. This 
will not only provide greater reliability for refueling operations, it will 
also permit more rapid deployment. Modernization of tactical forces 
with F– 105 all- weather tactical fighters began in FY 1960. Tactical Air 
Command is now equipped with one wing of F–105 aircraft, to be 
increased to 3 wings by end FY 1964. Equippage of theater based forces 
will begin in early FY 1962 for Europe and early FY 1963 for Far East. 
About one wing equivalent of F–100 and all F–105 aircraft will be capa-
ble of delivering BULLPUP air- to- surface missiles, which will be com-
ing into the operational inventory in FY 1961. Improved reaction time 
for MATADOR tactical missile units has resulted in an increased readi-
ness posture for those forces and similar improvement is scheduled for 
MACE units during FY 1961.

[Omitted here are pages 10–23.]

III. PROGRAMS FOR CONTINENTAL DEFENSE.

ESTIMATED SOVIET THREAT AND CAPABILITIES. As of 30 
June 1960, by employing their entire heavy bomber force, many of 
their medium bombers, their small submarine- launched missile capa-
bility, and available ICBMS, the Soviets could mount large- scale ini-
tial nuclear attacks against North American targets. Actual weight of 
attack launched against the United States would depend upon Soviet 
judgment as to optimum combination of surprise and weight of attack 
against all areas where U.S. and allied nuclear retaliatory capabilities 
and other essential targets were located. Soviet leaders probably regard 
their current long- range attack forces as adequate to deliver a devas-
tating attack on concentrations of population and industry, but inca-
pable of preventing, by military action, the nuclear devastation of the 
USSR. How long this latter consideration remains valid depends upon 
the progress made in maintaining an effective U.S. military posture vis- 
a- vis the Soviets.
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Because the ICBM offers the Soviets the best prospects of being able 
to achieve destruction of a substantial portion of U.S. nuclear retalia-
tory capability prior to launch, future development of Soviet interconti-
nental attack capabilities will be primarily a function of production and 
development of ICBMs. However, for some years to come, long- range 
striking capabilities of the USSR will include both manned bombers 
and ballistic missiles. The Soviets probably will consider that ballistic 
missiles can best be employed to neutralize U.S. based retaliatory and 
other capabilities in an initial blow, relying upon bombers for follow- up 
attacks. Soviet employment of long- range striking capabilities would 
continue to face great difficulties of timing and distribution of attack 
against widely deployed, mobile and ready Western strengths.

It is estimated that the USSR now has a limited capability to 
launch ballistic missiles from about 12 long range, conventionally- 
powered submarines, 4 of which probably can accommodate 2 ballistic 
missiles each. A new class of submarine has been in production since 
1958. About 9 of these are now considered operational. Although only 
fragmentary information is available on this class, it is believed to be 
designed to accommodate about 6 ballistic missiles. It is believed that 
these submarines would be capable of a 350 n.m. missile range with a 
CEP of one to 2 n.m., launching from surface or sail awash condition.

Clandestine attack on the United States by sabotage, biological 
warfare, and placement of nuclear weapons, could occur against spe-
cifically selected targets.

Biological and Chemical Weapons Programs—Comparative Evaluation. 
Communist China has an extremely limited CW capability and no BW 
capability. The capabilities of other Bloc countries (not including the 
USSR) are little better. However, the over- all USSR CW/BW capabili-
ties may be superior to those of the United States and its allies but there 
is no firm intelligence information to support a precise comparison. 
The USSR may have more different types of CW agents, greater quanti-
ties of each agent and also more delivery means. USSR BW capabilities 
are not known, but it is certain that their efforts in this field have been 
most extensive and it is known that they have a very comprehensive 
R&D CW program.

U.S. BW and CW Programs. Increased funding provided in FY 1960 
and projected for incremental increase during next 5 years should do 
much to reduce present USSR relative advantage. The possibility of 
qualitative improvement through research and development of both 
agents and munitions appears to be great. A comprehensive report on 
current status of Department of Defense biological and chemical weap-
ons research and development programs is included in Section VI, 
Military Research & Development Program.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the report, sections IV–IX.]
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279. Annex to JCS comments, JCSM–553–60 (print Document 130)1

JCSM–553–60 Washington, December 9, 1960

ANNEX

SPECIFIC JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF VIEWS ON POSSIBLE 
 DEFICIENCIES IN THE U.S. POSTURE FOR LIMITED MILITARY 
OPERATIONS (C)

1. a. Airlift and sealift studies prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in 1959 included the following:

(1) Airlift Requirements and Capabilities under Mobilization and 
Wartime Conditions (FY 1960–1963).

(2) U.S. Ocean Shipping Requirements and Availability. These 
studies, based on actual plans and prepared annually, are coordinated 
within the Joint Chiefs of Staff and with the Services. They provide the 
basis for joint guidance on transportation planning matters.

b. The above studies used resumption of hostilities in Korea coin-
cident with six months of mobilization as its criterion for limited war 
capabilities and requirements.

(1) In the airlift study, it was concluded that Military Air 
Transport Service (MATS) capability for limited war, assuming the 
Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) is activated, is adequate for passenger 
and cargo requirements except for shortages during the first 20 days. 
Approximately three- fourths of the cargo deficit in this period can be 
overcome by temporary transfer of capability from the Atlantic area.

(a) Since the airlift study was completed additional passenger 
capability has been allocated to the Civil Reserve Air Fleet to meet the 
passenger deficits as indicated by this study.

(b) The cargo capability situation also has been improved since the 
study by additional Civil Reserve Air Fleet allocations.

(2) The conclusion of the sealift study was that, although there are 
some shortages of cargo and passenger ships in the first 60 days of a lim-
ited war, sealift is adequate. Shortages in cargo ships could be made up 
from available foreign flag shipping. Passenger ship shortages could be 
eliminated by “hot bunking” and use of friendly Allied passenger ships.

(3) No airlift or sealift studies have been completed at this time 
regarding Southeast Asia. New studies on subjects tabulated in para-
graph 1 a (1) and (2) above, dealing specifically with Southeast Asia, 
are scheduled for completion by May 1961. The effect of the logistic 

1 Source: “Specific Joint Chiefs of Staff Views on Possible Deficiencies in the U.S. 
Posture for Limited Military Operations.” Top Secret. 25 pp. Eisenhower Library, Records 
of the Office of Special Assistant to President for National Security Affairs.
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limitations of this area on U.S. transportation capabilities will be con-
sidered in these studies.

2. Military Logistics Base plans (Mobilization Base Plans) are for-
mulated by the Military Departments in accordance with the general 
guidelines established by the Secretary of Defense. The latest guidance 
is the Secretary of Defense memorandum of 15 March 1960, subject, 
“Guidance for the Development of FY 61/62 Logistics Programs,” 
which provides for acquisition objectives, production base planning 
objectives, and materiel retention policies, for both limited and general 
war planning in the Department of Defense. There has been insufficient 
time to implement fully this guidance. It is expected that if funding per-
mits implementation of this guidance, our capability to support limited 
war situations, without degrading our general war readiness posture, 
should be improved in the near future. However, current budgetary 
limitations will not enable the Military Departments to meet in all cat-
egories the supply and equipment objectives of the logistic guidance. 
The status of Service mobilization base planning and programs is sum-
marized below:

a. Army. Detailed mobilization plans and programs to support cur-
rent limited and general war plans are in advanced state of preparation. 
Major deficiencies, as they relate to limited war operations, are:

(1) Strength, both active and reserve, dependent upon the scope 
and nature of the conflict.

(2) Planning for the support of limited war is based on the Limited 
War Plan for the Resumption of Hostilities in Korea. However, its cur-
rent status of implementation would result in degrading the general war 
posture in the event a limited war is quickly followed by a general war.

(3) While Army forces are equipped with sufficient materiel to 
support U.S. forces in limited war operations envisaged in the current 
time frame, only about one- half would be of the preferred model and 
the balance would be of an older less effective but acceptable model. 
Recent allocation of funds will reduce this deficiency to some degree 
from a qualitative point of view in the time frame under consideration.

b. Navy
(1) The Navy logistics mobilization planning objective is to pro-

vide the materiel support to the forces needed to prosecute a limited 
war with an accompanying selective build- up of forces, while at all 
times maintaining an adequate general war posture. Planned acquisi-
tion requirements to meet this objective are:

(a) Meet the peacetime force materiel requirement.
(b) Complete equipping of selected reserve forces.
(c) Attain a level of war readiness reserve stock not to exceed 180 

days combat support for general war for Marine Corps forces deployed 
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overseas. For all other Naval forces, the general war objective will not 
exceed 90 days combat support.

(d) Attain an additional level of war readiness reserve stock of 
those items necessary to sustain in limited war for 180 days designated 
Naval forces, plus a maximum of 180 days training support for the 
other Naval forces.

(2) Budgetary limitations have precluded reaching these logistic 
readiness goals. The most important shortage is modern conventional 
weapons and ammunition, such as ASW torpedoes, electronic equip-
ment (sonar, radar and ECM), and guided missiles.

c. Air Force. U.S. Air Force wartime planning and programming 
documents, upon which emergency war plans are formulated, pres-
ently reflect the force and war readiness materiel requirements for lim-
ited war activity as well as for general war. In order to support the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff approved contingency plans of the unified commands in 
consonance with Secretary of Defense memorandum, dated 15 March 
1960, the Air Force has segmented the total package authorized for lim-
ited war actions and has distributed them on a global basis. Detailed 
Air Force plans provide for world- wide base prestockage rather than 
the portrayal of the force and attendant war readiness materiel assets in 
one location or area to meet limited war threats. The separation of War 
Readiness Materiel (WRM) for general and limited war will enable the 
commander to identify readily those items of WRM which are specif-
ically designated for limited war and prevent degradation of general 
war assets. Additionally, the Air Force has revised its policy on WRM 
to provide for prestocking and prepositioning materiel in support of 
approved contingency plans. The concept provides for locating the 
materiel at or near the point of planned usage.

d. Marine Corps. Mobilization planning is current through the FY 
1961 period. These plans provide guidance under conditions of cold, 
limited or general war, and reflect actual Marine Corps capabilities 
including provision for assembly of resources available. Mobilization 
plans are designed to permit incrementally phased activations of 
units in the event partial mobilization is required. Current actions 
to improve mobilization capabilities include a reorganization of the 
Marine Corps Reserve to support more accurately specific mobiliza-
tion requirements.

3. The general statue of war reserves by Service, is:
a. Army
(1) The status of war reserves, based on the guidance for the devel-

opment of FY 61/62 Logistics Program, is being computed and ana-
lyzed at this time. Therefore, the following information on the general 
status of war reserves is a qualified estimate, based on available data.
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(2) Procurement Equipment Missiles Army (PEMA).

(a) Total assets available for initial issue and war reserves represent 
a little less than two- thirds of the objectives authorized by the FY 61/62 
guidance. Since sufficient assets are not available, the provision of ade-
quate support for a limited war would necessitate the withdrawal of 
equipment required to meet initial equipment requirements for the bal-
ance of the forces authorized by the guidance.

(b) Assuming a six months limited war, up to 24 months would 
be required after the initiation of procurement to reconstitute that por-
tion of the inventory which would be consumed during the six months 
period.

(3) Minor secondary items and repair parts.

(a) Mobilization reserve assets and planned acquisition through 
Fiscal Year 1962 will meet approximately 60 per cent of the requirement.

(b) If mobilization reserves were depleted by a limited war of six 
months duration, the time required to replace stocks after the initiation 
of procurement would vary from 6 to 15 months depending on the item.

b. Navy. Navy Mobilization Reserve Stocks (MRS) are stored in 
CONUS and in reasonably protected sites overseas in locations so as 
best to support the forces in being and the forces to be mobilized. MRS 
is maintained, rotated, and modernized to the extent practicable under 
current financial limitations. The time required to reconstitute the var-
ious categories of materiel included in the MRS will vary from three 
months for certain standard consumables up to 36 months for major 
electronic equipment.

c. Air Force
(1) The War Readiness Materiel (WRM) requirements for limited 

war are based on plans approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Air Force 
supporting plans call for prepositioning such materiel at or near the 
point of planned usage. Based on the approved strategic concepts 
reflected in the War Objectives and Basic National Security Policies 
present stocks are deemed adequate to permit immediate reaction to 
anticipated (current plans) limited war situations. However, should 
these concepts change, Air Force WRM requirements would reflect this 
change. The lack of Base Rights agreements in certain areas of Southeast 
Asia and the Middle East preclude full implementation of the preposi-
tioning policy. In such case, the required materiel is prepositioned at 
the nearest United States controlled base. The lack of Base Rights thus 
causes not only a mal- location of materiel, but also places an additive 
requirement on transportation resources.

(2) Those WRM assets consumed during war operations will be 
replaced from materiel in transit; in depots stocks; from stocks in long- 
supply; diversions from activities with lower priority missions (except 
that the General War posture will not be degraded); and by expedited 
deliveries from production and repair facilities.
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d. Marine Corps
Sufficient materiel, including repairable unserviceable as well as 

serviceable assets, is on hand to meet 52% of the M- Day materiel require-
ment. Time required to reconstitute materiel reserves is estimated to 
be 18 to 24 months for major items, 10 to 12 months for ammunition, 
and 9 to 12 months for minor items. This estimate assumes immediate 
unrestricted availability of funds, and disregards possible delay due to 
simultaneous maximum demand on industry by all Services. Actions 
being taken to assume maximum utilization of reserve stocks include 
regular rotation to obviate deterioration; continuous maintenance in a 
high degree of readiness of mount- out and resupply stocks; and selec-
tive prepositioning of supplies both in WesPac and NELM for contin-
gency requirements.

4. The logistic limitations in Southeast Asia, stemming from the 
lack of development of communications, port and terminal facilities 
and transportation means, would severely affect U.S. and friendly 
indigenous military operations. Furthermore, the existing logistic sup-
port facilities are extremely vulnerable to disruption and are inade-
quate to support sustained operations of U.S. and Allied forces. These 
limitations would probably affect enemy operations to a lesser degree.

5. Thus, lack of surface LOC’s, adequacy of terminal facilities in 
the area, and the status of strategic communications in Southeast Asia, 
are recognized as factors which would influence the nature of the 
operations and the type force to be employed. Military operations for 
Southeast Asia take into account the geophysical limitations of the area. 
These limitations establish the modus operandi of military operations. 
Any improvement in facilities would cause changes to plans to utilize 
the improvements. The lack of facilities is a limitation to be considered 
in planning.

6. In addition, there are inadequate logistical units in the indig-
enous forces of Southeast Asia for the support of their own combat 
forces. Current contingency plans for Southeast Asia include require-
ments for U.S. logistical units for the support of indigenous combat 
forces. This limitation in the indigenous force structure is recognized 
and, as the logistical capability of indigenous forces improves, the con-
tingency plans are revised accordingly.

7. The solution to the problems which pertain to operations in 
Southeast Asia is not to devote more of our current military assistance 
to the development of logistic, communication, and support facilities 
designed specifically for U.S. use. This would have an adverse impact, 
both political and military, on the host country. Rather, the primary 
objective of our military assistance program should be the improvement 
of indigenous capabilities with the eventual goal of adequately trained 
and equipped indigenous forces which are essential for the conduct of 
operations in Southeast Asia. In addition, one of the major objectives of 
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the Military Assistance Program is to provide the host country with a 
capability to resist Communist aggression by defending its borders and 
maintaining internal security. Therefore, any program designed specif-
ically for the development of U.S. capabilities to operate in Southeast 
Asia should be in addition to the existing programs for direct military 
assistance to the countries of the area.

8. At the time the Limited War Study was being prepared and sub-
sequent thereto, certain actions were being taken to facilitate operations 
in Southeast Asia. These include:

a. Increased and reoriented military assistance to the countries of 
Southeast Asia.

b. Deployment of additional Army forces to the Far East, e.g., an 
airborne battle group and additional Army logistical support forces to 
Okinawa.

c. CINCPAC Operation Plan for Southeast Asia refined and 
approved.

d. Additional Marine elements afloat with Seventh Fleet.
e. Continued development of planning and coordination by SEATO 

forces.
f. Action by Air Force to establish a limited stockpile of conven-

tional munitions in Thailand.
g. Assignment of a third aircraft carrier to the Seventh Fleet on a 

continuing basis.
h. Increased number of attack aircraft deployed in aircraft carriers 

with the Seventh Fleet.
i. Programmed modernization of the Airlift Force. ($33,000,000 

is programmed for the development of the so- called SOR aircraft 
(long- range jet powered cargo aircraft). For interim modernization 
$83,900,000 has been apportioned during FY 1961 for the procure-
ment of 16 C–130E aircraft. The FY 1962 program plans procurement 
of an additional 34 C–130E aircraft, making a total of 50 such aircraft. 
Consideration is being given to the procurement of 50 of the C–135 
type aircraft.)

j. Strategic mobility exercise scheduled for early 1961. (Airlift 
one Army battle group and deploy Composite Air Strike Force from 
Continental United States to Far East.)

k. Periodic deployment of Composite Air Strike Force for training 
purposes.

l. The Department of Defense has officially supported the 
Department of Commerce in its actions to maintain the National 
Defense Reserve Fleet at the best practicable degree of modernity and 
in sufficient strength to fulfill civilian and military requirements in 
national emergencies.
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m. Action by the Army to establish the DA Forward Depot, Pacific, 
on Okinawa.

9. Actions being taken or that could be taken with regard to 
obtaining required transit and base rights in Southeast Asia, improv-
ing strategic and tactical communications in Southeast Asia, and the 
improvement of capabilities to conduct over- the- beach supply opera-
tions are as follows:

a. Transit and Base Rights in Southeast Asia.
(1) Requirements exist for the following facilities for dispersal, 

staging and recovery of aircraft and prepositioning and prestockage of 
materiels and supplies as required to support CINCPAC plans.

(a) Vietnam
Tan Son Nhut, Saigon
Tourane
Cap St. Jacques
Nha Trang
Bien Hoa

(b) Laos
Vietiane
Seno

(c) Thailand
Bangkok/Don Muang
Korat Nakhou Ratchasima
Takhl
Chiang Mai
Ubon
Udorn

(NOTE: Current interpretation of the restrictions imposed by the 
terms of the Geneva Convention have thus far prevented any use of 
facilities in Laos and Vietnam. Rights have been obtained for limited 
prestocking in Thailand.)

(2) Transit rights for overflight and for use of bases for peacetime 
training exercises are obtained on an individual basis.

(3) CINCPAC contingency planning for the area assumes that 
existing bases, facilities and services will be made available when and 
as required.

b. Strategic and Tactical Communications.
(1) Existing Strategic Communications. Communications to and from 

Vietiane, Saigon, and Bangkok are provided by the Army Strategic 
Communications (STARCOM) Station at Clark Air Force Base, 
Philippine Islands, which interconnects into the world- wide commu-
nications system of the Department of Defense. There is, in addition, a 
communications circuit between Bangkok and Saigon. The Southeast 
Asian terminals of all these circuits have limited capacity and utilize 
air- transportable equipment. A high capacity circuit links the British 
communication system at Singapore with the Naval Communication 
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System in the Philippines. In addition, the Naval communication facil-
ity at San Miguel, Philippines, provides a circuit to inter- connect Naval 
units afloat with the world- wide communications network.

(2) Planned Expansion of Southeast Asian Strategic Communications. 
During fiscal years 1962–64, the high- frequency circuits which link 
Clark Air Force Base with the countries of Southeast Asia will be 
expanded to provide additional reliability and an increased traffic 
handling capability. This will be accomplished by the utilization of 
fixed- station types of equipment in place of transportable equipment. 
The fixed- stations will have increased power and transmitters with 
a greater circuit capacity. To provide for communications westward 
from Southeast Asia, the Department of Defense has under consid-
eration a request for an Asian Gateway Communications Station in 
Karachi which, if authorized, will furnish high capacity communi-
cations between Karachi and Bangkok. Within the Southeast Asian 
countries, an expanded communications circuit is planned between 
Bangkok and Saigon.

(3) Contingency Communications. West of Hawaii, air- transportable 
equipments which may be used on point- to- point communications cir-
cuits are located at Clark Air Force Base, in Okinawa and Japan, and 
in Seoul. These equipments represent a reasonable additional commu-
nications capability to augment existing circuits into Southeast Asia 
and will be supplemented by improved air- transportable equipments 
which are under procurement for delivery during the current fiscal 
year. It should be understood, however, that the technical teams which 
are necessary for the operation and maintenance of supplementary 
communications must, except on a very limited basis, be provided from 
the continental United States.

(4) Tactical Communications. The U.S. Military Services do not main-
tain in being tactical communications systems in Southeast Asia. Each 
Service provides tactical communications for the control and direction 
of Service forces within an area of tactical operations. These tactical sys-
tems consist of transportable communications equipments which are 
deployed into an area by tactical forces. Coordination for joint oper-
ations is the responsibility of the area commander. Tactical communi-
cations systems are, therefore, organic to military units, connect into 
strategic networks, and are not required prior to the movement of mil-
itary forces.

(5) Actions which could be taken to improve Strategic Communications.
(a) Existing strategic communications connecting into Southeast 

Asia, together with planned improvements, will provide a minimal 
capability for limited war operations. Fixed communications sys-
tems are dependent upon high frequency circuits designed essentially 
for teletype operation with only a comparatively few voice circuits 
available.
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(b) If it should be decided to conduct military operations in 
Southeast Asia, communications planning will have to be revised to 
reflect operational requirements. The specific nature of such programs 
will depend upon the concept of operations, the magnitude of forces 
employed, and the location of controlling and supporting headquar-
ters. Communications for such purposes are not available in the exist-
ing system nor contemplated in scheduled improvements. Basically, 
communications would have to be expanded to include the provision 
of voice and data transmission between elements of the combat forces 
and high quality circuits capable of direct extension to command cen-
ters in the United States. Included would be measures for increasing 
the capacity and improving the reliability of the fixed strategic commu-
nications system, and for providing extensions from strategic networks 
into contiguous areas by the use of transportable tactical equipment.

(c) Over- the- Beach Supply Operations.

(1) Army

(a) These operations, which are an important part of the resupply 
capability of U.S. Army Forces, are periodically tested and improved 
through the conduct of realistic exercises, and the development and 
adjustment of doctrine based on lessons learned. One of the most 
recent exercises was conducted in total darkness with complete suc-
cess at Fort Story, Virginia, on 17, 18 and 19 October 1960. Another 
exercise (NODEX–25) was conducted on the coast of France 26–28 
October 1960.

(b) Present plans call for a partial shift from landing craft to 
amphibians as equipment becomes available. For example, four (4) 
platoons equipped with Barge, Amphibious Resupply Cargo (BARC), 
will be in operation in CONUS and the Far East (Okinawa) by the 
end of FY 61, an increase of two over present strength. Also, exist-
ing equipment in amphibious truck companies, consisting at pres-
ent of WW II DUKWs, will be placed in the future with the Lighter, 
Amphibious Resupply Cargo (LARC– 5) thus, greatly increasing the 
capability of these units.

(c) The present capability to support combat forces in Southeast 
Asia by over- the- beach resupply operations, if required, is deemed ade-
quate for the forces to be deployed to this area under existing limited 
war plans.

(2) Navy

(a) The Navy has, under continuous study and development, pro-
grams and projects to improve logistic support of landing forces in 
amphibious operations which include evaluation of various over- the- 
beach supply support systems. Each system is analyzed with respect 
to inter- relationship and combined productivity of packaging, mate-
rials handling and transportation procedures and techniques. These 
studies result in continued improvement in the hardware utilized and 
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techniques employed in over- the- beach supply support operations for 
amphibious assault.

(b) Private research contractors, the Naval Civil Engineering 
Laboratory and the U.S. Army Transportation Corps are principal 
contributors to the Navy Program. Some items now in the evaluation 
stage are:

i. Landing Craft Retriever (LCR), a vehicle for unloading LC’s 
in one operation, with up to 70 tons cargo lift capability. Tests to 
date show promise in achieving a through- the- beach capability vice 
over- the- beach.

ii. Hi- line system of cables from an LST to the beach gives the 
capability of underway pallet loads from LST’s stranded off the beach 
direct to a truck.

iii. Causeway extensions for unstable beaches (“rush role”).
iv. Hose reels for buoyant fuel systems.
v. Transfer line barges.
vi. Deep- water fording kits for tractors used in the surf zone.

vii. 600 GPM ship- to- shore fuel systems.
viii. Inflatable causeways.
ix. Ship- to- shore heavy duty cargo systems.
x. Booster stations for ship- to- shore fuel systems.
xi. Helicopter aerial delivery systems.
xii. Improved high- speed tracked amphibians.

Items recently placed in fleet use are:

i. 21- foot wide end- to- end connected pontoon causeway (replac-
ing 14- foot wide lapped units).

ii. 300 GPM bottom laid ship- to- shore fuel system.
iii. Hi- speed shore party crane.
iv. Controlled pontoon launching from LST’s.
v. 100- ton advanced base crane.

11. Subsequent to the preparation of the Limited War Study, a 
decision was made with regard to use of funds to improve our read-
iness posture. This funding action will improve our capability to 
conduct limited military operations. Authorization was granted to 
increase Army modernization, increase amphibious assault capabil-
ities, provide for additional aircraft carriers on station with the Sixth 
and Seventh Fleets, and increase air alert status. Subsequent budg-
etary action may not permit continuation of all of these readiness 
measures.
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280. NSC Report, NSC 60221

NSC 6022 Washington, December 13, 1960

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

U.S. POLICY ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5802/1
B. NSC Action No. 2151– f– (1)
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated July 14, 1960
D. NSC Action No. 2300
E. NIE 11–8–60; NIE 11–5–59

The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject, prepared by 
the NSC Planning Board in accordance with NSC Action No. 2151– f– 
(1), is transmitted herewith for consideration by the National Security 
Council at its meeting on Thursday, December 22, 1960.

It is recommended that, if the enclosed statement of policy is 
adopted, it be submitted to the President with the recommenda-
tion that he approve it; direct its implementation by all appropriate 
Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government; and 
direct that the departments and agencies indicated in the table on 
“Primary Responsibilities for Implementation” (with the exception of 
the Department of State and the Central Intelligence Agency) report, in 
a special annex to their respective annual statue reports, on progress in 
implementing the appropriate paragraphs of the approved paper.

The enclosed statement of policy, if adopted and approved, is 
intended to supersede NSC 5802/1.

Marion W. Boggs
Acting Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security

1 Source: “U.S. Policy on Continental Defense.” Top Secret. 26 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1.
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Enclosure
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Table of Contents

Primary Responsibilities for Implementation
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Major Policy Guidance

Relative Emphasis
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Tactical

Military Functions
Active Defense
Passive Defense
Response to Attack or Attack Warning
Alert Status of Air Defense Forces
Emergency Employment of Military Resources  

in Civil Defense
Research and Development
Civilian Functions

Continuity of Essential Wartime Functions of the Federal 
Government

Protection and Dispersal of Federal Facilities
Civil Defense

Internal Security
Port Security



1178 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

CONTINENTAL DEFENSE
PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Paragraph and Subject Primary Responsibility

9—International Collaboration 
and Coordination

State in Collaboration with 
Defense

10—Strategic Warning
All except 2nd, 3rd and 4th 

sentences
2nd, 3rd and 4th sentences

Intelligence agencies under DCI 
coordination within existing 
law and established policy

All appropriate agencies

11—Tactical Warning Defense

12—Active Defense Defense

13—Passive Defense Defense

14—Response to Attack or 
Attack warning

Defense in collaboration with 
OCDM

15—Alert Status of Air Defense 
Forces

Defense

16—Emergency Employment 
of Military Resources in Civil 
Defense

Defense in collaboration with 
OCDM

17—Research and Development All appropriate agencies

18—Continuity of Government OCDM in collaboration with all 
participating agencies

19—Protection and Dispersal of 
Federal Facilities

OCDM in collaboration with all 
participating agencies

20–26—Civil Defense OCDM

27–32—Internal Security IIC and ICIS coordination

33—Port Security Treasury, keeping IIC and ICIS 
fully informed

DRAFT STATEMENT of

U.S. POLICY ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE

INTRODUCTION

1. This statement of policy on “Continental Defense” does not 
encompass all elements of U.S. or allied strength contributing to the 
defense of North America. Only those U.S. policies are included which 
are essentially defensive in nature; i.e., which contribute directly to 
the defense of the North American Continent and to the protection of 
that element of our retaliatory capability based on the North American 
Continent.
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2. The defense of the United States is an integrated complex of 
offensive and defensive elements and of military and non- military 
measures. Each of these has its proper role in deterring an attack or in 
the defense of the United States should an attack occur. An effective 
continental defense system will constitute one of the key deterrents to 
an attack on the North American Continent.

3. Current national intelligence estimates indicate that Soviet 
delivery systems are changing importantly in character, and imply the 
following periods:2

a. The period is drawing to an end when the primary element in 
the threat to the United States is manned bombers.

b. The period of the early 1960’s will represent a transition from a 
largely bomber threat to one mainly composed of ICBM’s. In the early 
1960’s the estimated Soviet ICBM force will present an extremely dan-
gerous threat to SAC bomber bases, unhardened ICBM sites and com-
mand installations.

c. In a few years, therefore, the principal element of the threat to 
the United States will be ICBM’s supplemented by BISON heavy bomb-
ers and possibly by some refueled or one- way medium bombers, by 
increased numbers of submarine- launched ballistic missiles, and possi-
bly by cruise- type missiles.

4. The changing character of the Soviet threat and our current 
assessment of the relative effectiveness of various active and passive 
defense measures3 have made it necessary that the United States re- 
examine its military and non-military programs for continental defense. 
[In particular, national planning must recognize that, barring a techno-
logical breakthrough, the development and deployment of an adequate 
AICBM system during the 1960’s is questionable.]4

OBJECTIVES

5. a. To protect and preserve a retaliatory capability of such force 
and certainty as to constitute a strong and credible deterrent against 
attack on the North American Continent.

b. To limit the damage to our civil and military strength which 
would occur in the event of attack, in order to ensure the survival of 

2 NIE 11–8–60, July 28, 1960, including relevant revisions to NIE 11–5–59 of May 3, 
1960. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 In accordance with accepted practice, the term “active defense” is used in reference 
to those measures that involve an attempt to physically incapacitate or destroy a threat-
ening object; e.g., interceptor aircraft, surface- to- air missiles, anti- missile missile systems. 
The term “passive defense” embraces all other means of defense; e.g., airborne and ground 
alert, warning and response to warning (including the launch of recallable aircraft), disper-
sal, mobility, hardening, protection against radiation and BW and CW agents. [Footnote is 
in the original.]

4 JCS reserves. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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the nation and to pursue the ensuing hostilities to the most favorable 
possible conclusion.

MAJOR POLICY GUIDANCE

Relative Emphasis

6. Predominant emphasis should continue to be placed upon 
measures to strengthen and protect our nuclear retaliatory power as a 
deterrent.

MAJORITY BUDGET- JCS

5 Budget proposal. JCS would substitute 7- b of the Majority Proposal for this sen-
tence. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]

7. As long as the manned 
bomber threat continues to be of 
significant proportions, continue 
measures to maintain our active 
defenses against manned aircraft. 
However, in view of the increas-
ing reliance of the USSR on bal-
listic missiles for inter- continental 
attack and the present limitations 
of achievable active defense meas-
ures the U.S. should:

a. While pursuing measures to 
achieve adequate active defenses, 
make a particular effort to exploit 
passive measures that will afford 
the requisite degree of protection 
to our retaliatory power and to 
relate elements, including com-
munications and command.

b. Give increased attention to 
measures for the passive defense 
of the U.S. population.

7. Continued reliance will be 
placed on a balance of active and 
passive defense measures con-
sistent with their contribution to 
the over- all defense posture of 
the United States, the changing 
nature of the Soviet threat, and the 
increasing number of technologi-
cal options open to the USSR.

7–A. The United States should 
place predominant emphasis on 
measures to improve our active 
defenses, as compared with—
but not to the exclusion of—pas-
sive defense measures. [Particular 
emphasis should be accorded 
those active and passive defense 
measures essential to the pro-
tection of the U.S. capability for 
prompt nuclear retaliation.]5

Time Phasing

8. The time phasing of U.S. “continental defense” measures should 
take into account the threat posed by the present nuclear attack capa-
bility of the USSR and by future improvements in Soviet weapons 
and delivery capabilities, particularly the achievement in the early 
1960’s of a major ICBM capability. This will be a period during which 
the United States will largely depend on its U.S.-based air retaliatory 
force. Accordingly, during the early 1960’s special attention should 
continue to be given to measures for minimizing the vulnerability of 
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the strategic air retaliatory forces to ICBM attack. Effective continental 
defense requires that the United States be constantly on guard against 
“technological surprise” and that it continually strive for technological 
superiority.

International Collaboration and Coordination

9. Continental defense requires continued close collaboration with 
certain allies. The principle of joint defense of the North American 
Continent by the United States and Canada, begun in World War II 
and developed progressively in subsequent years, should be fostered. 
The highly satisfactory arrangements with Denmark for maintaining 
defense installations in Greenland should be continued. Efforts should 
also be made to continue, or to create or improve as necessary, collabo-
ration with other countries concerned with the defense of this continent.

Warning

10. Strategic. With the Soviet acquisition of an operational missile 
capability and the intensification of Soviet efforts to deny warning 
information to the United States, it has become increasingly important, 
as well as more difficult, to acquire timely strategic warning of Soviet 
Bloc attack against the United States. However, barring an extremely 
fortuitous break, intelligence warning can be expected only to point to 
a period of sharply heightened risk of hostilities. Therefore, for plan-
ning purposes it cannot be concluded that the United States surely will, 
or surely will not, have strategic warning. Responsible officials must 
recognize that they may have to accept intelligence warning judgments 
based on limited, evidence. In this situation it is increasingly important 
that:

a. The United States have accurate estimates of (1) Soviet military 
capabilities, (2) their view of their power position in current critical or 
potential critical situations, (3) their willingness to accept risks, and 
(4) their progress toward maximum combat readiness. These assess-
ments will also assist in determining requirements for strategic warn-
ing and in indicating areas in which new and improved intelligence 
collection techniques must be developed.

b. It be recognized that, if any reasonable degree of success in 
obtaining adequate strategic warning is to be achieved, risks are inher-
ent in the execution of high priority collection programs. These risks 
should be weighed against what may be even graver risks inherent in 
failure to obtain strategic warning.

c. Vigorous efforts be made to develop improved techniques for 
the processing, analysis and evaluation of possible indications of hos-
tile enemy intentions.

11. Tactical. Every effort should be made to achieve effective tactical 
warning of aircraft or missile attack to assure adequate time for retal-
iatory forces to take action, for other military forces including defense 
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forces to achieve alert readiness, and for initiation of the implementa-
tion of civil defense, internal security and other non- military measures. 
To this end:

a. For warning against attack by aircraft and non- ballistic missiles:

(1) An effective early warning radar net, including its seaward 
extensions, having a capability for very high and very low- level alti-
tude detection, should continue to be maintained.

(2) Weaknesses in aircraft identification techniques and procedures 
should be remedied as quickly as feasible.

b. For warning against attack by ballistic missiles: Improvement of the 
capability to provide early warning of ballistic missile attack should be 
continued as a matter of the highest national priority.6

c. For warning of nuclear detonations: Installation of the currently- 
programmed bomb alarm and fallout reporting systems for SAC bases 
should be completed; a national attack surveillance system should be 
undertaken.

d. For warning against BW and CW attack: Development of a capabil-
ity for rapid detection and identification of BW and CW agents.

Military Functions
12. Active Defense. Active elements of the continental defense sys-

tem must contend with a mixed threat consisting of manned bombers, 
non- ballistic missiles, intercontinental, submarine- launched and possi-
bly air- launched ballistic missiles. To this end:

a. Against aircraft and non- ballistic missiles: The United States should 
continue to make improvements in and to maintain in a high state of 
readiness, an integrated air- defense system providing defense in depth 
and capable of destroying enemy aircraft and non- ballistic missiles 
before they reach vital targets. It is possible that integrated function-
ing of the air defense system may be compromised by ballistic missile 
attack. To take care of such an eventuality, the capability of the vari-
ous weapons elements of the air defense system to act independently 
should continue to be improved. In addition to the primary air defense 
forces, all other forces that have an air defense capability and that can be 
made temporarily available, should, in the event of attack or the threat 
of immediate attack, be made immediately available and employed as 
required within this system.

b. Against ballistic missiles: The United States should continue efforts 
to develop an effective capability against ballistic missiles as a matter of 
highest national priority7

6 Those specific warning systems assigned this priority are set forth in NSC Actions. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

7 Those specific weapons systems assigned this priority are set forth in NSC Actions. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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MAJORITY JCS

in an attempt to develop an , and to insure some operational

AICBM capability by the earliest possible date, both for its own value 
and to offset the practical and psychological disadvantages of possible 
Soviet claims of success in this field.

c. Against the threat of missiles launched from ocean areas: The United 
States should strive to achieve and maintain an effective and integrated 
sea surveillance system that permits detection and tracking of surface 
ships and submarines operating within missile-launching range of 
the North American Continent; and should improve its related anti- 
submarine capability. Until technology permits the deployment of an 
effective active defense against submarine- launched ballistic missiles, 
the principal measures of protection should be provided by the capa-
bility to attack prior to launch, and, in the case of non- ballistic missiles, 
by elements of the air defense system.

13. Passive Defense. The United States should carry out those pas-
sive defense measures that will add significantly to its ability to protect 
its retaliatory capability and the survival of the other essential military 
elements of its national power, including with respect to:

a. The retaliatory capability: Measures, such as increase in mobil-
ity, dispersal, hardening, reduction of reaction time, the capability to 
mount an airborne alert of SAC bombers, and protection of essential 
facilities including command and communications centers.

b. The air defense forces: Similar measures, as appropriate, to reduce 
the vulnerability of air defense forces.

c. The surviving military forces: Similar measures, as appropriate, to 
reduce the vulnerability of our other defense forces.

14. Response to Attack or Attack Warning. The United States should 
develop capabilities, procedures and doctrine adequate to provide 
secure command and control of its retaliatory and defensive forces 
within the time dimensions of a surprise ballistic missile attack. It is 
essential to ensure the survival of the decision- making machinery and 
of reliable means of communication with the surviving retaliatory 
forces on land, at sea, and in the air. The United States must possess 
an effective and flexible response that is not necessarily dependent 
upon the survival of the seat of government and other vital units of the 
planned system for command and control. At the same time, it is essen-
tial to ensure launch and commitment of the counter- offensive forces in 
response to attack or warning of attack with positive safe- guard against 
commitment based on equivocal warning or attack information.

15. Alert Status of Air Defense Forces. The United States should con-
tinue to maintain the alert status of its primary air defense forces, and 
cooperate in improvement of Canadian primary air defense forces, so 
as to provide an immediate reaction to warning of an enemy attack.
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16. Emergency Employment of Military Resources in Civil Defense. The 
execution of essential military tasks is the primary mission of the mil-
itary forces. Forces not required in the execution of or capable of exe-
cuting essential military missions during and immediately following 
the initial attack should be prepared to assist civil authorities in main-
taining law and order and in other essential civilian tasks when civilian 
capability is inadequate. Additionally, elements of the retaliatory forces 
and air defense forces should be prepared to assist in the civil defense 
role when no longer required for their primary role.

Research and Development

17. A vigorous research and development program should be 
maintained in order to improve the continental defense system and to 
counter improving Soviet technological capabilities for attack. Of par-
ticular importance are the following (without indication of priority):

a. Early warning capability against enemy aircraft and missiles, 
by radar and other techniques; and the rapid dissemination of such 
warning.

b. Reliable conversion of warning information into prompt deci-
sions and responses.

c. Effective defenses against ICBM’s, submarine- launched ballistic 
missiles, very high-  and very low- altitude aircraft attacks, and aircraft- 
launched stand- off missiles.

d. Reduction of vulnerability to electronic countermeasures.
e. Improved anti- submarine capabilities, to include detection, sur-

veillance, identification and destruction.
f. The detection, surveillance, identification, and destruction of sat-

ellites and space vehicles.8
g. The rapid detection and identification of biological warfare 

agents.

Civilian Functions

18. Continuity of Essential Wartime Functions of the Federal 
Government.9 Plans and relocation facilities needed to ensure the conti-
nuity of essential wartime functions of the Federal Government should 
be completed and maintained in a state of operational readiness at the 
earliest time practicable.

a. Plans should provide a ready and certain system of attack warn-
ing, reaction and decision- making, with adequate communications and 
provision for conducting emergency operations.

8 Tests involving the destruction of a satellite or space vehicle shall be made only 
with the specific approval of the President. [Footnote is in the original.]

9 Studies having a bearing on this subject are in preparation by OCDM and by the 
Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (see NSC Actions Nos. 
2300– d and – f and 2247– b). This paragraph will be reviewed by the National Security 
Council following submission of the OCDM study. [Footnote is in the original.]
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b. Emergency Federal relocation facilities should be equipped 
as required to permit immediate activation upon arrival of relocated 
personnel, and should be continuously staffed as determined by the 
President.

19. Protection and Dispersal of Federal Facilities.10

a. Except as otherwise determined by proper authority, new Federal 
facilities and major expansion of existing Federal facilities, important to 
national security, should not be located in target areas. The location of 
new or expanded military installations shall be within the sole discre-
tion of the Secretary of Defense [, except that he shall consult with the 
Director, OCDM, with respect to the location of new fixed retaliatory 
bases and of major administrative headquarters.]11

b. Fallout shelter should be incorporated in the construction of 
new Federal civilian buildings of suitable size. Fallout shelter should 
be incorporated in [all suitable]12 [selected]13 existing Federal buildings.

* * * * * * * *

ALTERNATIVE 1: MAJORITY

20. Civil Defense. An essential part of a balanced continental 
defense posture is an adequate program for the protection of the civil-
ian population from the effects of a nuclear attack, and measures to 
facilitate recovery and rehabilitation after such attack. [The protection 
of the population from fallout, together with the questionable prospects 
for effective active defense in the 1960’s against ICBM attack, makes 
development of an effective civil defense a matter of greatly increased 
urgency.]14 An effective civil defense is an important element which a 
possible aggressor would have to consider in calculating the response 
of the United States to any threat to our vital national interests, and as 
such, would contribute to over- all deterrent strength.

21. The key element in an effective civil defense program is a com-
prehensive system of fallout shelters, since fallout is expected to be a 
primary hazard to the civilian population. Blast protection is a desir-
able added feature of shelters under certain conditions. Specific guid-
ance on this subject is contained in a separate NSC policy document.

10 A study on the passive defense of the population, particularly with regard to 
fallout shelters, is in preparation by OCDM, in collaboration with State and Defense, 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 2300– e. [Footnote is in the original.]

11 Defense- JCS propose deletion. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
12 Majority proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
13 Treasury- Budget proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
14 JCS proposes deletion. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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ALTERNATIVE 2: TREASURY

20. Civil Defense. Adequate protection of the civilian population 
would, if it were achievable, both facilitate survival of the nation 
in the event of general war and contribute to the deterrence of war. 
Means to provide adequate protection are, however, not now foreseen. 
Nevertheless, the United States should constantly strive to improve the 
degree of protection which could be afforded the civilian population in 
the event of nuclear war. In the light of the limited prospects for effec-
tive active defense against ballistic missile attacks, such efforts must 
rest on an improved and strengthened civil defense program. Increased 
attention, therefore, should be given to such realistic measures for 
improving the passive defense of the U.S. population as would offer 
some contribution to the deterrence of general war without prejudicing 
the implementation of other measures likely to reduce the risks of war.

21. Fallout shelters constitute the best—although still inadequate—
means presently available for reducing the number of casualties in the 
event of nuclear war. The Federal Government should, therefore, pro-
mote construction of such shelters by measures based firmly upon the 
following fundamental principles:

a. It should be the obligation of each property owner to provide 
protection on his own premises.

b. The role of the Federal Government should be to provide lead-
ership and example.

c. There should be no elements of compulsion, penalty, or subsidy 
in Federal programs.

d. Actions must avoid creating alarm, causing Congressional and 
public reaction prejudicial to higher priority national security programs, 
presenting the posture of the United States as that of a nation preoccu-
pied with preparations for war, or losing the support of our allies.

ALTERNATIVE 3: BUDGET

20. Civil Defense. An essential ingredient of continental defense is 
improved and strengthened civil defense which seeks, by both pre-
ventive and ameliorative measures, to minimize damage from nuclear 
attack and to contribute to deterring such attack.

21. Measures to carry out the concept of fallout shelter for protec-
tion of the civil population against radiation hazard represent a key 
element in an effective civil defense program. Specific guidance is con-
tained in a separate NSC policy document.

* * * * * * * *
22. In order that Federal, State and local governments may carry 

out their essential responsibilities during and after nuclear attack or 
other grave emergency, the capability of State and local governments 
to function effectively should be strengthened by Federal assistance in 
the form of guidance, direction and resources. Such assistance should 
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include pre- attack planning for the full utilization of local resources and 
for support by available Federal resources, including military forces.

MAJORITY BUDGET

23. Civil defense will continue 
to include local planning for 
the emergency dispersal of 
populations, not as a substitute 
for shelter, but as a possible 
supplement thereto under cer-
tain circumstances.

23. Civil defense policy for 
protection of the civilian popu-
lation in case of nuclear attack, 
while continuing to include local 
planning for the emergency dis-
persal of urban populations on 
attack warning, incorporates the 
concept of fallout shelter. Specific 
guidance is contained in a sepa-
rate NSC policy document.

24. Guidance and leadership should be provided to industry 
essential to [initial]15 recovery from nuclear attack in the development 
of plans and programs designed to ensure the continuity of essential 
production and services.

25. Civilian items essential to survival and [initial]16 recovery 
from nuclear attack should be identified, minimum requirements 
determined,

MAJORITY TREASURY- DEFENSE- 
BUDGET

and measures developed 
to meet minimum require-
ments. Where necessary to 
this end stockpiling should be 
undertaken.

and industrial inventories located 
and related to Government and 
State stocks. Where total avail-
abilities appear inadequate, 
measures should be developed 
to meet minimum require-
ments with the least disruption 
of the economy, the least cost 
to the Government, and maxi-
mum encouragement of private 
participation.

26. The United States should continue its present policy of sup-
porting activities which will:

a. Warn the people of impending attack and make possible essen-
tial communication before, during and after attack.

b. Give emphasis to the protection (including dispersal where nec-
essary) of essential civilian survival supplies, equipment and facilities.

15 Treasury- Budget proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
16 Treasury- Defense- Budget proposal. [Brackets and footnote are in the original.]
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c. Provide for the conduct of research and development on 
improved measures for the protection of the population, including 
radiological defense, defense against chemical and biological warfare, 
mass communications, medical care, and survival requirements.

d. Provide appropriate and adequate information to the public of 
the nature and extent of the dangers from nuclear attack on the United 
States now and in the future, and of the measures being taken or which 
could be taken to alleviate them.

Internal Security

27. The Soviet Bloc should be confronted with internal security 
measures presenting such risks as will serve as a deterrent to covert 
attack against the United States.

28. The United States should, to the extent practicable, provide 
adequate deterrents (a) to clandestine introduction of nuclear weapons 
by any means such as submarines, small craft, merchant vessels, air-
craft, illegal entry of persons and things, and diplomatic channels; and 
(b) to utilization of such weapons against vital targets. Efforts should 
be continued to develop improved passive devices for the detection 
of fissionable material introduced by such means, and to assure their 
effective use. Efforts should be continued to develop a prototype of 
an active device.17 This policy and the programs to implement it will 
be kept under continuing review in accordance with existing arrange-
ments and in light of all applicable factors, including the growing shift 
to ICBM’s in Soviet strategic attack capabilities against U.S. retaliatory 
forces.

29. Measures should be taken to protect U.S. aircraft and airports as 
appropriate, against sabotage, espionage, and other subversive activi-
ties, and to provide appropriate safeguards relative to the operations 
within the continental United States of Soviet Bloc airlines.

30. Selected industrial and governmental facilities of a highly crit-
ical nature should, as appropriate, be protected against espionage and 
clandestine attack by nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and 
conventional sabotage.

31. Selective counterintelligence coverage should be maintained 
of foreign diplomatic and official personnel suspected of engaging in 
activities beyond the scope of their normal diplomatic assignments.

32. Plans for the detention in the event of emergency of persons 
potentially dangerous to the United States should be maintained in a 
high state of readiness.

17 No decision as to production and use of such a device will be made by the Presi-
dent before completion and testing of a prototype. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Port Security18

33. Measures should be taken (a) to protect U.S. ports and vessels 
therein against sabotage, espionage, and other subversive activities; (b) 
to supervise and where appropriate deny entry of vessels; and (c) to 
provide appropriate safeguards relative to the presence in U.S. ports of 
Sino- Soviet Bloc vessels. Insofar as feasible, having due regard for legal 
procedures and rights, subversives should be excluded from vessels 
and waterfront facilities.19

18 Certain measures under this heading are supplemental to those contained under 
the previous heading, “Internal Security”. [Footnote is in the original.]

19 Experience has shown that only a very small percentage of the persons believed 
to be subversives can be excluded under procedures acceptable to the courts. [Footnote 
is in the original.]

281. Briefing Note for December 20 NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 19, 1960

SUBJECT 

U.S. Policy on Continental Defense (NSC 5802/1; NSC 5802)

1. The Council had before it a draft statement of revised U.S. Policy 
on Continental Defense (NSC 6022) which has been proposed by the 
NSC Planning Board in accordance with [illegible in the original]. In 
preparing this proposed policy revision the PB had the benefit of discus-
sion which took place in the Council recently, when consideration was 
given to a preliminary Discussion Paper in which the PB had identified 
certain questions relating to basic concepts of Continental Defense.

2. The present statement of Continental Defense Policy (NSC 
5802/1) was adopted by the Council and approved by the President in 
February, 1958. The policy review has taken into account two factors 
which have a particular bearing on the formulation of policy objectives 
in the area of Continental Defense: First, is the significantly increasing 
ballistic missile capability which our Intelligence Estimates attribute to 
the Soviet Union during the period of the 1950’s; and second, the limited 
prospects of the United States’ for the development and deployment of 
an adequate anti-ballistic missile system during the same period.

1 Source: Continental defense policy. Top Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, NSC Records.
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3. Against this background of an increasing Soviet ballistic missile 
threat, and the absence of an active defense on our part, some divergent 
views emerged in the PB with respect to certain elements of the over-all 
policy. Before taking up these policy issues, perhaps the Council would 
want to note the following key provisions of the proposed policy on 
which the PB is in agreement.

a. The policy statement encompasses only those objectives which 
contribute directly to the defense of the North American Continent and 
to the protection of that part of our retaliatory capability which is based 
on the North American Continent.

b. An effective continental defense system is considered to consti-
tute one of the key deterrents to an attack on this country.

c. Intelligence estimates reflect that the period of the 1960’s will 
represent a transition from a largely bomber threat (now drawing to an 
end) to threat consisting mainly of Soviet ICBM’s—with the prospect 
that in a few years the principal threat to the U.S. will be Soviet ICBM’s 
supplemented by a mix of bombers, submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles and possibly cruise-type missiles.

d. The achievement of a major Soviet ICBM capability in the early 
1960’s will take place during a period in which the U.S. will largely 
depend on its U.S.-based air retaliatory force. Accordingly, during that 
period special attention should be given to measures for minimizing 
the vulnerability of our strategic air retaliatory forces to ICBM attack.

e. Recognition is given to the increasing importance—and diffi-
culty—of acquiring timely strategic warning of Soviet attack on the 
U.S. The paper also includes recognition of the prospect that with the 
Soviet acquisition of an operational missile capability, U.S. officials may 
have to accept intelligence warning judgments based on limited evi-
dence—therefore, the risks which are inherent in certain “high prior-
ity” intelligence collection programs must be weighed against the even 
graver risks inherent in failure to obtain strategic warning.

f. A capability for tactical warning against attacks by aircraft, bal-
listic and non-ballistic missiles, and by CW and BW agents, is singled 
out for particular effort—along with a requirement for completing 
the bomb alarm and fallout reporting systems for SAC bases, and the 
undertaking of a national attack surveillance system.

g. In restating present policy requirements for an integrated air 
defense system providing defenses in depth against enemy aircraft and 
non-ballistic missiles, the proposed revision calls for an improved capa-
bility of various elements of the system to act independently should 
integrated functioning of the system be compromised by ballistic mis-
sile attack (the objective being to prevent a “free ride” by the enemy 
over the U.S. in such an eventuality).

h. The proposed policy, as revised, specifically calls for passive 
defense measures (in addition to active defense) to protect our retalia-
tory capability—including such measures as increases in mobility, dis-
persal, hardening, reduction of reaction time, the capability to mount 
an air borne alert of SAC bombers, and the protection of command 
communications centers.

i. Another agreed policy revision points to the need for developing 
procedures and doctrine which will provide course command and con-
trol of our retaliatory and defensive forces within the time dimensions 
of a surprise missile attack. The objective is to insure the survival of 
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the decision-making machinery and a means of communicating with 
our retaliatory forces on land, at sea, and in the air, in case of such an 
attack—with recognition of the necessity for an effective and flexible 
response not necessarily dependent upon survival of the seat of gov-
ernment and other command and control centers.

j. In singling out research and development areas of particular 
importance, there is included the detection, surveillance, identification 
and destruction of satellites and space vehicles (with a footnote reflect-
ing existing policy to the effect that tests involving destruction shall be 
made only with the specific approval of the President.) (Par. 17, p. 13).

k. [illegible in the original] of policy regarding plans and facilities 
to ensure continuity of essential Government functions are subject to 
future NSC review upon completion of the pending [illegible in the 
original] by OCDM and the Special Assistant referred to in the footnote 
to Par. 18, p. 14.

l. In the area of Internal Security, Par. 28 of the proposed policy 
calls for certified efforts to provide deterrents against the clandestine 
introduction of nuclear weapons. As revised, the policy no long con-
templates the use of active devices on the person and pouches of Soviet 
bloc diplomatic personnel entering the U.S.—because of the State 
Department position that Bloc officials might detect radiation eminat-
ing from the covert device and claim violation of diplomatic immunity 
(with possible retaliation against U.S. diplomatic pouches and ship-
ments). Such a detection device is under development and a prototype 
will be completed by AEC and tested early in 1961. As indicated in 
the footnote on p. 19, production and use of the device would be for 
Presidential decision at that time.

m. Port Security Policy, stated in Par. 33 was separately considered 
by the NSC and previously approved by the President on 6/29/60 
(NSC Action [illegible in the original]).

POLICY ISSUES

4. The Council may now wish to turn to these paragraphs of the 
proposed policy statement which reflect divergent views of a policy 
nature which emerged in the PB:

Par. 4, p. 2, last sentence: The JCS [illegible in the original] its posi-
tion on this language which questions the U.S. capability to develop 
and deploy an adequate anti-ICBM system during the 1960’s, bar-
ring technological breakthrough. It appears that this JCS reservation 
applies equally to subsequent parts of the paper dealing with Relative 
Emphasis (Par. 7) and Civil Defense (Par. 20). Accordingly, at this point 
the Council might hear the comments of JCS concerning its reserva-
tion, before moving on to a consideration of succeeding “splits” which 
involve the same JCS position. (CALL ON: JCS, for comment on the 
bracketed last sentence of Par. 4).

Par. 7, p. [illegible in the original]: At this point in the paper there 
appears a split on the question of Relative Emphasis which should be 
applied as between active and passive measures to defend our retalia-
tory capability and our civilian population (a definition of “active” and 
“passive” defenses appears in the footnote on p. 2). The issue involved 
here begins with the agreed statement in Par. 6 that predominant empha-
sis should continue to be placed on measures (i.e., whether “active” or 
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“passive”) to protect our nuclear retaliatory power. Next appears the 
Majority view in Par. 7 (left hand column) which begins with a specific 
reference to the increasing ICBM threat and the present limitations on 
our active defenses. In Par. 7–a, while recognizing the need for “active” 
defenses, a particular effort to exploit “passive” measures is called for—
and in 7– b, the Majority view extends this principle to a requirement 
for increased attention to “passive” defense of the U.S. population. The 
Minority view of Budget and JCS (right hand column) called for a con-
tinued balance of “active” and “passive” measures, consistent with the 
changing nature of the Soviet threat and other factors—with a specific 
requirement in Par. 7– A for predominant emphasis on “active” defenses, 
and particular emphasis on both “active” and “passive” measures to 
protect our nuclear retaliatory power (but at this point the JCS part 
company with Budget, and the JCS would call for increased attention 
to “passive” defense of the civilian population). Perhaps the Council 
would now want to discuss this question, beginning with comment 
from the Majority and Minority proponents, before discussing a later 
split on Civil Defense aspects. (CALL ON: Defense—and then Budget 
and JCS).

Par. 20, p. 15: In this paragraph on Civil Defense, there is in some 
respects a continuation of the preceding split on Relative Emphasis. 
There has been circulated to the NSC a related paper on “Measures for 
the Passive Defense of the Population with Particular Regard to Fallout 
Shelters.” The pertinence of the OCDM paper will be apparent from an 
oral summary of it which the OCDM Director is now prepared to give 
to the Council. (CALL ON: OCDM).

(After the OCDM Presentation): The OCDM presentation on Fallout 
Shelters appears to sharpen the policy issues involved in the alternative 
views which are set forth in Pars. 20 and 21 of the Continental Defense 
paper.

Alternative I, the Majority view (p. 15–16) would identify an effec-
tive civil defense as providing a deterrent to enemy attack, and a com-
prehensive system of fallout shelters is described as a key element of 
civil defense (JCS objected to the second sentence of Par. 20 in which 
the questionable prospect for an active defense (against ICBM’s in the 
1960’s is stated as a reason for the urgent development of an effective 
civil defense). CALL ON: Defense and JCS.

Alternative II, the Treasury view, is stated, on p. 16—and the dif-
ference of views appears to relate mainly to the brakes which would 
be put on Federal financing of a shelter program, admittedly desirable 
though it may be. (CALL ON: Secretary of the Treasury).

Alternative III, (Budget view) on p. 16– A, is a restatement of present 
Continental Defense policy on Civil Defense (Par. 24 of NSC 5802/1) 
with a cross reference to existing policy on Fallout Shelter which was 
stated in NSC 5807/2 (at a time when greater weight was given to the 
prospects for an adequate active defense against ICBM’s). CALL ON: 
Budget Director.

Par. 23, p. 17: The split here is on the emphasis which should be 
placed on the dispersal of the population as a civil defense objective, in 
relation to the fallout shelter program. (CALL ON: Budget, for comment 
on the Minority view.)

Par. 25, p. 17: Raises the issue as to whether the future stockpiling of 
civil defense items should be confined to requirements for initial recov-
ery from attack, or extended to recovery after attack. Treasury- Defense- 
Budget hold the Minority view that our policy should be limited to 
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stockpiling for the initial post- attack period, and limited to measures 
involving least disruption to the economy, least cost to the Government, 
and with maximum private participation, as provided in present policy. 
(CALL ON: OCDM Director, to speak to the Majority view.)

Par. 24, p. 17: Reflects the Minority view of Treasury and Budget 
that Federal advice and guidance to industry on recovery from attack 
should be limited to the initial post- attack period.

Miscellaneous Issues

5. At other points in the paper appear other split views which the 
Council may wish to consider:

Par. 12– b, p. 9–10: Here the JCS differed with the Majority on the 
question of whether U.S. efforts to develop an anti- ICBM capability 
should proceed to a completed system, or whether in the course of that 
development there should be provision for some operational capability 
without waiting for the complete system. A comparative study of U.S. 
and Soviet programs to develop anti- ballistic missile capabilities was 
reported to the President in October by the Comparative Evaluation 
Group—with no recommendation for efforts to demonstrate a kill capa-
bility prior to completion of the current NIKE ZEUS program, although 
the psychological advantage of an early demonstration was recognized. 
(CALL ON: JCS for comment on the language proposed for Par. 12– b).

Par. 19– a. p. 15: Here, Defense- JCS propose deletion of the final 
clause which would require that the Secretary of Defense consult with 
the Director of OCDM before locating new fixed retaliatory bases and 
major administrative headquarters. (CALL ON: Defense and OCDM)

Par. 19– b. p. 15: There is agreement on the requirement for fallout 
shelter in the construction of new Federal civilian buildings of suit-
able size. However, as to existing Federal buildings, the majority favor 
incorporation of fallout shelter in all buildings capable of such incor-
poration, whereas Treasury- Budget feel that fallout shelter should be 
incorporated into only those existing buildings which may be selected 
on a basis of relative criticality. (CALL ON: Treasury and Budget).

282. Briefing Note for the December 20 NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 19, 1960

The first part of the [illegible in the original] item is a report by 
NASA on its outer space programs.

At the meeting on November 7, 1960, the Council heard a presen-
tation by [illegible in the original] on the outer space programs being 

1 Source: NASA space programs. Confidential. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, NSC Records.
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conducted under Defense auspices, [illegible in the original] that meet-
ing that the President requested NASA to present to the Council a 
report (a) on the outer space programs now being conducted under 
the auspices of NASA, and (b) on the level of effort the United States 
should devote to non-military outer space activities in the future.

(CALL ON: DR. [illegible in the original])
The second part of the first item is a presentation by Dr. Kistiakowsky 

of a report by the Science Advisory Committee on “Man in Space.”
(CALL ON: DR. KISTIAKOWSKY)

283. Memorandum of Discussion at the 470th NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 20, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 470th Meeting of the National Security Council, December 20, 1960

Present at the 470th meeting were The President of the United 
States, Presiding; the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense; and 
the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Administration. Also pres-
ent were Mr. Fred C. Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Director, National Science 
Foundation (Item 1); the Administrator, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (Item 1); the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Technology (Item 1); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Acting Director, U.S. 
Information Agency; the Special Assistants to the President for National 
Security Affairs and for Security Operations Coordination; the White 
House Staff Secretary; the Deputy Director, OCDM; Mr. Gerard 
C. Smith and Mr. J. Graham Parsons, Assistant Secretaries of State; the 
Deputy Administrator, NASA (Item 1); the Associate Administrator, 
NASA (Item 1); Mr. Franklyn W. Philllips, NASA (Item 1); Mr. Herbert 
York and Mr. Haydn Williams, Department of Defense; Mr. Douglas 
R. Lord, Office of the Special Assistant to the President for Science and 
Technology (Item 1); Mr. Huntington Sheldon, Central Intelligence 
Agency (Item 1); the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy 
Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Outer Space Programs Under the Auspices of NASA. 
Top Secret; Eyes Only. Extracts—7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. 
Drafted on December 21.
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1. OUTER SPACE PROGRAMS UNDER THE AUSPICES OF NASA
(NSC Action No. 2328)

Mr. Gray introduced Dr. Glennan’s presentation on the subject. (A 
copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, 
and another is attached to this memorandum.

Dr. Glennan said the NASA presentation would fall into two parts: 
(1) a long- range identification of NASA objectives, which he would dis-
cuss; and (2) a more detailed examination of the NASA program now 
under way or planned for FY 1962, which Dr. Dryden would discuss.

Dr. Glennan began his part of the presentation by noting that a 
year ago NASA had developed its first long-range plan establishing 
space objectives for eight to ten years in the future. NASA had just com-
pleted a revision of this first long-range plan. Dr. Glennan believed the 
revised plan, as well as its funding, was more realistic than the first 
plan. He also noted that the funds required for space activities tended 
to increase rather than diminish.

Dr. Glennan then displayed a chart indicating that in 1960 NASA 
had accomplished first launchings of a meteorological satellite, a passive 
reflector communications satellite, a SCOUT vehicle, a THOR-DELTA 
vehicle, and an AGENA–B vehicle. A suborbital flight of an astronaut had 
failed. In addition, a scientific satellite (PIONEER 5) had been launched 
into a sub orbit to demonstrate long-distance communications.

Dr. Glennan displayed a large chart showing the major target dates 
for NASA missions from 1961 through 1970. This chart indicated that in 
1961 such missions as the following would be attempted: the suborbital 
flight of an astronaut, an ATLAS-CENTAUR firing, the firing of the first 
stage of SATURN, and so on. The program would continue with an 
impact landing of instruments on the moon and a test of the planetary 
space craft in 1962; the firing of the second and third stages of SATURN 
and a soft instrument landing on the moon in 1963; the orbiting of an 
astronomical observer, a MARS-VENUS probe, and the qualification of 
the C–2 SATURN engine in 1964; the qualification of a very large rocket 
engine and the testing of a prototype of the main space capsule beyond 
MERCURY in 1965; the flight test of a nuclear rocket and the landing of 
mobile instruments on the moon in 1966 or 1967; the sending of a space 
craft in orbit around another planet in 1968 to 1970; and a man landing 
on the moon after 1970.

Dr. Glennan said that NASA anticipated 25 to 30 major space flights 
per year, ranging from JUNO– 2, ATLAS-ABLE and THOR- DELTA to 
NOVA in 1968.

Dr. Glennan then turned to present and projected NASA budgets. 
He displayed a chart indicating that expenditures for most purposes 
would continue to rise, on the assumption that projected programs 
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would continue. He noted that the NASA long- range- plan provided for 
making decisions at certain specified dates—for example, 1963 would 
be the time to decide whether to proceed with the expensive NOVA 
concept. Dr. Glennan said that NASA has now been in business 27 
months, and was just beginning to carry out its own program. Up to the 
present time, most of the program had been inherited from the Military 
Services. At the end of FY 1959, NASA had had just over 9000 employ-
ees; at the end of FY 1961, it had 18,900. Dr. Glennan said that less than 
2000 NASA employees were net additions to the Federal payroll; the 
remainder came to NASA as transfers from the Military Services.

Dr. Dryden then presented the NASA obligational authority as fol-
lows: FY 1959, $338.9 million; FY 1960, $523.6 million; FY 1961, $915.0 
million; and FY 1952, $1,159.2 million. Dr. Dryden then displayed a chart 
breaking the research and development item in the FY 1962 NASA budg et 
into 10 main and 14 subheadings. He then discussed NASA’s immedi-
ate flight schedule, and commented in greater detail on the MERCURY 
program. He said that in 1961 two MERCURY flights per month would 
be made until August. Other flights would be made to check after body 
heating on the capsule of the type which recently blew up, to carry a 
chimpanzee into space, to test maximum dynamic pressure, to check re- 
entry just below satellite speed, and to check the ground system. After 
that, the first manned flight would be made in a MERCURY vehicle, with 
a REDSTONE vehicle providing the propulsion. Continued manned 
flights would follow until in July of 1962 a manned orbital flight would 
be attempted for the first time. The FY 1966 budget provided $74 million 
for the MERCURY man- in- space program.

Dr. Dryden noted that the SATURN program would require $7 bil-
lion over nine years. Major decisions would be necessary before attempt-
ing a landing on the moon. Somewhere around the period of 1964 to 
1966, the United States would have to decide (1) whether to spend large 
sums of money to put a man on the moon, and (2) if a manned landing 
on the moon were to be attempted, what vehicle should be developed for 
the purpose? Dr. Dryden pointed out that a nuclear rocket having less 
weight than chemical rockets had been considered, and that there were 
also possibilities for rendezvous and electronic propulsion systems.

At the conclusion of the presentation, Mr. Gray asked if the mem-
bers of the Council had any questions. The President said he had a thou-
sand questions. Laymen could understand the curiosity of scientists, but 
perhaps could not as readily understand the haste with which scientists 
sought to satisfy their curiosity. In the space field there appeared to be no 
practical test of the immediate usefulness of a program. The President 
wondered how to segregate those elements of the program which would 
be useful from those elements which would not be so useful. He said he 
did not care whether the man landed on the moon soft or hard. He was 
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anxious to do whatever was necessary for security, but wished to avoid 
the development of a SPUTNIK complex. He felt we must be concerned 
with developing a gauge with which to measure the value of space pro-
grams. He noted that the cost of space programs was still rising when Dr. 
Glennan’s chart ended in 1970. He was not prepared to say that he would 
support a program of $2.4 billion for space activities in 1970.

Dr. Glennan said he did not disagree fundamentally with the 
President’s views. However, in developing a long- range plan he 
assumed that programs already started would continue. He had been 
careful to point out that at various specific dates in the future decisions 
should be made as to the continuance of various programs. This year 
had been one point of decision. He had already decided not to embark 
on a full- scale man- in- space program beyond MERCURY. Dr. Glennan 
also pointed out that a substantial portion of the funds going into the 
development of vehicles would result in the ability to launch satellites 
or to engage in manned space flight.

The President recalled that two years ago $1 billion was spoken of as 
the upper limit of the space program. Now it appears that the $1 billion 
ceiling will be breached in 1962. The President said he was reluctant to 
spend sums of this magnitude on space activities. He had no hesitation 
in supporting vast programs for the security of the country, or programs 
designed to acquire specific scientific information, or programs which 
were necessary for psychological reasons; but he believed the $1.9 billion 
which he had seen on the chart should be cut back.

Mr. Gray then called on Dr. Kistiakowsky to present a report by 
a panel of the Science Advisory Committee on “Man in Space”. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky said he wanted to estimate the cost of landing a man on the 
moon. He assured the Council that what he had to say was very unpleas-
ant, particularly to Mr. Stans’ ears. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that to land a 
man on the moon after 1970, we needed to develop a rocket bigger than 
the SATURN rocket. A panel of the Science Advisory Committee, consist-
ing of industry men as well as long- haired scientists, had concluded that 
the man- in- space program cannot now be justified on scientific grounds, 
but can only be justified on the basis of an emotional urge for exploration 
such as the urge which motivated Columbus. The President said that, like 
Isabella, we were hocking our jewels for this purpose. Dr. Kistiakowsky, 
continuing, said that the man- in- space program could also be justified on 
the political ground of prestige. He noted that no money could be saved 
by eliminating instrumented flights and going directly to manned flights 
because development of the instruments was an essential prerequisite 
of man’s flight into space. After this introduction, Dr. Kistiakowsky dis-
played charts showing that the total cost, 1961–1975, would be $3 billion 
for SATURN, and from $25.5 to $53 billion for NOVA. The composite 
expenditures for SATURN and NOVA, 1961– 1975, would be from $33.5 
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billion to $46 billion. Dr. Kistiakowsky concluded by saying he would 
not attempt to estimate the cost of landing a man on Mars, but he knew it 
would be several times as great as the cost of a moon landing.

Mr. Scribner asked about the cost of landing a man on the moon 
versus the cost of bringing him back to earth again. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
replied that a man could be landed on the moon without a return trip 
for the cost of SATURN—that is, $8 to $9 billion.

Dr. Waterman said he wished to endorse Dr. Kistiakowsky’s state-
ments about the general attitude of scientists toward the man- in- space 
program. He believed scientific observation was important, but thought 
there was no need to send a man into space if scientific observation 
could be made by means of instruments alone.

The President raised the question of the rate at which space activi-
ties were developing. He said the SPUTNIK complex impelled us to do 
everything yesterday. He noted that the first time a man was lost in an 
attempted space flight we would be compelled to start over again and 
spend twice as much. He agreed with the remarks of Dr. Waterman. He 
had to think about the country as a whole, the economy, and the other 
demands on the budget. He believed it might be necessary to establish 
an annual budgetary ceiling for space activities. Dr. Dryden said the 
total cost of space activities would not be reduced by spreading the pro-
gram over a longer period of years. The President agreed, but pointed 
out that not as great a sum would have to be spent in any one year.

Secretary Gates wondered why it would not be desirable to spend 
more money on getting scientists to work in laboratories and less on 
hardware. He believed our space programs, as well as our defense 
programs, might advance more rapidly if more time was spent think-
ing and working on the drawing boards instead of building hardware 
which might not function when it was completed. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
pointed out that there was a human urge to build a prototype soon after 
it had been conceived.

Mr. Stans said the NASA budget was the most difficult one on which 
he had worked, except for the Defense budget. The Bureau of the Budget 
had worked very closely with Dr. Glennan, and was convinced that the 
figures presented by Dr. Glennan were about as low as any that could be 
achieved short of the cancellation of major programs such as SATURN. 
The figures in the NASA budget were in effect the result of program deci-
sions made some time ago. The President noted that NASA had over 
18,000 employees. He wondered whether money couldn’t be saved if the 
number of employees could be reduced to say, 15,000. Dr. Dryden said 
the really large expenditures in the NASA program would not be reduced 
by reducing the payroll. The President said he was concerned about the 
pace of accomplishment. He wondered why a particular flight had to be 
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made in 1963 instead of in 1965. He felt that our scientific knowledge of 
space depended on the gradual accumulation of data.

Dr. Kistiakowsky felt that to a large extent the extent the objectives of 
the space program must be charged to the cold war. The Soviets had suc-
ceeded by propaganda in instilling the idea that achievements in space 
were an accurate over- all measure of a country’s scientific and techno-
logical potential. Perhaps it was necessary to re- educate people here and 
abroad to the fact that there are other measures of scientific achievement 
besides space activities. After such re-education, the space program could 
be slowed down without adverse political effects. The President believed 
that he could use $1 billion to better advantage on some other aspect of 
the cold war. Secretary Gates thought the cold war argument had been 
refuted. The President added that $500 million more spent on our infor-
mation services might have more effect than the same amount spent on 
space. Dr. Waterman said that if space exploration could be international-
ized the competitive aspects of the space race would disappear.

Secretary Herter noted that at the Tehran and Istanbul meetings last 
year we had made a presentation to our allies on our space programs. 
Our allies had been very encouraged by this presentation because 
up to that time they had been concerned with propaganda about the 
Soviet achievements. Secretary Herter asked whether the Soviets had 
not already tried and failed to put a man in space. Mr. Dulles said the 
Soviets may have made such an attempt.

Mr. Gray said he had the impression that Drs. Glennan and 
Waterman and Kistiakowsky all took a dim view of the man- in- space 
program. He had not heretofore realized that this was the feeling of sci-
entists. The President said he was ready to say that he saw no scientific 
or psychological reason for carrying the man- in- space program beyond 
the MERCURY program. He thought the idea of a man on the moon was 
sheer Buck Rogers fiction. Dr. Glennan said his most difficult job was 
keeping the space program on a sensible basis. He believed that as solid 
scientific achievements were recorded from earlier space programs, the 
urge for putting man in space would disappear. The President said we 
were facing a difficult fiscal problem because our rate of expenditure 
was increasing faster than our economic growth.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed a presentation on the subject by the 
Administrator and Deputy Administrator, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, based primarily on the first annual revision of 
the NASA long- range plan.

b. Noted and discussed a presentation by the Special Assistant to 
the President for Science and Technology of a report by a panel of the 
Science Advisory Committee on “Man in Space”.

c. Agreed that further testing and experimentation will be nec-
essary to establish whether there are any valid scientific reasons for 
extending manned space flight beyond the MERCURY program.
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NOTE: The action in c above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Administrator, NASA.

[Omitted here are pages 7–15.]

Marion W. Boggs

284. Memorandum of Discussion at the 472d NSC Meeting1

Washington, December 29, 1960

SUBJECT

Discussion at the 472nd Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 
December 29, 1960

Present at the 472nd NSC Meeting were the President of the United 
States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State (Merchant); the Secretary 
of Defense; and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
Also present at the Meeting and participating in the Council actions 
below were Mr. Julian Paird for the Secretary of the Treasury; the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget; and the Attorney General (Items 1 and 
2). Also attending the Meeting were the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Chairman, Interdepartmental 
Committee on Internal Security (Items 1 and 2); Mr. Alan H. Belmont for 
the Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference (Items 1 and 
2); the Assistant to the President; the Special Assistants to the President 
for National Security Affairs and for Security Operations Coordination; 
the Naval Aide to the President (Items 1 and 2); Assistant Secretary of 
State Gerard C. Smith; Mr. Haydn Williams, Department of Defense; 
Mr. Huntington Sheldon, Central Intelligence Agency; the White House 
Staff Secretary; the Assistant White House Staff Secretary; the Executive 
Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the Meeting and the 
main points taken.

1 Source: Agenda item 1: Attack warning channels and procedures for civilians; 
Agenda item 4: Evacuation and protection of U.S. citizens in danger areas abroad. Top 
Secret. Extracts—9 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records.
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1.  ATTACK WARNING CHANNELS AND PROCEDURES FOR 
CIVILIANS

(NSC 5513/1; NSC Action No. 1565; Memos for NSC, same subject, 
dated February 20, 1957, December 3, 1959, December 14 and 28, 1960)

Mr. Gray introduced this subject to the Council. (A copy of Mr. 
Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another 
is attached to this Memorandum). In the course of his briefing, Mr. Gray 
called upon Captain Aurand, Chairman of the Special NSC Committee 
on Attack Warning Channels and Procedures, to summarize briefly the 
changes which the Committee proposes, with particular attention to 
revisions considered to be of a policy nature.

Captain Aurand referred to the chart now contained in NSC 5513/1 
and to the proposed new chart as circulated to the Council on December 
14. He said the Committee proposed two changes in attack warning 
channels and procedures which involved policy considerations. The 
first change involved the use of the CINCONAD DEFCONs as triggers 
for action, replacing strategic warnings, defense emergencies, and air 
defense readiness. The DEFCON system was a new system established 
by the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a uni-
form alert mechanism. In the process of adapting the old chart to the 
DEFCON system, the Committee had noted the DEFCON–3 called by 
Secretary Gates from Paris last spring. Some of the actions taken by the 
military as a result of the DEFCON came to the attention of the public 
and the press and a certain amount of public confusion resulted. The 
Committee believed that steps should be taken to prevent public con-
fusion or panic when a DEFCON is declared.

The President asked what was meant by the term DEFCON. 
Captain Aurand replied that DEFCON stood for “defense readiness 
condition”. DEFCON–1 and DEFCON–2 (the most serious DEFCONs) 
cannot be declared without public knowledge. The DEFCON–3 called 
from Paris last spring resulted in an excess amount of telephoning 
in some cities such as Denver with the result that the switchboards 
were jammed. Captain Aurand then turned to the second policy rec-
ommendation by the Committee, namely, a recommendation that 
the President delegate authority to the Secretary of Defense and 
the Director, OCDM jointly to make public announcements when 
DEFCONs are declared in order to avoid public speculation and con-
fusion. DEFCONs would be declared with such speed that the matter 
would not come to the attention of the President before announce-
ments were made locally.

Mr. Gray said the Planning Board had generally concurred in 
the recommendations of the Special Committee as summarized by 
Captain Aurand. However, the Chairman of the Planning Board (Mr. 
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Gray) did not fully agree with these recommendations. He believed 
that there should be a clear delegation of authority to make only local, 
not national, announcements upon the declaration of a DEFCON. 
He feared that panic might be stimulated by a public announcement 
made at any level of government lower than that of the President. 
The President asked what kind of an announcement would be made. 
Captain Aurand replied that the local OCDM Director would state 
that the Air Defense Command had declared a state of readiness, that 
people should continue their normal conduct, that telephones should 
not be used excessively, and that the public should listen for further 
announcements on the radio. There would be no reference in the local 
announcement to the reason for declaring a DEFCON; any such state-
ment of reasons would be reserved for the national announcement by 
the President. Announcements of this kind would apply to the declara-
tion of DEFCONs 1 and 2 and conditionally as indicated in the chart to 
the declaration of DEFCON–3.

The President wondered how the Secretary of Defense and the 
Director, OCDM could coordinate with each other more rapidly than 
they could consult the President. Captain Aurand said that identical 
situations would obtain in many DEFCONs so that the proposed public 
announcements could be planned and “packaged” in advance. Captain 
Aurand added that there was a conditional [text not declassified]. The 
President asked how the Secretary of Defense and the Director, OCDM 
would consult regarding the public announcements. Mr. Gray said he 
presumed the two officials would consult in advance. The President 
wondered how authority could be given to local officials to make an 
announcement of the kind contemplated.

Secretary Gates felt that a public announcement would have to 
be made at the national level quite frequently when DEFCONs were 
declared. He expected that a DEFCON–3 would be declared every 
month or so as a drill and he hoped there would not be a public 
announcement on each such occasion. Captain Aurand said no public 
announcement would be made in the case of drills. Governor Hoegh 
added that no public announcement would be made on DEFCON–3 
unless the public had already obtained information concerning the 
alert; and then the announcement would be for the purpose of put-
ting the activity into a lower key. Mr. Hoegh recalled that in the case 
of last spring’s DEFCON–3, OCDM had announced in Denver that 
the activity was a test exercise. The President wondered why it could 
not be announced in most cases that a test exercise was underway. 
Governor Hoegh thought such an announcement would still require 
advance coordination. The President thought some of the difficulties 
in this field would be avoided if we could announce that a drill was 
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underway. Secretary Gates believed inquiries would still be directed 
to the Pentagon. Captain Aurand pointed out that the DEFCON–3 
called last spring was not a drill. The President said that the DEFCON 
was really a drill. Captain Aurand said it was not called a drill. Mr. 
Gray pointed out that the chart proposed by the Special Committee 
was designed for the actual situation, not for a drill. The President 
believed there should be some way of calling an alert without fright-
ening everyone.

General Lemnitzer thought that DEFCONs should be called reg-
ularly. The appropriate commanders should be informed that these 
DEFCONs are drills and if the public becomes aware of the DEFCONs, 
it should be announced publicly that drills are underway. The President 
agreed that if drills were called frequently, the public would become 
accustomed to them. Governor Hoegh pointed out that DEFCONs– 1 
and 2 probably indicated that strategic warning had been received. He 
felt a great deal of weight should be given to warning under conditions 
of nuclear war. When DEFCON–1 was called, the people should be 
warned so that they can help prepare themselves for attack. Secretary 
Gates said that under DEFCON–1 conditions, all planes would take to 
the air and the President would make a public announcement. Mr. Gray 
pointed out that the chart proposed by the Special Committee did not 
require Presidential participation. The President said the chart did not 
require Presidential participation but, nevertheless, he said such partic-
ipation would be desirable.

Mr. Gray then called on Governor Hoegh to indicate the signifi-
cant non- military actions which would be taken by OCDM in DEFCON 
situations. Governor Hoegh said that DEFCONs– 5, – 4 and – 3 primar-
ily required only staff action. Under DEFCON–2 OCDM would verify 
conditions with its Regional Directors, notify the heads of agencies, 
advise on public information releases, notify the governors, brief the 
staff, update recommendations regarding the relocation site, recall key 
officials from leave, inform and notify the White House of the OCDM 
readiness status. Under DEFCON–l OCDM would issue a public 
announcement urging that readiness measures be taken, would recall 
all officials from leave, would order 50 percent of the pre- designated 
emergency personnel to occupy the relocation site, would call up 
the Executive Reserve, would assure the immediate availability of 
Presidential Action Documents, and would initiate twenty- four hour 
operations at the relocation site.

The President said that there ought to be among the President’s 
Action Documents a draft of the President’s broadcast for use in 
DEFCON–1. When conditions became this serious, the President had 
a duty to inform the public right away. He felt a draft Presidential 
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announcement of about 150 words with some blanks left to be filled 
in at the last minute was a necessity. Governor Hoegh pointed out 
that that conditions varied a great deal from one DEFCON situation to 
another. The President said the thermonuclear bomb did not vary very 
much and was the bomb which made all these preparations necessary. 
He believed it was desirable to tell the people what to do. In response to 
a question from Governor Hoegh, the President said the draft broadcast 
should be kept secret and would be a part of the Presidential Emergency 
Documents.

Mr. Gray then pointed out that the Planning Board proposed to 
amend Footnote No. 3 of the chart to include CINCLANT as one of 
the commands which can declare DEFCONs outside the continental 
U.S. He went on to indicate that Dr. Kistiakowsky’s representative on 
the Planning Board had raised the question whether warnings Yellow 
and Red would be transmitted directly to the White House from 
CINCONAD instead of being routed through the Joint War Room. The 
President said extra time was consumed by having additional people 
transmitting messages. General Lemnitzer said no delay resulted from 
routing the warning through the Joint War Room. Transmission of the 
message to the White House was only a matter of pushing the button 
which caused a prepared tape to be played. Secretary Gates, however, 
saw no objection to transmitting these warnings directly to the White 
House if this proved to be feasible. Mr. Gray said he would have this 
matter looked into.

Mr. Gray then pointed out that Dr. Kistiakowsky’s representative 
in the Planning Board had felt that Warning Yellow as described in the 
proposed chart should be based on “warning indications” rather than 
on “intelligence” that hostile aircraft or missiles are suspected of being 
enroute to the U.S. Secretary Gates felt the word “intelligence” was cor-
rectly used in the chart proposed by the Committee.

The President said that every war started under unexpected con-
ditions. Therefore, he wished to place a caveat on all delegations of 
Presidential authority, that the President should he consulted if feasible. 
Such consultation might require better communications, for example, a 
telephone line direct from the War Room to the White House. Mr. Gray 
said he would ask the Committee to examine this matter. The President 
said he had no serious quarrel with the procedures described in the 
chart but he believed if the President could be reached, he should be con-
sulted. Secretary Gates pointed out that the President was on the com-
mand line. As soon as command conferences are set up, the President 
would be consulted. General Lemnitzer said the President could be 
in various places at various time. The important communication was 
the message from the War Room to the White House Communications 
Center, which knows where the President is at all times and is able to 
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get word to him. The President said it might be possible to get through 
to the President directly without going through intermediaries 80 per 
cent of the time. Captain Aurand said a direct message to the President 
would save only two to three seconds. The President said it was not 
worth initiating some special procedure in order to save that amount 
of time. General Goodpaster said that any report of such significance 
as to warrant bringing it to the attention of the President was given to 
the President without awaiting evaluation and would be accompanied 
by a statement that it had not been evaluated. The President agreed 
that any information of great significance coming to the attention of the 
War Room must be passed on to the President. Mr. Dulles said there 
was a regular procedure for giving the President important information 
through intelligence channels. The President said that any warning of 
any great significance on BMEWS would automatically cause a warn-
ing to be flashed on the White House board. He was referring not to the 
responsibilities of individuals but to an automatic mechanism.

In response to a question from Captain Aurand, Mr. Gray said that 
the Special Committee would be asked to review the chart in the light 
of the discussion, including an insertion of language indicating that the 
announcements called for would be local announcements.

Mr. Stans said January 20 or January 21, from the enemy point of 
view, would be an ideal date for an attack on the U.S. The President 
said he had asked representatives of the new Administration to get in 
touch with Captain Aurand and General Goodpaster. Mr. Stans said 
he was concerned about civil defense activities since no successor to 
Governor Hoegh had been designated. The President said he shared 
the concern expressed by Mr. Stans. For instance, he might have to 
issue sudden orders to the fleet in view of the explosive situation in 
Laos. However, he had been unable to get the incoming Administration 
to realize the importance of this area of activity. General Persons said 
he was urging Mr. Clifford to have the new Administration put offi-
cials in touch with officials of the present Administration in these key 
fields.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the enclosures to the reference memorandum of 
December 14, 1960; in the light of an oral presentation by the Chairman, 
NSC Special Committee on Attack Warning Channels and Procedures 
for Civilians, and of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (transmitted 
by the reference memorandum of December 28, 1960).

b. Noted the President’s view that, in the event of receipt of infor-
mation which might require the declaration of DEFCON 1, 2, 3 or 4, 
the President should be immediately advised and consulted if at all 
feasible, to include specific comment as to whether the information 
has been evaluated. The President also suggested that consideration 
be given to preparing in advance a draft of a possible Presidential 
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announcement in the event of a declaration of DEFCON 1. In addition, 
the President stated that tests of action to be taken under DEFCON 
3, 4 or 5 should be clearly identified as routine drills or exercises to 
the responsible commanders or officials and, when necessary, to the 
public.

c. Requested the NSC Special Committee on Attack Warning 
Channels and Procedures for Civilians to revise the chart enclosed 
with the reference memorandum of December 14, 1960, in the light of 
the discussion at this meeting, and submit it for consideration by the 
Council by Memorandum Action.

NOTE: The action in b above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Director, 
OCDM.

The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Chairman, NSC Special Committee, for 
appropriate implementation.

[Omitted here are pages 7–10.]

4.  EVACUATION AND PROTECTION OF U.S. CITIZENS IN DANGER 
AREAS ABROAD

(NSC 106/3; NSC Action No. 2259– b–(1); Memo for NSC from 
Acting Executive Secretary, same subject, dated August 8, 1960; 
Executive Order 10893, dated November 8, 1960; Memo for NSC from 
Executive Secretary, same subject, dated November 29, 1960; NSC 6019; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated December 
15, 1960)

Mr. Gray presented NSC 6019 to the Council. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum).

In the course of his briefing, Mr. Gray referred to the three changes 
in the agreed Planning Board paper proposed by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and called upon General Lemnitzer.

General Lemnitzer said one suggestion offered by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff was designed to meet the problem that was always arising in 
planning, i.e., how to divide military forces between the missions of 
(1) evacuation and (2) military action. In his view the commander in 
the field was the only one who could properly decide how to divide 
his forces to meet competing requirements. Mr. Merchant said the first 
change proposed by the JCS was acceptable to the State Department.

General Lemnitzer, turning to the second JCS proposal, said he 
believed the word “coordinating” was preferable to the phrase “act-
ing under the general supervision of the Ambassador.” The President 
said that, in his view, the Department of State should approve the pol-
icy of evacuating U.S. citizens from danger areas but from that point 
on evacuation operations were almost entirely a military matter. It 
would be wrong to designate the Ambassador as the official in charge 
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of operations which were approaching a condition of hostilities. Mr. 
Merchant said that the interim guidance on this subject approved by 
the President on August 25 contained the phrase “acting under the gen-
eral supervision of the Ambassador.” However, Mr. Merchant believed 
that the military operation should not be conducted under the gen-
eral supervision of the Ambassador but that the evacuation operation 
should be under the Ambassador’s supervision. The President believed 
one difficulty lay in deciding where supervision begins and ends. He 
had frequently insisted that the Chief of Mission must be the principal 
U.S. authority in a foreign country. The question was, at what point does 
our chief diplomatic official cease to have overall authority and respon-
sibility. Of one thing he was sure, namely, that we would need both a 
good Ambassador and a good military commander in the event evacu-
ation operations were necessary. General Lemnitzer said the JCS were 
not raising any question as to the overall authority of the Ambassador 
but they did question the extent to which he should become involved 
in military operations. The President, with an assist from Mr. Merchant, 
then proposed the language in Paragraph 5–c–(1) of NSC 6019 which 
appears in the action below.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject contained 
in NSC 6019; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon, 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of December 15, 1960.

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 6019, subject to the fol-
lowing amendments:

(1) Pages 5 and 6, subparagraph 5– c– (1): Add at the end of the first 
sentence the clause “who will respond to the extent which they con-
sider militarily feasible”; and revise the second sentence to read as fol-
lows: “Responsibility for the conduct of such evacuation operations 
by military forces rests wholly with the military commander, acting in 
coordination with, and under evacuation policies established by, the 
principal U.S. diplomatic or consular representative.”

(2) Page 6, paragraph 6: Revise the first line to read as follows: “6. In 
implementing this policy, the”.

NOTE: NSC 6019, as amended by the action in b above, subse-
quently approved by the President; circulated as NSC 6019/1 for 
implementation by all appropriate Executive departments and agen-
cies of the U.S. Government under the coordination of the Secretaries 
of State and Defense.

Marion W. Boggs
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285. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Merchant to the 
NSC Executive Secretary1

Washington, December 30, 1960

SUBJECT

Protection Against BW and CW Attack

REFERENCE

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated December 15, 1960

As requested, I am indicating below my action with respect to the 
draft NSC Action on the subject:
Concur: ______
Do not concur: _________
Comments:

Livingston T. Merchant
Acting Secretary of State

Enclosure

Memorandum From Dorse to Merchant

Washington, December 28, 1960

SUBJECT

Protection against BW and CW Attack

In a memorandum dated October 17, 1960, the Chairman of the 
Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security (ICIS), on which 
State is represented, reported to the NSC that a review of the status 
of certain biological warfare (BW) and chemical warfare (CW) defense 
programs under the general cognizance of OCDM showed a deficiency 
in BW defense programs. The ICIS considers these deficiencies, which 
involve measures for rapid detection and identification of BW agents, 
to be a serious internal security shortcoming. The ICIS previously had 
suggested that OCDM request necessary funds for additional research 
on which to base development of procedures for rapid detection and 

1 Source: Concurrence with draft NSC action on protection against BW and CW attack; 
includes a memorandum to Merchant recommending a Department of State position. Con-
fidential. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/P–NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5802 and 6022 Series.
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identification of BW agents. However, the Director of OCDM had indi-
cated his belief that current research programs of the Department of 
Defense and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare are 
related to the problem and concluded that it would be difficult to justify 
a special request by OCDM for funds for the purpose recommended 
by ICIS.

It is understood that Defense is not optimistic that its research and 
development in this field will prove successful and believes there is 
need for additional research and development. HEW feels that current 
research will contribute little to a solution of the over- all problem. ICIS, 
therefore, has urged expansion of research in the BW field to eliminate 
present shortcomings and feels that OCDM is the appropriate agency 
for funding such additional research.

The NSC Planning Board recently considered the ICIS memoran-
dum on this subject and requested the President’s Special Assistant for 
Science and Technology to convene a special interdepartmental group 
to discuss technical questions relating to the problems of BW detec-
tion and identification. The group concluded that (a) there are specific 
research areas in this field which warrant exploration from a scientific 
point of view; (b) research programs of HEW and Defense will even-
tually accomplish results necessary for the attainment of departmen-
tal missions in this field; and (c) increased efforts in support of the 
ICIS concern for an early solution to the problem would require either 
expansion of current research or additional research.

Accordingly, the Planning Board has prepared the attached draft 
NSC record of action concurring in the ICIS view that research in the 
field of BW detection and identification is important from the view-
point of national security and directing the heads of all executive 
departments and agencies concerned to consider, in collaboration with 
OCDM, further actions that might be undertaken.

RECOMMENDATION:

That you concur in the draft NSC record of action by initialing the 
voting slip (Tab A) in the appropriate place.

CONCURRENCE:

S/P–Mr. Furnas
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Attachment

Note From Perkins to Ryder

Washington, December 19, 1960

SGA – Mr. Ryder

NSC Vote Slip Action: Protection Against BW and CW Attack

Attached is a copy of a memorandum of December 15 for the NSC 
from its Executive Secretary enclosing as suggested NSC action on the 
above subject, together with a copy of a vote slip for action by the Secretary.

You are requested to have prepared a memorandum to the Acting 
Secretary recommending whether or not he should concur in the adop-
tion of the proposed action by initialing the vote slip accordingly. The 
original of the vote slip will be retained in S/S and attached to the SCA 
memorandum when it is received.

The memorandum should be cleared by S/P–Mr. Furnas and 
should be received in S/S by December 28 (we believe that the Secretary 
will not be in the Department on that date).

Raymond L. Perkins
S/S– RO

Ext. 5262
cc: S/P– Mr. Furnas

Attachment

Memorandum From Lay to the NSC

Washington, December 15, 1960

SUBJECT

Protection Against BW and CW Attack

REFERENCES

A. NSC 5802/1, paragraph 16
B. Executive Order 10421
C. Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, subject: “BW Detection and Iden-

tification”, dated October 17, 1960

The NSC Planning Board has considered the letter on the subject 
from the Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security 
(circulated by Reference A), and recommends that the National Security 
Council adopt the draft NSC Action attached hereto.

It is requested that each member of the National Security Council, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau 
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of the Budget, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, indicate 
his action with respect to the attached draft NSC Action by completing 
and returning the enclosed memorandum form, if possible by or before 
Thursday, December 29, 1960.2

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference
The Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security

Attachment

Draft Record of Action by the National Security Council

PROTECTION AGAINST BW AND CW ATTACK

(NSC 5802/1, paragraph 16; Executive Order 10421; Memo for 
NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, subject: “BW Detection and 
Identification”, dated October 17, 1960; Memo for NSC from Executive 
Secretary, subject: “Protection Against BW and CW Attack”, dated 
December 15, 1960)

a. Concurred in the judgment of the NSC Planning Board that 
research in the field of BW detection and identification is important 
from the viewpoint of national security.

b. Noted the request of the President that the heads of all 
Executive departments and agencies concerned, in collaboration pur-
suant to Executive Order 10421 with the Director, Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization, consider actions that might be undertaken to 
protect vital facilities (including government buildings) against BW 
and CW attack, utilizing presently available measures as appropriate.

NOTE: The action in a above, as approved by the President subse-
quently transmitted to the Secretaries of Defense and Health, Education 
and Welfare, and the Director, Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, 
for guidance in the initiation and conduct of research and development 
programs related to this problem.

The action in b above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to all appropriate Executive departments and agencies for 
appropriate implementation.

2 Memorandum form not enclosed. [Footnote is in the original.]
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286. NSC Report1

NSC 6027 Washington, December 30, 1960

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
to the

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
on

CHANNELS FOR TRANSMISSION OF WARNING OF ATTACK

REFERENCES

A. NSC 116
B. NSC Action No. 2215– c

The NSC Planning Board on December 6, 1960, reviewed NSC 116, 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 2215– c, and agreed that revisions of an 
editorial nature only were required to bring this policy up to date.

Accordingly, the enclosed statement of policy on the subject, incorpo-
rating the editorial revisions agreed upon by the Planning Board, is trans-
mitted herewith as NSC 6027 in accordance with NSC Action No. 2215– c, 
which provides that where NSC policy papers do not require “revision 
except of a purely editorial nature, the NSC Planning Board should make 
a written report to that effect to the Council as a matter of record.”

In approving paragraphs 4 and 5 of NSC 116 on September 19, 
1951, the President directed their implementation by all appropriate 
Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government, as indi-
cated therein. These instructions by the President continue to be appli-
cable to the enclosure.

NSC 6027 supersedes NSC 116.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: “Channels for Transmission of Warning of Attack.” Top Secret. 6 pp. 
NARA, RG 273, Policy Papers File.
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Enclosure

Statement of Policy

CHANNELS FOR TRANSMISSION OF WARNING OF ATTACK2

1. The Standing Group, in considering the provision of warning of 
imminent attack, has concluded that there is a clear requirement for cer-
tain defined national responsibilities and established secure channels 
for the transmission of warning of attack.

2. The Standing Group has suggested that the following respon-
sibilities should be recognized by the signatory Powers of the North 
Atlantic Treaty, and should be included in orders to the Major 
Commands of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO):

a. The discoverer of credible information indicating definite prepa-
rations for, or movement in initiation of attack against any element of 
NATO is responsible that the substance of such information be trans-
mitted immediately through the duly established channels for the infor-
mation of the Major Commands of NATO and the Standing Group.

b. Each Power and each Major Command of NATO is responsible 
for preventing the transmission in its name of unofficial and/or une-
valuated warning of attack. To this end, it should advise the Standing 
Group and the Major Commands of NATO as to the agencies who are 
authorized to transmit warning messages.

c. Only in extreme emergency, in which the element of time would 
prohibit normal complete processing through internal channels, should 
there be recourse to releasing the information at some lower level.

3. The Standing Group suggested the following channels for 
transmission of urgent intelligence as being currently appropriate and 
adequate:

a. From the designated agency of the country or command first 
receiving AND EVALUATING the information, to the Standing Group 
via the duly established channels (see subparagraph 2– b above) with 
information copies to the NATO Major Commands.

b. In cases of extreme urgency, when the element of time is vital, 
any internationally identifiable agency (for example, ambassadors 
and commanders in chief, as opposed to those specifically designated) 
should inform the Standing Group by the quickest means available, 
with copies to Major Commands of NATO.

2 This paper was originally a memorandum for the Secretary of Defense from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, dated August 14, 1951. It was concurred in by the National Secu-
rity Council on September 18, 1951 (NSC Action No. 558) and paragraphs 4 and 5 were 
approved by the President on September 19, 1951. Pursuant to NSC Action No. 2215- c, 
the NSC Planning Board editorially revised the paper, to bring it up to date, by amending 
paragraph 4 and deleting paragraph 6 of the 1951 paper. [Footnote is in the original.]
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4. In implementation of subparagraph 3– a above, it is considered 
that advantage should be taken of existing agencies and action chan-
nels. At present, intelligence is furnished to the Watch Committee 
of the United States Intelligence Board by the Department of State, 
the Central Intelligence Agency, the Military Services, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and the Atomic Energy Commission. This 
intelligence is quickly evaluated by the Watch Committee and its 
conclusions immediately given to the United States Intelligence 
Board which, in turn, through the Director of Central Intelligence, 
advises the National Security Council. The personnel and functions 
of these agencies (Watch Committee, United States Intelligence Board 
and National Security Council) are so inter- related and organized as 
to provide for the most expeditious handling of and making recom-
mendations to the President on matters concerning information on 
the imminence of attack. It may be noted that the Watch Committee is 
composed of representatives from all agencies dealing with the eval-
uation of intelligence, with their superiors constituting the United 
States Intelligence Board, whose superiors in turn are either mem-
bers of or attend the meetings of the National Security Council. The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who normally attends these 
meetings, ensures that the U.S. Representative to the Standing Group 
is kept informed. It is therefore considered that in order to provide 
both political and military consideration, the President, on the advice 
of the National Security Council, should authorize the transmittal 
of warning of attack messages to the Standing Group and Major 
Commands of NATO. It is further considered that, in view of the 
communications channels available to them, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
should be the U.S. agency to transmit warning of attack messages. In 
case actual hostilities have commenced, or the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
consider hostilities too imminent that time is of vital importance, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be authorized to transmit to NATO 
such warning of attack messages simultaneously with transmission 
to the President, the members of the National Security Council and 
the Director of Central Intelligence.

5. It is considered that, in cases of extreme urgency, when the 
element of time is vital (reference subparagraph 3– b above), informa-
tion available to the United States of the imminence or actual com-
mencement of hostilities will reach the Standing Group and the Major 
Commands of NATO through already established intelligence proce-
dures and channels which are internationally identifiable.
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287. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, December 26, 1957

SUBJECT

U. S. Policy on Control of Armaments

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1419
B. NSC Action No. 1513 and Annex thereto
C. NSC Action No. 1553 and Annex thereto
D. NSC 5707/8
E. NSC Actions Nos. 1676 and 1722

The enclosed report on the subject, prepared by the Special Assist
ant to the President for Disarmament, is transmitted herewith for pre
liminary consideration by the National Security Council at its meeting 
on Monday, January 6, 1958.

Also enclosed for the information of the Council are Annexes A, 
B and C (consisting of maps referred to in the enclosed report); and 
Annex D, “Proposals for Partial Measures of Disarmament”, made 
by Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United States in the 
SubCommittee of the UN Disarmament Commission.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Special Assistant to the President for Disarmament
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits memorandum on revision of U.S. policy on disarmament: test 
suspension, reduction of military personnel, protection against surprise attack. Secret. 
19 pp. NARA, RG 273, Official Meeting Minutes File, 350th Meeting, Tab A.
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Attachment

Memorandum From Lay to the NSC

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL HOLDERS OF: Memo for NSC from 
Executive Secretary, subject: “U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments”, 
dated December 26, 1957

The attached revised Memorandum for the National Security 
Council is transmitted herewith for attachment to the above mentioned 
memorandum, superseding that memorandum presently attached 
thereto. The memorandum has been revised to include the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, in the cc’s at the bottom of the page.

It is requested that the superseded page be destroyed by burning, 
in accordance with security regulations.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

Enclosure

 Report Prepared by the Special Assistant to  
the President for Disarmament

Washington, December 27, 1957

REVISION OF U.S. POLICY ON DISARMAMENT

I. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Need for Review of U.S. Disarmament Position

1. Present basic policy states that the United States should “actively 
seek an international system for the regulation and reduction of armed 
forces and armaments”. (NSC Action No. 1419, June 30, 1955; NSC 
5707/8, June 3, 1957)

2. It is clear that the major developments since the last U.S. compre
hensive review of detailed positions on disarmament require an essen
tial revision of such detailed positions in order to form a reasonable 
foundation for actively seeking a sound and safeguarded agreement 
with the USSR on disarmament.

3. The U.S. net evaluation studies conducted by the General 
Thomas Committee; the Security Resources Panel Report (Gaither 
Group); and the U.S. joint intelligence estimates; all point to the high 
degree of devastation which would result from a modern general war 
and thus confirm the soundness of the basic U.S. policy to actively seek 
a sound safeguarded agreement.
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4. One feature of the August 29th Western proposals2 widely 
criticized at the recent United Nations General Assembly sessions by 
Free World nations as well as by the Soviet Bloc countries, has been 
the “inseparability clause”. This clause is contained in Section XI of 
the August 29th proposals. It states: “This working paper is offered for 
negotiation on the understanding that its provisions are inseparable.”

5. The U.S. Ambassador in Moscow recently has reported: “I con
tinue to believe that the Soviets genuinely seek a first step agreement 
on disarmament and believe it is this they have chiefly in mind in press
ing for high level talks” (November 23, 1957). However, he considers 
that the Soviets from their standpoint regard the August 29th proposals 
as so heavily weighted in the West’s favor that the United States should 
not realistically expect the Soviet Union to accept them, nor should the 
United States consider the Soviet rejection of them to be a fair test of 
whether or not the Soviet is genuinely seeking an agreement. (Cable of 
Ambassador Thompson, September 3, 1957)

6. [text not declassified]
7. The only feasible way to ascertain whether or not the Soviet Union 

will enter into an inspected and safeguarded agreement which is rea
sonable and which would be mutually desirable because of a resultant 
reduction in the dangers of war, is to make an offer of such an agreement.

8. Making such an offer is also the only reliable manner in which 
the cohesion and support of the peoples of the free nations and of the 
uncommitted states can be maintained by the United States. This cohe
sion and support of the peoples of the free nations is vital to the security 
of the United States.

Separate Test Suspension

9. The United States has consistently held to the position that 
inspection is necessary for each step in each provision of any disarma
ment agreement. Thus when the Soviet Union proposed the suspension 
of nuclear testing, the United States insisted upon the requirement of 
inspection. In the informal bilateral discussions, carried on with full 
knowledge of the other Western partners at London, the Soviet Union 
on June 7, 1957, agreed to inspection stations inside the USSR to moni
tor the suspension of nuclear testing.

10. The United States has also consistently maintained that a first 
step should be carefully measured and should guard against a disad
vantageous result in the event of violation by the Soviet Union. Thus 
the United States insisted that a first agreement for test suspension 
should be of limited duration so that laboratories could be maintained 

2 See Annex D hereto. [Footnote is in the original.]
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in the event of a breach of the agreement. The Soviet Union finally 
responded in the informal bilateral discussions conducted in London 
with a counter proposal of an initial period of two or three years of 
nuclear test suspension.

11. Leading U.S. atomic scientists state that they could hold their 
laboratories and scientists together for a two year period if it was 
explained as being in the national interest, and they could during this 
period conduct highly desirable nuclear research without conducting 
test explosions.

12. [text not declassified]
13. At the UN General Assembly session on November 19, 1957, 

the key vote in the test suspension issue was taken on an Indian reso
lution which provided for an inspected suspension of tests of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons. The vote was 24 in favor, 34 against, and 
20 abstentions. The make up of this 34 voting with the United States 
was 27 nations in the NATO and Latin America groups, plus Austra
lia, Nationalist China, Pakistan, Spain, the Philippines, Israel, and New 
Zealand. New Zealand with its new Government has since changed its 
position and now favors a test suspension. Six Latin American coun
tries did not follow the U.S. lead—but even more significant was the 
fact that 24 Asian African countries did not support the United States. 
As indicated above, no African countries supported the United States 
on this vote, and only 4 Asian countries (Nationalist China, the Philip
pines, Pakistan, and Israel).

14. It is widely recognized that Asia and Africa are principal com
petitive battlegrounds and may probably swing the decisive weight 
between the Soviet Bloc and the Free World. The two leaders of two 
most influential Asian nations—India and Japan—have repeatedly and 
strongly spoken out in favor of a separate test suspension. Nehru, on 
December 10, 1957, said: “I feel that suspension of atomic explosives 
is a valid first step (in disarmament). It is a dramatic step. It would not 
change the power of any country but would give it a tremendous lead. 
It would come as a tremendous relief to hundreds of millions all over 
the world.”

15. The prompt negotiation of an inspected two year test suspen
sion, because of the time necessary to work out the inspection agree
ment and obtain Senate approval, could not at best be made effective 
as a ratified treaty prior to September 1, 1958, and therefore the next 
series of U.S. tests would be completed before the suspension became 
effective. [text not declassified]

16. A temporary suspension of nuclear weapons tests would bring 
into being a United Nations supervisory organization which could be 
the forerunner of an organization to regulate and control armaments 
and armed forces in the decades ahead.
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17. A temporary suspension of nuclear tests would establish a cli
mate conducive to sound successful negotiations on successive steps of 
armaments regulation and control.

18. A temporary nuclear test suspension would: (a) inhibit the 
development of more powerful new types of weapons at a time when 
the United States would have a relative superiority in nuclear weapons; 
(b) deter the spread of the production of nuclear weapons to other less 
responsible countries; (c) break the 12 year stalemate in the disarma
ment negotiations and establish a climate conducive to sound success
ful negotiations on further steps of armaments regulation and control; 
(d) carry with it an inspection system which would begin the opening 
up of the Soviet Union and other Communist areas to international reg
ular observation and would assist in the evolution of the Soviet system 
toward a more liberal and peaceful form.

Inspection Zones

19. Another consideration resulting from the recent London and 
New York disarmament discussions is that there is reason to believe 
that the Soviet might separate out from its proposals and negotiate a 
reasonable European inspection zone. The USSR would prefer to have a 
de nuclearized zone in Central Europe (Bulganin letter of December 10, 
1957) but would also consider a European inspection zone as a first step.

20. The latest intelligence estimate on Soviet policies states that the 
Soviet leaders are “acutely concerned over the potential threat of a revived 
and nationalistic Germany backed by the United States.” The USSR has 
tended to concentrate on such disarmament proposals as the ban on use 
of nuclear weapons, liquidation of foreign bases, and troop withdrawals 
in Europe. According to the intelligence estimate: “Their (Soviet) inter
est in inducing a U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe would probably 
lead them to go even further (than inspection for a test ban) in allowing 
mutual inspection in Europe.” (NIE 11–4–57, November 12, 1957)

21. General Norstad has recommended to the NATO Council 
that it would “enhance the security” of NATO to establish a European 
inspection zone against surprise attack. Norstad said that the “mini
mum area” he had in mind was Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.

22. The present Western position (August 29, 1957) states that pro
vided there is agreement by the USSR to either a North America Soviet 
Union zone or an Arctic Circle zone that the United States, with the 
concurrence of its allies, would agree to a European inspection zone 
including all of Europe to the Ural Mountains (60 degrees East longi
tude) and in the south to latitude 40 degrees North. If the Soviet reject 
this zone (which they have), the policy provides that under the same 
proviso as above a more limited zone of inspection in Europe would be 
“discussed”, but only if a significant part of the Soviet Union, as well as 
the other countries of Eastern Europe, was included.
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23. The Soviet has rejected the August 29th European zone pro
posals. However, they did evince interest in earlier informal U.S. sug
gestions based on a 5° E– 30° E zone running from a line east of Paris to 
a line just west of Leningrad Odessa. In response to this informal U.S. 
probing, the Soviet on April 30, 1957, responded with a proposal for a 
zone running from 0 degree (Greenwich) to 25° E (Lvov Brest Wilna).

24. The Soviet likewise has rejected the August 29th Arctic Zone 
and the North American USSR zone. In response to informal earlier 
probing by the United States during the London talks, the Soviet on 
April 30th responded with the suggestion of an Eastern Siberia Western 
United States zone running from 108° E to 90° W.

25. The Western European UN Subcommittee members (UK and 
France), in line with the May 25, 1957 Presidential decision3 that the Euro
pean zone should be left to the initiative of Western European nations, 
did take the initiative in advancing in the NATO Council the concept 
of a 5°–35° European zone. The NATO Council then left to the West
ern UN Subcommittee members (U.S., UK, France, Canada) the manner 
in which this zone should be advanced. During the 4 Western Power 
meetings at the end of July with the Secretary heading the U.S. Delega
tion, it was decided not to advance 5°– 35° European zone but to advance 
for “discussion” and only under conditions of complete inseparability a 
small but undefined European zone.

Outer- Space Objects

26. Particularly in view of the recently apparent Soviet strides in 
satellite missile technology, it is in the U.S. interest now to make sep
arable from the rest of the package and to agree to the August 29th 
proposal for the establishment of a technical committee to study the 
design of an inspection system which would assure the use of outer 
space objects for peaceful purposes.

27. The Soviet during the London discussions did not react to the 
U.S. missile proposal except to indicate that their proposal to eliminate 
nuclear weapons included all “rockets”.

Armaments Regulation Organization

28. The setting up of an Armaments Regulation Organization 
under the aegis of the UN Security Council would be in the U.S. inter
est. Agreement on such an organization by itself would have certain 
value in breaking the atmosphere of stalemate and thereby improv
ing the chances for agreement on subjects on which the two sides are 
not now far apart. Such an organization also could begin to make the 

3 NSC Action No. 1722. [Footnote is in the original.]
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control studies that would be basic to agreements on any additional 
steps of disarmament.

29. The Soviet have repeatedly indicated their support for some 
kind of international control organization under the UN Security 
Council.

Other August 29th Proposals

30. The remaining proposals in the August 29th paper are separable 
and can be practically implemented in successive steps if agreed upon.

II. POLICY OBJECTIVES

31. Actively to seek a safeguarded disarmament agreement, begin
ning with a partial agreement and subsequently extending the initial 
step or steps into a more comprehensive agreement. In negotiation of 
the foregoing, the United States should seek either individually or in 
combination measures which would:

a. Break the present deadlock, gain experience in inspection and 
regulation, and at the same time be careful not to impair the security of 
the United States in the event that further progress in developing wider 
disarmament agreements was not forthcoming.

b. Reduce the danger of great surprise attack and thereby give con
tinuing vitality to the nuclear deterrent.

c. Inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons into the hands of “fourth 
countries”.

d. Reduce the probability of weapons systems, particularly missile 
systems, from developing in a way as to increase the danger of major 
nuclear conflict being initiated either by accident or by actions of other 
than the responsible national officials, particularly with regard to the 
growing problem of dispersion of authority to take action which would 
initiate world war.

e. Enhance the political position of the United States with regard to 
its allies and the uncommitted nations.

f. Facilitate within the Soviet Union and the Communist bloc coun
tries the rise of “non Stalinist” elements and ultimately the evolution 
of the Soviet Bloc countries into more liberal and democratic societies, 
including the true independence of the satellite countries.

III. POLICY GUIDANCE

32. The United States, after consultation with the NATO states and 
other free countries as appropriate, should propose the following sepa
rable measures as a basis for an initial agreement:

a. (1) Immediately following ratification of the agreement, the 
installation of approximately eight to twelve test monitoring inspec
tion stations with appropriate agreed scientific instruments, in the 
USSR, a like number in the United States, and suitable numbers 
of such stations in the Pacific Ocean areas, and at other necessary 
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locations, as agreed by competent scientists and as specified in the 
agreement. (See attached map, Annex A.) The inspectors to have the 
right to make prompt on the spot observations at any point indicated 
by their instruments as being a probable site of a nuclear test explo
sion in violation of the agreement.

(2) Subject to the satisfactory agreement on the inspection stations 
and on prompt installation of the inspection system, and further subject 
to the right to end the test suspension before expiration of the 24 month 
period upon notice of a violation of the agreement upon any import
ant particular; a 24 month suspension of nuclear testing beginning on 
 September 1, 1958, or as soon thereafter as the agreement is effective. 
This agreement would take effect as soon as ratified by the United 
States, the USSR, the UK, and any other state, such as Australia, whose 
territory might require inspection. This agreement would be open to 
adherence of additional states.

b. Establishment of an initial inspection zone against surprise 
attack in Western USSR and Central Europe. (See attached map, Annex 
B.) This zone would be from approximately 3° East longitude to 28° 
East longitude and from 45° North latitude to the Arctic Circle zone 
described in c.

c. Establishment of an inspection zone in Eastern Siberia, the Arc
tic, Northwestern United States, and Western Canada. (See attached 
map, Annex C.) This zone would include all of Siberia east of 108° East 
longitude and the additional Soviet Arctic Circle territory including the 
Murmansk area. The West would submit to inspection the Arctic Circle 
area of Norway, Greenland, Canada, and Alaska, and in addition a suf
ficient proportion of Northwestern United States and Western Canada 
so as to approximate the same number of square miles as the Soviet 
area and to include the same percentage of U.S. and USSR area.

(NOTE: The zones referred to in paragraphs b and c would have 
aerial and limited ground inspection of the type proposed in the Four 
Power proposal of August 29, 1957.)

d. The establishment of a technical committee to study the inspec
tion requirements of a system to assure that outer space objects would 
be used and maintained only for peaceful purposes. This committee 
would limit its study to the technical problems.

e. The establishment of an Armaments Regulation Organization 
under the aegis of the Security Council of the United Nations to super
vise any of the foregoing measures that are agreed, as well as to prepare 
for the supervision of future additional agreed measures.

f. An undertaking by all signatory states to make an early and 
sustained effort, during the initial 24 months of the test suspension, 
to reach agreement upon, and begin to implement additional steps of, 
disarmament and arms control, including all of the other measures con
tained in the August 29, 1957, Western proposals.
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Annex B
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Annex D 

Working Paper

Washington, August 29, 1957

UNITED NATIONS DISARMAMENT COMMISSION

SUB- COMMITTEE OF THE DISARMAMENT COMMISSION 
CANADA, FRANCE, THE UNITED KINGDOM AND THE UNITED 

STATES OF AMERICA

Working Paper: 
Proposals for Partial Measures of Disarmament

I. The Limitation and Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments

A. Within one year from the entry into force of the convention, the 
following States will restrict or reduce their armed forces respectively 
to the maximum limits indicated below:

France — 750,000
United Kingdom — 750,000
Soviet Union — 2,500,000
United States — 2,500,000

The definition of the armed forces will be annexed to the convention.
B. During this same period, these States will place in storage 

depots, within their own territories, and under the supervision of an 
International Control Organization, specific quantities of designated 
types of armaments to be agreed upon and set forth in lists annexed to 
the convention.

C. The relation of other States to the convention, including the 
agreed levels of their armed forces, will be determined later.

D. The States listed in paragraph I–A will be prepared to negotiate 
on a further limitation of their armed forces and armaments upon con
dition that:

1. Compliance with the provisions of the convention has been ver
ified to their satisfaction.

2. There has been progress toward the solution of political issues.
3. Other essential States have become parties to the convention and 

have accepted levels for their armed forces and armaments, fixed in 
relation to the limits set out in paragraphs A and B above.

E. Upon the conditions cited above, negotiations could be under
taken by France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United 
States on a further limitation of their armed forces which would involve 
agreed reductions for the United States and the Soviet Union to not less 
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than 2.1 million men each. The agreed level of forces for France and the 
United Kingdom, corresponding to this figure, would be 700,000 men 
each. The levels of other essential States would be specified at the same 
time through negotiation with them.

F. Thereafter, and subject to the same conditions, negotiations 
could be undertaken on further limitations to not less than 1.7 million 
men each for the United States and the Soviet Union. The agreed level 
corresponding to this figure for France and the United Kingdom would 
be 650,000 men each. The levels of other essential States would be spec
ified at the same time through negotiation with them.

G. Upon the conditions cited in D above, these States will also be 
prepared to negotiate on further limitations of armaments. The calcu
lation of any such armament limitations will be in agreed relation to 
the armed forces determined in paragraphs E and F above and will be 
completed prior to the application of the further limitations in armed 
forces. The parties must be satisfied before such further limitations of 
armaments are undertaken and at all times thereafter that the arma
ments at the disposal of any party to the convention do not exceed the 
quantities thus allowed in each category.

H. No measures for the reduction and limitation of armed forces 
and armaments beyond those provided for in paragraph A and B 
above will be put into effect until the system of control is appropriately 
expanded and is able to verify such measures.

II. Military Expenditure

In order to assist in verifying compliance with the provisions of 
paragraph I, and looking forward to the reduction of military expen
ditures, France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United 
States agree to make available to the International Control Organiza
tion information about their military budgets and expenditures for the 
year preceding entry of the convention into force and for each year 
thereafter. The categories of information to be supplied will be agreed 
in advance and annexed to the convention.

III. Nuclear Weapons

Each party assumes an obligation not to use nuclear weapons if 
an armed attack has not placed the party in a situation of individual or 
collective self defense.

IV. The Control of Fissionable Material

A. The parties to the convention further undertake:

1. That all future production of fissionable materials will be used at 
home or abroad, under international supervision, exclusively for non 
weapons purposes, including stockpiling, beginning one month after 
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the International Board of Control described in paragraph VIII has cer
tified that the installation of an effective inspection system to verify the 
commitment has been completed.

2. That they will co operate in the prompt installation and in the 
maintenance of such an inspection system.

3. That for the purpose of accomplishing the above undertakings, 
the five Governments represented on the Sub Committee will appoint 
a group of technical experts to meet as soon as possible to design the 
required inspection system, and to submit a progress report for their 
approval within the first ten months after the entry into force of the 
convention.

B. The parties which are producers of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes at the time of cessation of production for weap
ons purposes undertake to provide, under international supervision, 
for equitable transfers, in successive increments, of fissionable mate
rials from previous production to non weapons purposes, at home or 
abroad, including stockpiling; and, in this connexion

1. To fix the specific ratios of quantities of fissionable materials of 
comparable analysis to be transferred by each of them, and

2. To commence such transfers at agreed dates and in agreed quan
tities at the fixed ratios following the cut off date for production of fis
sionable materials for weapons purposes.

C. From the date of the cessation of production of fissionable mate
rial for weapons purposes provided in paragraph IV–A–1:

1. Each party undertakes not to transfer out of its control any 
nuclear weapons, or to accept transfer to it of such weapons, except 
where, under arrangements between transferor and transferee, their 
use will be in conformity with paragraph III.

2. Each party undertakes not otherwise to transfer out of its con
trol any fissionable material or to accept transfer to it of such material, 
except for non weapons purposes.

V. Nuclear Weapons Testing

A. All parties to the convention undertake to refrain from conduct
ing nuclear test explosions for a period of twelve months from the date 
of entry into force of the convention, provided that agreement has been 
reached on the installation and maintenance of the necessary controls, 
including inspection posts with scientific instruments, located within 
the territories of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, the United 
States, the area of the Pacific Ocean and at such other places as may be 
necessary, with the consent of the Governments concerned.

B. A group of technical experts appointed by the five Governments 
represented on the Sub Committee will meet as soon as possible to 
design the inspection system to verify the suspension of testing.
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C. Upon termination of the twelve months period, the parties will 
be free to conduct tests unless they have agreed to continue the suspen
sion for a further period under effective international inspection.

D. If the inspection system referred to in paragraph V– A is oper
ating to the satisfaction of each party concerned and if progress satis
factory to each party concerned is being achieved in the preparation of 
an inspection system for the cessation of the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes agreed to under paragraph IV–A–1 
above, all parties to the convention undertake to refrain from conduct
ing nuclear test explosions for a further period of twelve months. Such 
an extension will be made only with the understanding that testing may 
at the discretion of each party be conducted twenty four months after 
the entry into force of the convention if the inspection system for the 
cessation of production for weapons purposes has not been installed to 
the satisfaction of each party concerned before the end of the twenty 
four months and if the cessation of production for weapons purposes 
has not been put into effect.

E. If tests are resumed, each party undertakes to announce and regis
ter in advance the dates of each series and the range of total energy to be 
released therein; to provide for limited observation of them; and to limit 
the amount of radioactive material to be released into the atmosphere.

VI. The Control of Objects Entering Outer Space

All parties to the convention agree that within three months after 
the entry into effect of the convention they will co operate in the estab
lishment of a technical committee to study the design of an inspection 
system which would make it possible to assure that the sending of 
objects through outer space will be exclusively for peaceful and scien
tific purposes.

VII. Safeguards Against the Possibility of Surprise Attack

A. From the entry into force of the convention the parties concerned 
will co operate in the establishment and maintenance of systems of 
inspection to safeguard against the possibility of surprise attack.

B. The establishment of such systems will be subject to agreement 
on the details of its installation, maintenance and operation. It is pro
posed as a matter of urgency that a working group of experts appointed 
by the five Governments represented on the Sub Committee be set up 
at once to examine the technical problems and to report their conclu
sions which could form the basis for an annex to the agreement.

C. With regard to inspection in the Western Hemisphere and in the 
Soviet Union, the Governments of Canada, France, the United King
dom and the United States propose the following:
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1. That all the territory of the continental United States, all Alaska 
including the Aleutian Islands, all the territory of Canada and all the 
territory of the Soviet Union will be open to inspection.

2. If the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad proposal, 
to which is related the proposal for inspection in Europe, referred to in 
paragraph D below, the Governments of Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States (with the consent of the Governments 
of Denmark and Norway) propose that:

All the territory north of the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, Can
ada, the United States (Alaska), Denmark (Greenland), and Norway; 
all the territory of Canada, the United States and the Soviet Union west 
of 140 degrees West longitude, east of 160 degrees East longitude and 
north of 50 degrees North latitude; all the remainder of Alaska; all the 
remainder of the Kamchatka peninsula; and all of the Aleutian and 
Kurile Islands will be open to inspection.

D. With regard to inspection in Europe, provided there is com
mitment on the part of the Soviet Union to one of the two foregoing 
proposals, the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, with the concurrence in principle of their Euro
pean allies and in continuing consultation with them, subject to the 
indispensable consent of the countries concerned and to any mutu
ally agreed exceptions, propose that an area including all of Europe, 
bounded in the south by latitude 40 degrees North and in the west by 
10 degrees West longitude and in the east by 60 degrees East longitude 
will be open to inspection.

E. If the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad pro
posal, then, under the same proviso expressed above, a more limited 
zone of inspection in Europe could be discussed but only on the under
standing that this would include a significant part of the territory of the 
Soviet Union, as well as the other countries of Eastern Europe.

F. The system of inspection to guard against surprise attack will 
include in all cases aerial inspection, with ground observation posts at 
principal ports, railway junctions, main highways, and important air
fields, etc., as agreed. There would also, as agreed, be mobile ground 
teams with specifically defined authority.

G. Ground posts may be established by agreement at points in the 
territories of the States concerned without being restricted to the limits 
of the zones described in paragraphs C–l and–2, but the areas open to 
ground inspection will not be less than the areas of aerial inspection. 
The mobility of ground inspection would be specifically defined in the 
agreement with in all cases the concurrence of the countries directly 
concerned. There would also be all necessary means of communication.

H. Within three months of the entry into force of the convention, 
the parties will provide to the Board of Control inventories of their 
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fixed military installations, and numbers and locations of their military 
forces and designated armaments, including the means of delivering 
nuclear weapons located within an agreed inspection zone or zones, 
and within such additional area or areas as may be agreed.

I. Any initial system of inspection designed to safeguard against 
the possibility of surprise attack may be extended by agreement of all 
concerned to the end that ultimately the system will deal with the dan
ger of surprise attack from anywhere.

VIII. The International Control Organization

A. All the obligations contained in the convention will be condi
tional upon the continued operation of an effective international control 
and inspection system to verify compliance with its terms by all parties.

B. All the control and inspection services described in the conven
tion and those which may be created in the course of its implementation 
will be within the framework of an International Control Organization 
established under the aegis of the Security Council, which will include, 
as its executive organ, a Board of Control in which the affirmative vote 
of the representatives of the Governments represented on the Sub 
Committee and of such other parties as may be agreed will be required 
for important decisions.

C. All parties to the convention undertake to make available infor
mation freely and currently to the Board of Control to assist it in verify
ing compliance with the obligations of the convention and in categories 
which will be set forth in an annex to it.

D. The functions of the International Control Organization will be 
expanded by agreement between the parties concerned as the measures 
provided for in the convention are progressively applied.

E. Other matters relating to the Organization will be defined in 
annexes to the convention. These matters will include the duties which 
the Organization is to carry out, the method by which it shall function, 
its composition, its relationship to the General Assembly and the Secu
rity Council of the United Nations, its voting procedures, its working 
conditions, jurisdiction, immunities, and prerogatives.

IX. Movement of Armaments

In addition to other rights and responsibilities, the Board of Con
trol will have authority to study a system for regulating the export and 
import of designated armaments.

X. Suspension of the Convention

A. Each party will have the right to suspend its obligations, par
tially or completely, by written notice to the International Control 
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Organization, in the event of an important violation by another party, 
or other action by any state which so prejudices the security of the noti
fying party as to require partial or complete suspension.

B. At its option a party may give advance notice of intention to 
suspend its obligations, in order to afford opportunity for correction of 
the violations or prejudicial action. 
XI. This working paper is offered for negotiation on the understanding 
that its provisions are inseparable. Failure to fulfill any of the provi
sions of the convention would create a situation calling for examination 
at the request of any party.

288. Memorandum of Conversation Between Stassen and John 
Foster Dulles1

Washington, January 2, 1958, 3 p.m.

Governor Stassen said he hoped I would be in a position to support 
his recommendations coming up at the NSC. I said I was very skepti
cal as to the recommendations. I said I felt that they would involve a 
practical abandonment of our proposals dealing with the substance of 
the matter, i.e., the cut off of fissionable material for weapons purposes, 
the supervision against surprise attack, and the use of outer space for 
peaceful purposes only.

Governor Stassen argued that he felt on the contrary that if we 
started with suspension of nuclear testing and supervision of such sus
pension that would make it more likely rather than less likely that we 
would gain our further objectives.

We discussed the problem of opening up the Four Power Proposals 
as approved by NATO and the danger that by opening up one point 
everything else would become unbuttoned. Governor Stassen felt there 
was no such danger.

Governor Stassen contended broadly speaking that the Four 
Power Proposals were very heavily weighted against Russia and that 
they should be moderated in Russia’s favor. I asked in what respect 
he felt they were so weighted and he said it was largely because of 
the zones for inspection that we had urged. I pointed out that we had 

1 Source: Four power disarmament proposal. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles 
Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation.
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agreed to discuss other zones in Europe if the Soviets wanted, and that 
they had not responded.

Governor Stassen also referred to the 55–45 formula. I agreed that 
this was probably somewhat weighted in our favour but that in these 
matters it was necessary to have some ground to give in negotiation and 
that I did not feel that our position as a negotiating position was unfair 
and certainly the Russians did not expect it to be our final position.

JFD

289. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, January 3, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments

REFERENCE

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated December 26, 1957

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Mr. Stassen’s lat
est disarmament proposal, transmitted by the reference memorandum, 
are transmitted herewith for the information of the National Security 
Council in connection with its preliminary consideration of this pro
posal at its meeting on Monday, January 6, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Attorney General
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Special Assistant to the President for Disarmament
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits JCS views on Stassen proposals to modify Four power joint pro
posals. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 273, Official Meetings Minutes File, 350th Meeting, Tab A.
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Twining to McElroy

Washington, December 31, 1957

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments (U)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed Mr. Stassen’s latest dis
armament proposal, which is to be submitted for preliminary consid
eration by the National Security Council on 6 January 1958. They feel 
that from a military point of view, and also from a political viewpoint, 
the position they have taken on the Four Power Joint Proposals of 
29 August 1957 is still sound. However, they are aware that the political 
climate has changed to some extent since the submission of those pro
posals. The best evidence of this change lies in the feelings expressed 
by several countries at the last meeting of the Heads of Government in 
Paris that we must continue, especially with our NATO neighbors, to 
attempt to reach an understanding with the Soviet Union on disarma
ment, and must not evince an intransigent position.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff understand that the most recent disar
mament proposal is an effort on the part of Mr. Stassen to meet these 
aims, and to advance a U.S. position which will lead to the reopening 
of fruitful discussions on disarmament with the USSR. However, there 
are three points in the proposal which the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe to 
be dangerous to the United States.

a. The major change that Mr. Stassen has made to the Four Power 
Joint Proposals of 29 August 1957 is the abandonment of the provision 
for inseparability of the individual items of the proposals. From a secu
rity viewpoint, there has been no improvement in the international sit
uation since 29 August 1957 to warrant such a critical departure from 
the joint western position rejected by the Soviets. On the contrary, the 
apparent advances in Soviet missile technology disclosed since that date, 
coupled with the boastful and belligerent attitude of the Soviet Union 
with respect to these events, have aggravated the international situation. 
In addition, the Soviets have withdrawn from the present UN Disarma
ment Commission. The inseparability provision of the 29 August Pro
posals made these proposals barely acceptable to the United States in 
meeting the minimum requirements for the security of the United States 
and the other NATO powers. Abandoning this essential provision would 
present the Soviets with the opportunity of accepting only those propos
als compatible with their national interests—for example, the suspension 
of nuclear testing—to the detriment of the U.S. and NATO interests.

b. The former provision for the control of fissionable material, both 
for peaceful and weapon purposes, which goes to the heart of the dis
armament problem, is no longer a prerequisite. It has been included 
only for discussion and possible agreement at some future date. It has 
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not been high lighted, as it should be, and could be lost entirely in any 
future negotiations with the Soviets. It is this provision which would 
assist significantly in diminishing the threat of nuclear warfare. The 
cessation of nuclear testing, per se, need not contribute at all to the effec
tive control of nuclear weapons. This fact was recently emphasized in 
the Eisenhower cablegram to Nehru, dated 15 December 1957, in which 
President Eisenhower said, “. . . however, I do not believe that we can 
accept a proposal to stop nuclear experiments as an isolated step, unac
companied by any assurance that measures—which would go to the 
heart of the problem—would follow.”

c. The new inspection zones proposed by Mr. Stassen are weighted 
heavily in favor of the Soviet Union. The Western USSR Central Europe 
zone includes the great majority of NATO installations and troop dis
position while it covers only the East European satellites and a small 
portion of western USSR. The second zone proposed in Eastern Siberia, 
the Arctic, Northwestern United States, and Western Canada includes a 
sizable portion of the United States with many important military and 
industrial installations in exchange for a negligible coverage of compa
rable Soviet territory and military installations. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
do not object to the establishment of inspection zones in the general areas 
mentioned, but they take serious exception to the inequality in military 
and industrial significance of the zones proposed by Mr. Stassen.

3. In view of the foregoing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while recogniz
ing the desirability of maintaining a reasonable position in the eyes of 
the world, recommend:

a. Against the adoption of Mr. Stassen’s proposal.
b. Adherence to the basic principles of the Four Power Proposals of 

29 August 1957, while maintaining flexibility in stating our positions.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

290. Letter From Stassen to Eisenhower1

Washington, February 14, 1958

Dear Mr. President:
On March 19, 1955 you requested that I make the studies and sub

mit the recommendations for the policies of the United States in the 

1 Source: Letter of resignation. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, Administration Series, Stassen, Harold E., 1957.
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field of control and regulation of armaments, for consideration by you 
and by the National Security Council.

With the assistance of an able, experienced, and devoted group of 
men from without and within the government these studies have now 
been completed and a comprehensive set of recommendations have 
been made, some of which have already been adopted as the policy of 
the United States and the others of which are well understood within 
the Administration. It has been an honor, inspiration, and privilege to 
work with you in this task.

It is my highest hope and my fervent prayer that our endeavors 
in this assignment are confirmed in the years ahead as having made a 
contribution to a lasting peace with freedom and justice.

It is my belief that I may now make a larger contribution to your 
objective of a durable peace, which I share, by reentering the active 
political field in the Pennsylvania Governorship campaign and by dis
cussing with the people of our country the issues and problems of the 
worldwide competition of ways of life and the tasks of building peace 
and safeguarding against war.

I write with deep appreciation and commendation for your life 
time of service to our country, with an especial heartfelt thanks for your 
leadership as President these five years, and with best wishes for the 
years ahead.

Sincerely,

Harold E. Stassen
Special Assistant to the President

291. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Sherman Adams1

February 19, 1958, 3:33 p.m.

The Sec said he had quite a talk with Gruenther re disarmament. 
The Sec suggested the handling of it should be under the control of State 
through some regular fellow but that we should have an outside panel 
of advisers or consultants to guide us. G thought that was a good way 
and he would be agreeable to serving on such a panel. The Sec thought 

1 Source: Advisory panel on disarmament. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
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of Bedell Smith and he recommended Professor Wolfers of Yale. Does 
this commend itself to A? A said yes—he should think so. A said if you 
get a panel you might as well put it in the newspapers so you might as 
well get good names. Get whom you want. The Sec said this is largely 
scenery. It is a public relations job and you are never going to get any
where with these…… A said to get some practical people who can sit 
around and talk about it. A asked what about CD? He does not want to 
help? The Sec indicated such was the case.

292. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Lovett1

February 20, 1958, 5:09 p.m.

The Sec said he wants L’s help on disarmament. The Sec wants 
to set up a new way to carry on that will be better. It has to be part of 
State and L agreed. One trouble, said the Sec, with Stassen was he was 
only interested in disarmament. The Sec needs 2–3 people he can talk 
with in a general way as to the lines we are following. He wants an 
informal panel composed of 3—Gruenther, Smith and L—he can talk 
to them from time to time to get their counsel and advice. He does not 
think it will take more than a couple of hours a month. It would be an 
immense service to the Sec if he can do that. L said he has been in the 
hospital and is leaving to recuperate until April 7 but will be available 
after that. It is not a formal group but the Sec would like to have it 
known. The Sec feels the prospects of getting any substantial result 
are not very good unless and until there are some solutions to political 
problems. But it is vitally important to keep pressing in this field and 
it will be disastrous if it is felt we were not interested. L said it would 
be better if Congress and the papers shut up so trained diplomats can 
work it out. The Sec referred to the last letter to Bulganin—which L 
approved of heartily.

1 Source: Request to Lovett to join advisory panel on disarmament. No classification 
marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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293. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and John 
Foster Dulles1

Washington, February 24, 1958, 3 p.m.

1. I showed the President the proposed statement with reference 
to organizing the disarmament work. He said he would like to get Jack 
McCloy on the panel also. I said that I would ask him to serve.

2. I referred to the request of Ambassador Menshikov to see the 
President and pointed out the embarrassment that would result if 
ambassadors adopted the habit generally of trying to see the Presi
dent directly on the affairs of their governments. The President wholly 
agreed. He suggested that we should tell the Soviet Ambassador that he 
could, of course, see me at once, but that due to the President’s engage
ments it would not be possible for the Ambassador to see him until 
toward the end of the week and then I would, of course, be present.

3. We discussed the “Summit” meeting and Macmillan’s letter. I 
said I would attempt to draft a reply which would point out the desir
ability of having our agenda and positions and participations agreed 
with our NATO Allies before we started to negotiate with the Soviets 
and much more so before we attempt to fix a date. The President felt 
that this was the right line to take.

I showed the President Roscoe Drummond’s article on “Summit” 
talks from the Herald- Tribune of February 23.

4. I also showed the President the quotation from the speech of 
Defense Minister Malinovski criticizing the United States and Britain 
for delaying the opening of a Second Front.

5. The President referred to a report he had received that Soviet sub
marines had been sighted off the Atlantic Coast. He said that Admiral 
Burke was coming to see him about that. The President also expressed 
his strong reluctance at our Soviet overflights.

I mentioned the Soviet complaint about our “buzzing” Soviet 
trawlers off the Banks.

6. The President referred to Macmillan’s suggestion of partici
pating both in the Citadel and De Pauw events and suggested that it 
would be best if Macmillan merely came for the De Pauw meeting and 
then came to Washington the following day, Monday, June 9.

7. We discussed the list of prospective official visits during the lat
ter part of the year. The President said that he was favorable to set
ting up a meeting for Garcia, but did not think favorably of King Idris, 

1 Source: Disarmament panel; summit meeting; Menshikov meeting; Soviet subma
rines off U.S. east coast; official visits; Macmillan’s visit; youth exchanges with the Soviet 
Union. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President.
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President Chiang or Prime Minister Sihanouk. He suggested we should 
defer on these latter three. In this connection, I showed the President 
Mr. Herter’s memorandum to me of February 20, attached.

8. The President spoke again of his interest in making a proposal 
for bringing over a large number of Soviet young people to study here, 
and at our Government’s expense. I said we were having this staffed as 
there were many technical problems involved.

JFD

294. Press Release1

Washington, February 27, 1958

The Secretary of State has, with the approval of the President, des
ignated Ambassador James J. Wadsworth to act, under the Secretary’s 
direction, as United States representative in future negotiations for an 
agreement on the limitation of armament. He will also participate in the 
preparation of positions which the United States will support in dis
armament negotiations. Ambassador Wadsworth will, at least for the 
time being, retain his position as Deputy Representative of the United 
States to the United Nations.

In addition, the Secretary of State, with the approval of the Presi
dent, has asked certain qualified private citizens to advise and consult 
with him informally, from time to time, on the broad policies which 
should govern the United States in seeking limitation of armament. 
Alfred M. Gruenther, Robert A. Lovett, John J. McCloy, and Walter 
Bedell Smith have accepted to serve in this way.

The United States continues to consider it urgent that an interna
tional agreement be sought and reached which will effectively limit 
armaments. The Government of the Soviet Union has since last August, 
refused to discuss the constructive proposals advanced by the United 
States, United Kingdom, France and Canada, or to participate in the work 
of the subcommittee of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. It 
has also announced that it would not participate in any proceedings of 
the Disarmament Commission as reconstituted by the recent session of 
the United Nations General Assembly. It has reacted negatively to the 
statement by the NATO Heads of Government that they would welcome 
a meeting at the Foreign Ministers’ level to resolve the deadlock.

1 Source: Wadsworth appointment as disarmament negotiator; advisory panel. No 
classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone 
Conversations.
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The United States believes that limitation of armament is so imper
ative a goal that efforts to reach it should not be interrupted by such 
procedural obstacles as the Soviet Government has put in the path. We 
are striving, and will continue to strive, to overcome these procedural 
difficulties and to find a way to go forward to lift from the shoulders 
of mankind the dangerous and growing burden of vast and ever more 
destructive armaments.

295. Appendix to Memorandum From JCS to McElroy (Print 
Document 141)1

Washington, March 13, 1958

APPENDIX: ESTIMATED SPECTRUM OF WEAPONS  
YIELDS AFTER 1 SEPTEMBER 19582

Vehicle Yield Range

USSR3 U.S.

ICBM [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

1000 NM IRBM [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

700 NM Missile [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Tactical Missiles (75–350 NM) [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

ASM [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Strategic Bombers [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Tactical Bombers [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Fighters [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

SAM [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

AAM [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

ASW [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Torpedoes [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

Artillery [text not declassified] [text not declassified]

1 Source: Estimated spectrum of weapons yields after September 1958. Top Secret. 
1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.

2 Assuming no nuclear testing by either the USSR or the United States after 1 Sep
tember 1958. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 See Contributions to Report on Nuclear Test Moratorium by the President’s Sci
entific Advisory Committee, Atomic Energy Working Group Disarmament Panel, dated  
3 March 1958. [Footnote is in the original.]
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296. Tabs A–E to Memorandum From Farley to John Foster Dulles 
(Print Document 142)1

Washington, March 18, 1958

Tab A

NUCLEAR TEST SUSPENSION

PROPOSED POLICY

Nuclear tests to be suspended for a period of three years, begin
ning January 1, 1959, or as soon thereafter as agreement is reached on 
the nature and location of control posts to monitor the agreement. The 
agreement would be automatically extended for an indefinite period at 
the end of the three years if agreement has been reached on the installa
tion of a control system to ensure that no further fissionable material is 
produced for weapons purposes.

If such agreement has not been reached, all states would be free to 
resume testing. The United States would, at the outset, declare its inten
tion to resume nuclear weapons testing in these circumstances, but that 
all such testing would be conducted underground in order that no fur
ther radioactive material be put in the atmosphere.

DISCUSSION

August 29 proposals—A 24 month suspension of testing which 
would become indefinite when the cut off is in effect is provided for. 
However, this measure is conditional upon signing of a treaty covering 
all other elements of the proposals.

Proposed position

Although a test suspension after the next Pacific series would 
appear to be in our interests, since it would establish inspection posts 
behind the Iron Curtain, since it would tend to preserve the further lead 
in weapons technology we expect to achieve at HARDTACK, and since 
it would inhibit development of Nth power nuclear weapons capabili
ties, this proposal should be cast in the terms set forth in the President’s 
1958 State of the Union Message: “that we will always go the extra mile 
with anyone on earth if it will bring us nearer a genuine peace.”

This proposal would prevent our being faced, in one or two years, 
with a UN resolution recommending cessation of tests supported by 
a majority of the membership, an eventuality which seems almost 

1 Source: Nuclear test suspension; cut off of fissionable material production; estab
lishment of surprise attack zones; preliminary measures relating to missile controls and 
outer space; reduction of manpower and conventional armaments. Secret. 9 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–1858.
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inevitable if we continue on the present course. It would also deprive 
the Soviets of an issue which has been skillfully used by them as a 
diversionary one in disarmament negotiations, serving, in effect, as a 
“put up or shut up” proposition.

We do not believe, however, that we should completely abandon 
the linkage between test suspension and other disarmament measures. 
Accordingly, we propose making continuation of the test ban beyond 
three years conditional upon agreement on the cut off. The advantage 
of retaining this linkage is that it would put additional pressure on the 
USSR to accept further disarmament measures, since we anticipate that 
our position, which would be in line with those expressed by Japan and 
by Yugoslavia, would gain worldwide support.

The statement that testing, if it is resumed, would take place only 
underground would help us meet the health hazard argument against 
testing, since underground testing (which has been proved technically fea
sible) would not put any further radioactive material into the atmosphere.

Probable reaction of our allies

UK—could be persuaded to support and will view with relief any 
moves which will make the cut off less imminent. The U.K. has recently 
reminded us of our Bermuda agreement to consult with them on any 
proposed changes in testing policy.

France—would probably oppose privately, but may be persuaded 
to support rather than be the only testing power. Also possible, in view 
of the fact that suspension would not take effect until January 1, 1959, 
that France may have completed its first test by then.

Canada—would support strongly.

Provision should be made in any agreement on testing for con
tinued experimentation with nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
under international auspices.

Tab B

CUT- OFF OF FISSIONABLE MATERIAL PRODUCTION

PROPOSED POLICY

A. Suspension of production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons as soon as an effective inspection system is agreed 
and installed.

B. Agreement on schedule for transfer of materials from weapons 
to peaceful uses to go into effect simultaneously with A.

C. Immediate convening of a technical working group to design an 
inspection system capable of accomplishing this cut off.

DISCUSSION

August 29 Proposals—Cessation of production of fissionable mate
rial for weapons purposes is a key element of this proposal, but imple
mentation was conditional upon acceptance of all other elements.
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Proposed position

We believe that suspension of fissionable materials production for 
weapons purposes would be in our interest as an independent meas
ure. We recognize that there is little likelihood, however, of Soviet 
acceptance of this proposal in these terms. Accordingly, in Tab E, we set 
forth the conventional measures we would be willing to undertake if 
this proposal were accepted.

This proposal should be advanced in two alternative forms (or a 
combination thereof):

A. Fissionable materials production plants would continue to 
operate, subject to international inspection to insure that the material 
produced was used only for peaceful purposes; or

B. Plants now producing fissionable materials would be shut 
down, thereby drastically simplifying the inspection problem. In the 
latter case, peaceful uses requirements would be supplied from existing 
stocks or by dismantling weapons.

Transfers of fissionable materials from previous production to non 
weapons purposes would be made in agreed equitable ratios.

Probable reaction of our allies

All except the U.K. would strongly support, and the latter would 
probably tie acceptance of this proposal to amendment of the Atomic 
Energy Act and agreement to exchange of weapons information and 
materials between the U.S.–U.K.

Tab C

ESTABLISHMENT OF SURPRISE ATTACK ZONES

PROPOSED POLICY

The following measures might be undertaken simultaneously or 
separately:

(1) The broad U.S. Canada USSR zone set forth in the August 29 
proposals would be reaffirmed.

(2) A European zone extending from 50–35° east, with the smaller 
central European zone proposed by General Norstadt (but expressed in 
terms of geographic coordinates) as a fallback position, with or without 
an arctic zone similar to that proposed on August 29.

(3) Ground control posts (a la Bulganin) be established on a recip
rocal basis at agreed installations (both within the U.S. and USSR and 
at their foreign bases—e.g., naval and air) with or without the zones 
described above.

DISCUSSION

August 29 proposals—Provide for the wider aerial inspection zone 
and a European zone only if the wider or Arctic zones are accepted. 
Elements were inseparable part of the entire proposal.



1244 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

Proposed position—We believe that establishment of surprise attack 
zones apart from any other arms control measures would be in our 
interest. However, in view of the past Soviet insistence that surprise 
attack zones be linked to such other measures, we have, in TAB E, indi
cated what conventional reductions we would be prepared to under
take should the Soviet Union be prepared to accept any of the three 
inspection proposals described above. If the European NATO members 
should be unwilling to have a European zone standing by itself, we 
should propose that it be conditional on Soviet acceptance of either of 
the other surprise attack inspection measures proposed above.

Probable reaction of our allies—Would probably support.

Tab D

PRELIMINARY MEASURES RELATING TO MISSILE  
CONTROLS AND OUTER SPACE

PROPOSED POLICY

The following measures may be undertaken simultaneously or 
separately:

(a) Immediate initiation of an international working group to plan 
an inspection system to insure that the sending of objects through outer 
space is for peaceful purposes only.

(b) Joint cooperation in selected outer space projects, such as the 
development of an outer space platform, an interplanetary rocket and 
reconnaissance satellites, looking forward to centralization of all outer 
space activity in an international organization when the program envi
sioned in (a) goes in to effect.

(c) Advance notification and, if possible, inspection of all vehicles, 
military or otherwise, entering outer space (or, as a fall back, all objects 
to be launched into orbit).

DISCUSSION

August 29 Proposals—Provided only for a technical committee to 
study the design of an inspection system which would make it possible 
to assure that the sending of objects through outer space will be exclu
sively for peaceful and scientific purposes.

Proposed position

The proposal under (a) is a reaffirmation of our suggestion that 
outer space be used for peaceful purposes only. The decision whether 
a cessation of missiles production could be implemented separately or 
whether it should be tied to other elements of disarmament should be 
left for the future.

We cannot take a final position on a proposal either to ban the pro
duction, testing and deployment of intercontinental and intermediate 
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range missiles or to ban testing of missiles alone, until further technical 
study of the problem has been made within the U.S. Government. This 
study should be designed to answer the major question:

Is it possible to devise an effective inspection system to police an 
agreement banning production and/or deployment of strategic missiles, 
taking into account present and prospective U.S. and USSR progress in 
developing and testing operational missiles traversing outer space?

We believe that conclusions as to the military effect of a cut off of 
testing could, if our studies are pressed with sufficient vigour, be com
pleted in time to include proposals on the subject in this package before 
it is discussed with the Soviet Union or our allies. A ban on testing may 
well prove to be the only feasible and inspectable method of preventing 
development of operational ICBM capabilities. It may also be found 
that the problem of missiles must be treated as a whole and that the 
valid distinction among missiles systems must be based upon range 
and not upon whether a particular missile is “air breathing” or ballistic 
and capable of travelling outside the earth’s atmosphere.

Probable reaction of our allies

U.K.—reluctant to accept principle that missiles would be con
trolled apart from other disarmament measures, but could be persuaded 
to support proposal cast in above terms which does not prejudge sep
arability pending completion of study. France, Canada and other allies 
would probably support.

Tab E

REDUCTION OF MANPOWER AND CONVENTIONAL 
ARMAMENTS

PROPOSED POLICY

(a) Provided any two of the three surprise attack measures pro
posed in Tab C are accepted;

(1) Reduction of U.S. and Soviet armed forces to the level of 2.2 
million men, and to corresponding levels for the U.K. and France;

(2) Placement of designated quantities and types of modern con
ventional arms capable of serving as nuclear delivery systems (subma
rines, missiles, aircraft, etc.) in international arms depots.

(b) If the nuclear cut off and wider inspection zone (U.S.–USSR 
Canada Europe) are accepted:

(1) Reduction to 1.8 million men for the U.S. and USSR, and com
parable levels for other states (with a listing of the overseas bases which 
the U.S. would give up as a consequence of such a reduction).

(2) Placement of such amounts of important conventional arma
ments in international arms depots that the armaments retained will 
have a general agreed relationship to the armed forces remaining.
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DISCUSSION

August 29 proposal—Present policy provides for a first stage reduc
tion to 2.5 million men, and sets a lower limit of 1.5 on force levels (1.7 
in August 29 proposals) ceilings, but makes them conditional on prior 
political settlements.

Proposed position—The figure of 2.2 million in the first recommen
dation was selected because it represented the same relation to existing 
force levels (2.5 million men) that 2.5 million represented at the time 
it was agreed, i.e., a reduction of 300,000 men. This reduction would 
probably be accomplished by the United States within the next few 
years in any event. Current Soviet force levels are estimated as being 
somewhere around 3.8 million. The establishment of ground control 
posts in the U.S. and USSR and at their foreign bases plus the mobile 
ground and aerial inspection of central Europe should ensure that 
these Soviet forces were substantially reduced, with some concomitant 
decline in the Soviet capability for limited aggression.

With regard to the second recommendation: the nuclear cut off 
would justify us in accepting the more extensive conventional reduc
tions, while the reductions—which would be of sufficient size to affect 
our overseas posture—might induce the USSR to accept the cut off. We 
could not accept the conventional reductions without the nuclear cut 
off or either one without adequate inspection, which would involve 
aerial and mobile ground inspection of the countries concerned.

This proposal no longer attaches political conditions to a more sub
stantial reduction in conventional forces. It is believed that the advan
tages for the U.S. of a nuclear cut off and unlimited inspection of the 
U.S. and USSR against surprise attack warrant agreement to such a 
reduction, which could have significant advantages in itself.

This proposal would make clear to the USSR under precisely 
what conditions the U.S. would accept lower force levels and more far 
reaching conventional arms cuts in a way that would receive full sup
port by world public opinion.

Probable reaction of our allies

U.K., France and Canada—would probably support.
Germany—may consider the second part of the proposal too drastic 

without reunification as a pre condition, but probably could be per
suaded to accept, in view of fact that reunification would no doubt be 
pre condition to any reductions below 1.8 million and in view of fact 
that Soviets would probably reject the second proposal.
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297. Memorandum for Eisenhower From Cutler1

Washington, March 21, 1958

In our talk last night relative to the importance to the United States 
of developing “clean” nuclear weapons, I omitted in my advocacy one 
very important reason:

The ability to set off “clean” nuclear detonations without contami
nating nuclear radioactive fallout would have tremendous significance in 
the peaceful uses of atomic energy. By using greater explosive force than 
there has ever been known before, when free from contaminating radio
active fallout, land locked waters can be channeled to desert areas, rock 
and earth obstructions to industrial and civil progress can be removed, 
mines can be more easily opened, oil can be freed from non porous rock 
where it is now trapped, safe and deep draught harbors can be devel
oped, and large canals can be dug even through mountainous areas.

Robert Cutler
Special Assistant

1 Source: Peaceful uses of “clean” nuclear weapons. Confidential. 1 p. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Cutler, General Robert L., 1958 (3).

298. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
John Foster Dulles1

March 23, 1958, 1:40 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO THE PRESIDENT (IN AUGUSTA)

Sec said he would like to ask for quite a bit of the Pres’ time tomor
row afternoon. Sec said we have a briefing Cutler set up, but perhaps 
right after that. Sec said there were two things coming to a crisis. (1) There 
were considerable reports around with credibility that the Soviets after 
their present series of intensive tests are making a unilateral announce
ment of suspension of testing. Sec said he thought Pres should do some
thing comparable e.g. announce that this series next summer will be the 
last during his Administration. Sec said this would only mean a couple 

1 Source: Possible announcement of nuclear testing; summit preparations. No clas
sification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone 
Conversations.
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of years, you could not bind your successors, and would be dramatic. 
Sec said it should be announced tomorrow. Sec said he had seen Strauss 
yesterday and was seeing Strauss and Quarles this afternoon. Sec said if 
it was not done soon the Soviets would do it first and we would be aping 
them. Sec said it would be quite dramatic and would not cost much. Sec 
said McElroy if he was back from Cincinnati, or Quarles, Strauss, the 
Joint Chiefs and himself should talk to the Pres re this. (2) The Brit are 
pressing hard to do something on a Summit conference and are more 
or less prepared to concede in the preparatory talks a 5– 5 basis. Sec said 
he was reluctant to do that. Sec asked Pres what he would think of the 
possibility of asking the NATO people to ask Macmillan to go to Moscow 
to explore the possibilities and report back. Sec said it might give Mac
millan the prestige he needs; of course there was the risk that he is under 
great political pressures at home, personally he was the best of the lot. 
His talks might prove it was not worthwhile to have a Summit confer
ence, although he might be reluctant to come to that conclusion.

Sec said he could not come much before 3 because he was giving 
a luncheon for Erhard, and then the briefing was at 3, but they could 
talke about these matters right after it. Sec said if Pres did decide to do 
this he should call Macmillan on the phone to tell him by 10 p.m. which 
would be 5 p.m. our time. Sec said he could not come in the morning as 
he was giving his major presentation on MSP before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee.

299. Memorandum of Conversation with the President1

Washington, March 24, 1958

PRESENT

Secretary Dulles
General Twining, Chairman, JCS
Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles
Mr. Allen W. Dulles
Admiral Strauss
General Cutler
General Goodpaster
Secretary McElroy

1 Source: Proposal to suspend nuclear testing dropped; includes draft Presidential 
statement. Confidential; Personal and Private. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
Meetings with the President.
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We discussed my suggestion that the President, in connection with 
the opening of the present series of nuclear tests, might state that follow
ing this the United States did not intend to have further tests for a period 
of two years or substantially the duration of his Administration. I pointed 
out in this connection the estimate of the Intelligence community that 
Khrushchev might announce a voluntary suspension of testing within 
the next two or three days and that this would put us in an awkward 
position vis- à- vis world opinion. I pointed out that good world opinion 
was vital to our cause in the long run and over the broad aspects of the 
problem which involved more than winning a military war. I expounded 
the matter along the lines of the annexed draft, although I did not give 
the President a copy of this. Copies had, however, been given to Messrs. 
Strauss and Quarles. The proposal was strongly opposed by Strauss, 
Quarles and Twining and to some extent by McElroy.

The President raised the question as to whether the matter might be 
handled in a less formal way, indicating a more or less routine admin
istrative announcement. However, there appeared to be difficulties also 
in that way, and in the end we let the proposal drop.

I was impressed particularly by a suggestion made by General 
Twining that our allies might feel that we have become frightened. I 
also felt that without adequate preparation Macmillan and Adenauer 
might perhaps be embarrassed and feel that we had played into the 
hands of their political enemies.

Admiral Strauss presented an alternative proposal in the form 
annexed. I expressed the opinion that this would not have much of a 
public relations aspect because it seemed to be a repetition of our whole 
“cut off” theme. Also whereas it was within our own administrative dis
cretion not to have another series of tests for two years or whatever time 
we determine we could not alter our agreed disarmament proposals 
as this would involve action without negotiation with our allies which 
would make it impossible for us to anticipate the possible Soviet action.

JFD

Attachment

Draft Presidential Statement

After reviewing and confirming plans for nuclear testing in the 
Pacific this summer, President Eisenhower announced today that he 
did not intend (for 2 years thereafter) to authorize any additional test
ing of nuclear weapons. The President believes that this policy is con
sistent with the security interests of the United States.

The President said that the Free World could take sober satisfaction 
in the contributions which the next test series will make to the defense 
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of the Free World and to the development of weapons with greatly 
reduced radioactive fall out.

The President said that it has always been his policy only to autho
rize such nuclear tests as were indispensable to develop United States 
nuclear weapons systems for the defense of the Free World. With the 
completion of this summer’s tests, very great and flexible nuclear 
deterrent strength will be available, and the President now sees no 
early need for further United States nuclear testing.

Research will continue in our laboratories, since there can be no cer
tainty that the long impasse in disarmament negotiations will be ended 
and in view of the promising applications of nuclear explosions to peaceful 
uses. It is the President’s understanding that if a resumption of U.S. testing 
is in the interest of the free world, much of any such testing could be con
ducted underground, so that no radiation would enter the atmosphere.

It is the President’s hope that this public announcement of his 
intentions will improve opportunities for negotiation of an effective 
safeguarded international agreement to reduce the dangers of surprise 
attack and to control and reduce military force.

Extensive studies of radiation effects in the United States and 
other countries continue to support our position that testing adds but 
an insignificant amount to radiation from other sources and is not 
dangerous to humanity. The great peril to mankind arises not from 
nuclear tests but from the growing stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
and new means for their instant delivery through outer space. Safe
guarded agreement to control this peril is a main objective of United 
States disarmament policy. In connection which such an agreement, 
the United States of course remains willing to enter into inspected 
international arrangements covering, among other things, the suspen
sion of nuclear testing.

300. Draft Presidential Statement1

Washington, March 24, 1958

The President of the United States today stated:
“As the American people well know, the danger to all the people 

everywhere as the result of a nuclear war has weighed upon my mind 
and my heart for many years.

1 Source: Announces upcoming nuclear test at Eniwetok. Confidential. 4 pp. Eisen
hower Library, Whitman File.
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“These concerns caused me to propose the program of Atoms 
for Peace which has resulted in the establishment of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. The endorsement of that proposal by the gov
ernments of 80 nations testifies to the universal desire for peace and 
to find a means to reduce, hopefully to eliminate, the terrible threat of 
atomic warfare.

“The Government of the United States has maintained that agree
ments to ban the use of atomic weapons are illusory because such agree
ments are unenforceable if war should occur. It is also obvious that a 
suspension of testing of atomic weapons would not mean that stock
piles of weapons of existing types would not continue to increase by 
continued manufacture. I have pointed out again and again that, with 
our basic international political issues and difficulties unresolved, it is 
the existence of atomic arsenals and their enlargement in the posses
sion of three nations, and their inevitable acquisition by other nations, 
which forces the world to live on a knife edge of uncertainty as to the 
maintenance of peace or an atomic holocaust. 

“I now propose to the governments having atomic weapons and 
the means of increasing their numbers, a new approach to peace.

“Let us agree for a trial period of, say, two years to cease all pro
duction of the weapons materials. U–235 and plutonium, without 
which atomic weapons cannot be made. Let us cease to produce these 
materials for any purpose, military or peaceful. This suspension can be 
easily inspected since these plants are large, not numerous, and can be 
kept under U.N. surveillance simply by seeing to it that they are not 
operated.

“Let us during this period supply the growing demand for fission
able materials to meet the energy needs of a power hungry world by 
using our nuclear materials that are in existence,—beginning to use the 
materials in our weapons stockpiles.

“During the two year breathing period, let our negotiators seek 
safe means of resuming production under controlled methods which 
will foreclose the possibility that any of it will be converted to weapons 
use.

“Coincident with this more significant agreement a collateral 
agreement can easily be reached on such subordinate questions as a 
concurrent suspension of testing, or testing with limited fall out or test
ing for peaceful uses only under U.N. supervision or some combination 
of these.”
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Attachment

Semi- Final Draft Presidential Statement

Washington, March 24, 1958

SEMI FINAL DRAFT OF PROPOSED  
PRESIDENTIAL STATEMENT

(To Be Released After Reading at Press Conference)

The United States will demonstrate to other nations the prog
ress our scientists have achieved in reducing radioactive fallout from 
nuclear explosions.

To this end, we are inviting the United Nations to select fifteen 
qualified scientists to observe at the Eniwetok Proving Grounds in the 
Pacific this summer a large nuclear explosion better than 90% free of 
radioactive fallout. We will also invite a representative group of U.S. 
and foreign news media representatives.

The U.S. has made a long and determined effort to eliminate radio
active fallout from nuclear explosions, in the belief that a breakthrough 
could be achieved toward basic advances in both the peaceful and mil
itary uses of nuclear energy.

Such advances by American scientists could have tremendous sig
nificance in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. When man is able to use 
the stupendous force of a greater radioactive free nuclear explosion, 
waters can be channeled to desert areas, mineral deposits can be more 
readily reached, safe and deep draught harbors can be developed, and 
level highways and canals built through mountainous areas.

This scientific progress will also make it possible to limit the effect 
of nuclear weapons to strictly military targets, eliminating the fall
out hazard to civilians outside the target area. We can all agree that 
an explosion of the magnitude which the observers will see at Eni
wetok should be used only for peaceful purposes. However, until a 
safeguarded international agreement is reached to control and reduce 
nuclear weapons and other armaments, these scientific advances con
stitute forward steps toward protecting civilian non combatants from 
the horrors of modern war.

The United States has always publicly announced its nuclear test
ing programs. Open shots for official observers and the press, includ
ing those from foreign countries, have been held. We hope that other 
nations will be willing to announce their nuclear tests, and, by opening 
significant tests to international observation, will reveal their nuclear 
progress to the peoples of the world.

(Details will be announced later by the responsible departments 
and agencies of our Government.)
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301. Memorandum From Washburn (USIA) to Cutler1

Washington, March 25, 1958

USIA feels very strongly that unless the President can state that the 
open shot at Eniwetok will be 90% fallout free or better—and unless 
AEC is sure it will be at least that clean—it would be better for the 
United States not to hold the shot.

The President has already publicly used the figure of 96%.
If the 6 megaton shot is 95% clean, it will still yield 300,000 tons of 

fission contamination—or the equivalent of 15 Hiroshima bombs.
If it is 90% clean, it will still yield as much fallout contamination as 

30 Hiroshimas.
Any “cleanliness” less than this, in our judgment, would be far 

more embarrassing to the President and to the United States than hav
ing to find some reason for not holding an open shot at this time.

Abbott Washburn
Acting Director

United States Information Agency

1 Source: Eniwetok test. Confidential. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Project Clean Up, Eniwetok Test, 1958.

302. Memorandum From Melbourne (OCB) to Cutler1

Washington, March 25, 1958

SUBJECT

Draft Presidential Statement

The special group to revise the draft Presidential statement met 
at 9:30 today and consisted of Admiral Paul Foster, AEC, Mr. Abbott 
Washburn, USIA, Mr. George Spiegel, representing Mr. Berding of 
State, Mr. Bertram Saymon, representing Mr. Snyder of Defense, and 
Mr. Henry Loomis, representing Dr. Killian.

It was agreed to work from the AEC draft, making revisions, and 
the first such revision occurred in an amendment of the first sentence of 

1 Source: Discussion of draft Presidential statement. Confidential. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Eniwetok Test, 1958.
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paragraph 2 which was designed to give time to State to consult infor
mally with Hammarskjold, who is now in the Soviet Union for a few 
days, before having too precise a statement on a method of selection of 
scientists being made. This amendment of State was a completely firm 
position of that agency, since State considered that it had full responsi
bility for the method of working out the details of selection of scientists 
vis a vis the UN.

Mr. Washburn raised the point that Press Secretary Hagerty would 
certainly want to indicate the percentage of reduction in radio active 
fallout that the pending test would show. He stated that the whole 
purpose and origin of the exercise had been to support the President’s 
press statements on July 3 and that the elimination of the figure of 90% 
or better would not do this and if it were not possible to achieve such 
a figure in the test, the backfire from world opinion would be too great 
to justify having it.

Admiral Foster talked with Admiral Strauss and with a technical 
expert in the AEC. They affirmed doubts as to whether the percentage 
figure could be guaranteed in the particular test in view of complicated 
factors from ground radiation and said that while it was hoped this 
could be done, they felt it unwise to include a precise percentage figure. 
Admiral Strauss added further, as a clincher for continuing with the 
test shot, that he considered the President had made a definite decision 
to go ahead with the test and that the AEC did not wish the percentage 
figure in the draft.

The sentence included in the composite draft agreed last Saturday 
was inserted in the AEC draft as the second sentence of paragraph 5. 
There were other editorial changes which can be noted in the annotated 
draft attached.

One problem raised in the third sentence of paragraph 5 deserves 
attention, where the phrase “basic international differences are settled 
and…” was inserted by the AEC into a sentence contained in the earlier 
composite draft. AEC insisted that it remain, and, while State had no strong 
feelings, it concurred with the others that this gave too broad a scope to 
the context of this concurete announcement, which is simply devoted to 
nuclear testing. Further, the query was raised whether or not the inclu
sion of this statement would not give rise to widespread criticism that 
the U.S. was tending to raise a whole series of unspecified, international 
differences which had to be settled prior to any action in the nuclear test
ing field. Defense suggested a possible alternative which would have the 
sentence read, “Until basic international differences are settled enabling a 
safeguarded…” I would personally suggest deletion and would suggest 
that you may wish to try to obtain appropriate assent to its deletion.

It was agreed by all except USIA that in view of the situation 
described and by AEC standing on its basic text and the fact that the 
test will not be deferred, that there should not be a question and answer 
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sheet for background purposes. It was considered by others of the 
group that the statement would raise questions which would not be 
seemly for the President to attempt to answer. However, Mr. Washburn 
did feel that it would be advisable for the President to have some back
ground questions and answers, and in the event you consider it useful, 
I am attaching a copy of a memorandum sent to me yesterday by USIA, 
which lists possible questions and answers from a USIA perspective. As 
a footnote to this aspect of the matter, when Admiral Foster talked with 
Admiral Strauss, he strongly urged the latter to get in touch with Press 
Secretary Hagerty and to have him agree that the President would refer 
questioners to the competent agencies concerned.

Mr. Washburn left before the meeting was over because of another 
meeting he was obliged to attend and, on leaving, indicated his dis
satisfaction with the draft statement as it stood with no percentages 
indicated for fallout and with the decision that there be no attached 
question and answer sheet for the President. Earlier I had the occasion 
to tell him privately and in general terms of what you had given me as 
the substance of what had been discussed at the special White House 
meeting yesterday. He indicated that he thought USIA, with its world
wide information responsibilities, might be brought into the chain of 
developments if it was intended to take substantive policy actions on 
any crash basis. Mr. Washburn told me on the phone what he had said 
to you on meeting you after leaving the meeting and your request to 
him, with which he is complying.

Roy M. Melbourne
Acting Executive Officer

cc: Mr. Staats
Mr. Damon

303. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Lodge and John 
Foster Dulles1

March 25, 1958, 2:51 p.m.

L said he sees the Pres is scheduled to make an announcement 
tomorrow re having observers for the Hardtack Operation. Of course 
the Sec knows more than L does but from where he sits he thinks we 

1 Source: Public relations considerations to nuclear testing. No classification mark
ing. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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are likely to get scooped. He thinks the Russians will come out unilat
erally re suspension of testing and L thinks we should consider saying 
we will stop after the next test. Why is it being done so far ahead when 
it is not until August? Also make it definite who the observers are.  
L thinks it should be the radiation comm. The Sec said Herter is han
dling it through OCB. L will talk with him. The Sec told re working 
hard over the weekend with Defense and AEC on suspension but 
finally they agreed not to do it. The Sec went into a discourse about 
how in the long run we look militaristic though some isolated cases and 
their decisions are right. If we just had to win a war that would be easy 
but it’s the diplomatic and economic arenas where we might lose out. 
Then L, after agreeing, asked if the Sec has thought of asking the Pres 
to ask to Soviets to agree on an inspection system. L added he is afraid 
it is going to be bad from a PR standpoint.

304. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 28, 1958

SUBJECT

Technical Feasibility of Cessation of Nuclear Testing

REFERENCE

NSC Action No. 1840– c

The Report on the subject,2 called for by NSC Action No. 1840–c–
(1), has been prepared by the NSC Ad Hoc Panel established by the 
reference NSC Action (consisting of representatives of the President’s 
Science Advisory Committee, the Department of Defense, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the Central Intelligence Agency), and will be 
presented orally at the National Security Council meeting on Thursday, 
April 3, 1958.

1 Source: Appendices A–E to Report of the NSC Ad Hoc Working Group (Bethe 
Report) (print Document 147). Technical feasibility of cessation of nuclear testing; Appen
dices B, D, and E not declassified (25 pp.). Top Secret; Restricted Data. Appendix A is 
Secret. 64 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament—Bethe Report.

2 Report enclosed with this copy. Special security precautions should be observed in the 
handling of the enclosures, and access to them should be limited on a strict need- to- know basis. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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Because of the sensitivity of this Report, copies have been circu
lated only to those agencies represented on the NSC Ad Hoc Panel and 
to the Department of State. A copy of the Report is available, in the 
office of the Executive Secretary, NSC, for reference by other regular 
participant members of the Council.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

Enclosure

Memorandum From Killian to Gray

Washington, March 28, 1958

SUBJECT

Transmittal of Report

In accordance with Action No. 1840 of the National Security Coun
cil, as approved by the President on January 9, 1958, I submit herewith 
a report of the Ad Hoc Working Group devoted to the following three 
studies in the area of nuclear testing:

“(a) A study of the losses to the United States consequent on a total 
suspension of nuclear tests at specific future dates.

“(b) A symmetrical study of the losses to the USSR that would 
accrue from cessation of nuclear testing, using the same hypothetical 
dates.

“(c) A study of the technical feasibility of monitoring a test suspen
sion, including the outlines of a surveillance and inspection system.”

The Ad Hoc Working Group submitting this report is made up of 
representatives nominated by the President’s Science Advisory Com
mittee, the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Central Intelligence Agency.

The Ad Hoc Working Group, in preparing this report, limited itself 
to the technical feasibility of monitoring nuclear tests and to the tech
nical losses that would result to the U.S. and the U. S. S. R. from a ces
sation of tests. Although the Group considered some of the military 
implications of these technical losses to the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., a com
plete evaluation of these military implications would have required 
extensive studies by the Department of Defense and these are not yet 
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available. It excluded from its consideration any question of policy 
with respect to whether there should be a suspension of nuclear tests.

J.R. Killian, Jr.
Chairman
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PRESENT AND POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES AND LIMITATIONS 
FOR THE DETECTION OF NUCLEAR TESTS

ABSTRACT

A long range detection system consisting of seismic, acoustic, 
electromagnetic and air sampling components is presently deployed 
around the USSR. This system can detect and identify nuclear tests 
of 10 KT or larger conducted within the USSR and China as shallow 
sub surface, surface or air bursts up to 50,000 ft with an estimated 
reliability of 90–100 per cent. Nuclear tests as small as 3 KT in the 
same environments can be detected and identified with a reliability 
of 30 per cent. Underground explosions of 10 KT or larger can be 
detected with a certainty of 90–100 per cent but cannot be identified 
as nuclear explosions. Underwater explosions of 20 KT or larger con
ducted in deep ocean areas of the Northern Hemisphere and some 
parts of the Southern Hemisphere can be detected with 90–100 per 
cent certainty and probably identified as an explosion rather than 
an earthquake. Since the present system was designed to detect tests 
conducted in the USSR, its capabilities for tests outside the USSR are 
limited. Nuclear tests as large as a few hundred kilotons and possibly 
even one megaton might be missed if conducted in areas remote from 
the present detection network.

A system of improved capability for the detection of nuclear 
tests possibly conducted on a clandestine basis in the USSR or China 
is described. This system would consist of about 70 geophysical sta
tions in the USSR and China plus an aerial sampling network involving 
overflight of critical areas as required to intercept radioactive clouds 
for the purpose of proving the nuclear nature of the explosion. It is 
estimated that this system could detect and identify with 90–100 per 
cent certainty nuclear tests of 1 KT or larger conducted as shallow sub
surface, surface or air bursts up to 50,000 ft within the USSR and China. 
Underground explosions of 1 KT or larger in the USSR and China 
could be detected with a certainty of 90–100 per cent but not identi
fied as nuclear in nature. Identification of such underground distur
bances may be possible through the use of on the spot inspection teams 
investigating about 300 unidentified sub surface disturbances of 1 KT 
or larger per year in the USSR and China. If inspection only of those 
disturbances of 5 KT or larger is contemplated, only 35 events per year 
would require investigation.

A system for the detection and identification of nuclear tests 
in areas of the world remote from the present detection system is 
described. This system would consist of about 30 geophysical stations 
located principally in the Southern Hemisphere plus an aerial sampling 
network necessary to intercept radioactive clouds to prove the nuclear 
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nature of the explosion. It is estimated that this system could detect and 
identify with 90–100 per cent certainty nuclear tests of 20 KT or larger 
conducted as shallow sub surface, surface or air bursts up to 50,000 
ft in remote areas of the world. Underground explosions of 20 KT or 
larger in remote parts of the world could be detected with a certainty 
of 90–100 per cent but not identified as nuclear in nature. Identifica
tion of such underground disturbances may be possible through the 
use of inspection teams investigating about 100 suspected test areas per 
year in remote regions of the world. Underwater explosions of 20 KT or 
larger anywhere in the world could be reliably detected and probably 
identified as explosions rather than earthquakes.

PRESENT AND POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES AND LIMITATIONS 
FOR THE DETECTION OF NUCLEAR TESTS

INTRODUCTION: This report describes the present system for 
long range detection and identification of nuclear tests in the USSR 
including an evaluation of its capabilities and limitations. The results 
of a study of the technical feasibility of monitoring a test suspension is 
presented, including the outline of a surveillance and inspection sys
tem for detecting and identifying, if possible, nuclear tests conducted 
in the USSR, China and in remote areas of the world.

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFOAT–1 LONG RANGE DETECTION 
SYSTEM:

a. General. The present Long Range Detection System is deployed 
around the USSR and consists of four major components, i.e., acoustic, 
seismic, electromagnetic and nuclear. The purpose of this system is to 
determine the fact of an explosion, time, location, height of burst and 
yield, and finally from the analysis of the nuclear debris to reconstruct, 
insofar as possible, the detailed characteristics of the nuclear device 
tested.

Scientific observation posts for each of the four techniques are 
located as close as possible to the USSR and are operated by units of 
the Army, Navy and Air Force as appropriate. Preliminary analysis of 
the radioactive debris is accomplished in field radiochemical laborato
ries and more comprehensive and detailed analysis of the samples is car
ried out in a central laboratory in California, all operated by AFOAT–1. 
In addition, highly specialized measurements are made by laboratories 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, civilian contractors and university 
laboratories in the U.S. Collection and preliminary evaluation of data 
from all these laboratories are effected by AFOAT–1 analysts assisted 
by special studies at RAND Corporation. Finally, all data and evalu
ations are reviewed by the Foreign Weapons Evaluation Committee, 
Professor Hans A. Bethe, Chairman, a committee which is responsible 
jointly to the Division of Military Application, AEC, and to AFOAT–1. 
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The final conclusions are reported as intelligence to the Joint Atomic 
Energy Intelligence Committee, where the information is collated with 
intelligence from all other sources, and National Intelligence Estimates 
of Soviet nuclear capability are prepared.

A limited cooperation between AFOAT–1 and the United King
dom has been in progress for a number of years. Geophysical stations 
are operated by the British Ministry of Defense. Measurements from 
these stations are reported by cable directly to headquarters, AFOAT–1. 
Radiochemical data obtained on samples of Soviet weapon debris are 
exchanged with the Atomic Energy Research Establishment, Harwell 
under Sir John Cockroft and the Atomic Weapons Research Establish
ment, Aldermaston under Sir William Penney.

b. The Acoustic Component. The acoustic element of the Long Range 
Detection System consists of 10 acoustic stations surrounding the USSR 
as shown in Figure 1. One of these stations is omitted from the fig
ure for security reasons. Eight of these acoustic stations are operated 
by the U.S. Army Signal Corps from a headquarters at Ft. Monmouth, 
New Jersey. These stations are located in Japan (2), Philippine Islands, 
Turkey, Eritrea, Germany, Greenland and Alaska. Two acoustic stations 
are operated by the United Kingdom. In addition to the permanent net 
stations, data are frequently obtained from experimental stations in San 
Diego, Washington, D. C. and Ft. Monmouth, N. J.

Each acoustic station consists of four condenser microphones, one 
located at each corner of a 6  to 10 mile square. Although only three 
microphones are necessary to establish the azimuth and apparent 
velocity of the incoming acoustic wave, four are used to provide a fac
tor of safety for instrument malfunction and to improve the precision 
of meas urement. Time sequence of arrival of the acoustic wave at indi
vidual microphones provides a measure of the azimuth and apparent 
velocity. The microphones are coupled to the atmosphere through a 
pipe array 1000 ft in length with openings every five feet throughout 
the length. This coupling device greatly reduces the background noise 
from wind turbulence (about a factor of 10) and permits identification 
of acoustic waves having pressure amplitudes as low as 0.1 dyne/cm2 
under favorable conditions. Each microphone is connected by wire lines 
to a central recording station where variations in atmospheric pressure 
in the subsonic frequency range from approximately 1.0 to 0.01 cps 
are amplified and recorded on EsterlineAngus pen recorders. Service 
personnel, trained especially for the purpose, continuously scan the 
records on a 24 hour basis. When signal characteristics meet the crite
ria determined by AFOAT–1 to be indicative of a large explosion, the 
station personnel itemize the principal signal characteristics in a coded 
message to the net headquarters at Ft. Monmouth, N. J. There the data 
are checked, correlated with other acoustic data, and transmitted to 
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AFOAT–1 for further evaluation and correlation with data from other 
elements of the Atomic Energy Detection System.

Equipment of the same type has been supplied to the British for 
their operations. In a similar way they identify significant signals 
and send the signal characteristics by message through headquarters, 
AFOAT–1, to the net headquarters at Ft. Monmouth for correlation 
with U.S. data.

The acoustic data are used to determine the time of burst to about 
± 5 to 10 minutes, the location of burst within a radius of about 100 
miles, and the yield to about ± a factor of 2 for small shots and to about 
± 15 to 20 per cent on large yield tests.

c. The Seismic Component. The seismic component is made up of 
eight surveillance stations under the operational control of AFOAT–1. 
These stations are located in Spain, Turkey, Korea, Alaska, Australia 
and three in the U.S. (See Figure 2.) In addition, one seismic station 
with similar equipment is operated by the U.K.

Each seismic station is composed of an array of four concrete piers 
poured on solid rock and deployed when possible at equal spacing 
along a two mile line. Each pier accommodates a vertical sesimome
ter and one of the piers has, in addition, two horizontal instruments 
oriented at 90° with each other to permit recording of the three com
ponents of earth’s motion on that pier. In those cases where a linear 
array is possible, the axis of the array is oriented to favor reception 
of a signal from the USSR and to discriminate against known sources 
of microseisms. The individual seismometers are connected through 
wire lines several miles in length to a central recording station. Seismic 
waves from a distant source are refracted upward from the mantle to 
the seismometers at an angle which is nearly vertical. In phase signals 
are thus produced on all four seismometers which result in a gain in 
amplitude proportional to the square root of the number of seismom
eters. Since microseismic disturbances, in general, travel horizontally 
from local sources to the station, the response of the seismometers to 
noise is uncorrelated. Earth motion of about 1–2 millimicrons can be 
detected under favorable background conditions.

At the central recording station the signals from individual seis
mometers are amplified and recorded on 35 mm film, together with 
standard time signals from WWV or WWVH as appropriate. The 
response characteristics of the seismographs favor the reception of seis
mic disturbances in the period range of 0.5 to 1.0 seconds where the 
maximum energy in the earth from atomic explosions is found. Back
ground noise at other frequencies is excluded and as a result the signal 
to noise level at the station is increased.

The film at each of the seismic stations is developed three times 
during each 24 hour period and scanned by field personnel for evidence 
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of signal characteristics meeting certain criteria of significance. When, 
in the opinion of the team personnel, these criteria have been met, the 
principal characteristics of the signal of interest are transmitted by TWX 
to AFOAT–1 in Washington, D. C. A central analysis station at Laramie, 
Wyoming but programmed to be located at headquarters, AFOAT–1, 
presently receives all of the incoming messages and makes a careful 
study of the significance of these reports.

From the seismic data AFOAT–1 can ascertain the time of explo
sion to the nearest 1/2 second, and estimate to the nearest 1/10th sec
ond; can determine the location to the nearest 2–5 miles; and can obtain 
a rough estimate of yield (to an order of magnitude). Yield determina
tions by seismic methods are very uncertain since the coupling between 
the explosion and the earth is affected both by height of burst and the 
geological formations at ground zero. Neither of these factors is known 
in the case of an explosion in the USSR.

d. The Electromagnetic Component. The Long Range Detection Sys
tem presently contains eight electromagnetic stations located in Min
nesota, Washington State, Alaska (2), Japan, Pakistan, Turkey and 
Germany. Installation of two additional stations is in progress. These 
stations, located as shown in Figure 3, are under the operational control 
of AFOAT–1.

The equipment at each station is energized by two antennas: one 
a vertical whip and the other a pair of crossed loops. The signal from 
the crossed loops passes through amplifiers and records on a cathode 
ray oscilloscope. This record permits determination of the azimuth 
of the incoming signal. The energy from the vertical whip is utilized 
to remove the 180° ambiguity in determination of azimuth from the 
crossed loop circuits described above. The vertical whip also ener
gizes the equipment for recording waveform and energy content of 
the pulse.

The direction finding circuits operate on a frequency of 10 kc with 
a 2 kc pass band. The equipment for recording waveform and energy 
content utilizes four channels. The waveform itself is recorded in a 
wide band from 3 kc to 300 kc and, in addition, three other narrow 
bands (2 kc) centered on 20 kc, 75 kc and 5 mc are recorded for sam
pling the spectrum of energy radiated by the explosion. The waveform 
is recorded on a 500 microsecond sweep which is triggered by the initial 
signal from the vertical whip and provided with a suitable delay circuit 
to permit recording of the entire waveform from start to finish.

The channels at 20 kc, 75 kc and 5 mc have been added in the hope 
that the distribution of energy from the bomb will be different from 
lightning flashes. The five channels described, together with a WWV 
channel for timing purposes, are all recorded on 35 mm film on a 
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24 hour basis. Signal strengths as low as 30 millivolts/meter are detect
able under favorable conditions.

The electromagnetic system suffers from a defect of recording mil
lions of lightning flashes which look very similar to the pulse transmit
ted from a nuclear explosion. Therefore, the individual station cannot, 
on its own, determine whether the recordings have significance with 
respect to a suspected nuclear explosion. For that reason the film is 
transmitted to the analysis center at AFOAT–1 where correlation stud
ies are made to determine the existence of multi station time and azi
muth coincidences. The usual procedure is to search that part of the 
electromagnetic film covering a time period considered to have been 
significant from reports of the other geophysical systems or from the 
date and time established by measurements on fresh debris from the 
nuclear system.

Signal significance is determined by three methods: coincidence in 
times of arrival, consistency of intersections of azimuth, and compati
bility of recorded signal strength at widely separated stations, assum
ing a single source and applying known attenuation factors. These 
methods, however, are applicable only after some method of sorting 
has been accomplished. At present, this sorting depends upon estab
lishing a time of the explosion by acoustic, seismic or nuclear means.

The electromagnetic system has produced time and azimuth, multi 
station coincidences for all of the large Soviet tests as well as several 
smaller tests, and, of course, it has been checked for accuracy on U.S. 
tests. The time obtained by electromagnetic data can be determined to 
50 milliseconds and estimated to 20 milliseconds. The azimuth can be 
determined to ± 3 degrees.

Recent experience, on one small Soviet test, indicates the possibil
ity of detection of relatively small tests in the USSR which, if conducted 
on the surface, produce large electromagnetic signals. If this experi
ence on one Soviet test can be duplicated on all small surface tests, an 
important detection capability for small tests may be realized. At pres
ent, however, the electromagnetic component of the Long Range Detec
tion System does not report independently the detection of a nuclear 
test in the USSR. It is capable only of response to query.

An important contribution of the electromagnetic time, however, 
is that when combined with seismic time it is used to determine the 
height of burst of a nuclear test. The electromagnetic time, of course, 
corresponds to the exact detonation time of the device and the seismic 
time gives a reasonably accurate time at which the shock wave from 
the device strikes the earth. Since there is available a “time distance 
curve” on the shock wave transmission through the air from the burst 
to the ground, it is possible to utilize this curve to determine the height 
of burst.
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e. The Nuclear Component. A system for collecting radioactive debris 
from a test utilizes airborne filters for removing the particulate debris 
from the air along the flight tracks of the aircraft. Specially designed 
air filters have been mounted on WB/50 aircraft operated by the Air 
Weather Service out of bases in Japan, Alaska and Burtonwood, England. 
WB/50 aircraft fly tracks northeast and southwest out of Japan, north 
and southwest out of Alaska and to any predesignated point in Europe 
or the Middle East out of Burtonwood, England. (See Figure 4.) The 
flight tracks from Japanese and Alaskan bases are planned to cover on 
a once each 24 hour basis all air mass trajectories coming out of the 
USSR between 30° N and 85° N. The aircraft usually fly at 10,000 feet 
outbound and about from 20,000 to 30,000 feet on the return track so 
that two altitudes are covered during each flight.

Instantaneous radiation detectors mounted behind the filter papers 
indicate to the pilot when the filter paper is collecting unusual amounts 
of radioactive debris. This information is radioed back to the base and 
used for vectoring special missions to intercept “hot” parts of the atomic 
cloud and is used as a guide to enable the aircraft to orbit within the 
cloud while sampling.

The airborne filters are analyzed in a field laboratory (Japan and 
Alaska) by physical and chemical methods to determine whether or not 
fresh radioactive debris has been encountered on the flight. Although 
in most instances early warning by geophysical techniques alerts the 
air crews to the possibility of intercepting debris, in five cases the ini
tial and only detection of Soviet tests has been by the radiochemical 
analysis of filter papers. The field laboratories at operational bases in 
Japan and Alaska also conduct comprehensive radio chemical analyses 
of the filters, concentrating mostly on short lived isotopes for dating 
and other purposes, and thus provide information which would not 
be obtainable by the time the filters had been sent back to the central 
laboratory in Sacramento, California.

Reports of unusual amounts of radioactive debris, or the detec
tion of fresh debris together with the preliminary reports on chemical 
analysis of short lived isotopes, are submitted by the field laborato
ries through priority dispatch to the headquarters, AFOAT–1, Wash
ington, D.C. All significant filter papers are transmitted to the central 
laboratory at McClellan Air Force Base, where a decision is made with 
respect to the distribution of samples among the laboratories in the 
U.S. which contribute to various phases of the analysis program, as 
well as to the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment at Aldermas
ton, England. Laboratories participating are the McClellan Central 
Laboratory, Argonne National Laboratory, Knolls Atomic Power Lab
oratory, and Tracerlab, Inc. In certain cases, the Los Alamos Scientific 
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Laboratory, University of California Radiation Laboratory at Liver
more and the Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory perform special 
analyses.

These laboratories make quantitative mass spectrometric studies, 
alpha pulse analyses, activation studies and chemical identifications of 
induced activities and isotopes of the transuranium elements and fis
sion products over a period of one to three months after the collection of 
the debris. All of these data are forwarded by letter report to AFOAT–1 
where the final evaluation is carried out. Data received from all of these 
laboratories are also transmitted to the Foreign Weapons Evaluation 
Committee and are reviewed at periodic meetings. AFOAT–1 and the 
Bethe Committee review and discuss conclusions concerning the type 
of nuclear reactions, materials and geometry utilized by the Soviets in 
each specific test.

2. EXISTING CAPABILITIES AND LIMITATIONS:
The Long Range Detection System of AFOAT–1 was primarily 

designed to detect and identify surface bursts or air bursts and sub 
surface bursts detonated within the boundaries of the USSR. In con
sidering its capabilities and limitations as a system for monitoring an 
international agreement on nuclear test limitations, the following four 
environments for possible test detonations within the USSR have been 
considered: surface or air bursts below 50,000 feet; sub surface tests; 
high altitude tests; and surface or air bursts in remote geographical 
locations.

a. Surface or Air Bursts below 50 Kilofeet within the USSR. To date 44 
nuclear tests have been identified within the USSR which are believed 
to have been between the surface and 50 kft and two which may have 
been higher than 50 kft. The remaining two Soviet tests were known 
to be sub surface, probably underwater. Table I shows the part played 
by each component of the Long Range Detection System in identifying 
the 48 Soviet tests. It is noteworthy that five of these tests were picked 
up by nuclear techniques only. No geophysical response was obtained. 
Of interest to the study of detection capability, four of the tests did not 
produce nuclear debris which was detectable. All four of the compo
nents of the system seemed to be relatively successful in tests of 500 KT 
or higher. The absence of electromagnetic detection of some of the tests 
does not indicate necessarily a low capability but rather that it con
sisted of only one station overseas and three stations in the U.S. prior 
to 1957 and no stations prior to 1954. Finally, the table shows a variety 
of combinations of the techniques which produced successful detection 
on different Soviet tests, thus demonstrating the value of including all 
four components in the system.
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Table I
AFOAT–1 Identification of USSR Tests

Component

Yield

3.5–8 KT 10–45 KT
60–500 

KT 750–4300 KT

N <20, <20, 
<5, 8, 8

A 30, 45

AS 20, 20

AN
3.5, 4, 4, 

7, 8
15, <20, 20, 
25, 25, 25, 
25, 30, 30

70, 100

EN <5

AEN 7 15 70

ASN 25 90, 300, 
500

~1000

ASEN
30 60, 90, 

100, 200
750, ~1000, 1300, 
1700, 2200, 2700, 
~3000, 3200, 4300

A – Acoustic
S – Seismic
E – Electromagnetic
N –  Nuclear

The electromagnetic technique does not contribute, at present, to 
detection without the assistance of one or more of the other techniques. 
It does show considerable promise for the detection of surface bursts 
of relatively low yield, but this promise requires further exploration 
before any definite statements can be made. Reference to Table I shows 
a detection capability for tests in the USSR as low as 5 KT. However, in 
general, it is believed that a lower limit of reliable detection for surface 
bursts is more like 25 KT at ranges of 4000–5000 kilometers. A reduction 
in detectability is observed at burst heights of 8000–10,000 feet. Pending 
completion of developments of machine sorting techniques and a dis
criminator between bomb pulses and lightning pulses, the electromag
netic system may not contribute greatly to detection of very low yield 
tests within the USSR.

Except for subsurface tests, the seismic technique is applicable prin
cipally to surface or low air bursts of 100–150 KT or larger. One surface 
test of 25 KT in the USSR was detected, but this is the exception and 
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not the rule. In general, we record about 300 seismic disturbances per 
year in the USSR above 100 KT, of which about 75% are identified as 
earthquakes, leaving about 75 disturbances which cannot be identified 
either as man made or natural.

The problem of detecting and identifying clandestine tests in the 
environment (surface to 50 kilofeet in the USSR) under discussion will 
depend principally upon the success of the combined nuclear and 
acoustic components of the Long Range Detection System. For the pur
pose of studying the effect of these two techniques, AFOAT–1 detection 
data on 25 Soviet tests and 66 U.S. tests in the range of 3.5 to 50 KT were 
selected. U.S. data are fairly well spread out through all of the seasons. 
Soviet data does not include many tests in the summer and spring.

Acoustic detection at individual stations has a marked diurnal vari
ation due to the fact that noise levels at night are normally lower by 
a factor of 2 or more than they are in the daytime. A marked seasonal 
variation is noted in the detection of acoustic waves, since stratosphere 
wind patterns in the winter time are most favorable for transmission 
toward the east and, conversely, stratosphere wind patterns in the sum
mer favor transmission toward the west. Stations to the north or south 
in general show relatively smaller seasonal effects than do east west 
stations. Normally, the stratosphere winds permit longer ranges of 
detection in summer and winter than in the spring and fall.

Further complicating the acoustic picture is the fact that the ampli
tude of pressure waves from an explosion varies greatly due to fluc
tuations in winds and temperatures encountered in the atmosphere at 
altitudes above the known meteorology. Pressure amplitudes are only 
very qualitatively related to yield.

In estimating the capabilities of the acoustic net, it has been nec
essary to rely mainly on actual results obtained from U.S. and Russian 
nuclear tests. These estimates cannot be precise but they are believed 
to be as realistic as it is possible to make them at present. Four ranges 
of detectability were established, as follows: excellent—90 to 100%; 
good—60 to 90%; fair—30 to 60%; poor—0 to 30%. The result of the 
study is shown in Table II.
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Table II
Acoustic Detection* Capability for Low Yield Air or  

Tower Nuclear Tests

Detection 
Coefficient

Based on USSR Test 
Results

Based on U.S. Test 
Results

Overall
(KT)

Winter–
Summer 

(KT)

Spring–
Fall  
(KT)

Winter–
Summer 

(KT)

Spring–
Fall 
(KT)

Excellent
(90 – 100%) ≥15 ≥20 ≥10 ≥15 ≥15

Good
(60 – 90%) 5–14 10–19 3–9 10–14 10–14

Fair
(30 – 60%) 1–4 5–9 1–2 3–9 5–9

Poor
(0 – 30%) <1 <5 <1 <3 <5

* Detection but not identification as nuclear in nature. [Footnote is in the 
 original.]

The last column of Table II shows a conservative overall acoustic detec
tion capability obtained by averaging the winter/summer and spring/
fall results obtained from USSR and U.S. tests.

Nuclear debris from relatively small yield low altitude shots within 
the USSR seems to be readily detectable. Shots of the order of 3–10 KT 
can be expected to produce substantial clouds of debris if detonated 
at or near the surface and this debris will not rise much above the 
10,000 to 20,000 ft levels routinely patrolled by aircraft out of Japan and 
Alaska. However, when the yield increases to substantial fractions of 
a megaton or higher, so much of the debris is deposited in the strato
sphere that collections on routine patrols at 10,000 to 20,000 feet are 
extremely unsatisfactory. From the standpoint of detection of the fact 
of a nuclear burst, however, it is believed that most very large tests will 
leave enough debris in the troposphere to permit the fact of fresh debris 
to be ascertained for the high yield tests.

Clandestine tests of low yield devices conducted at altitudes of 
20,000 or 30,000 feet will probably produce debris which will pass over 
the top of surveillance flights at 20,000 feet. This actually occurred on 
the U.S. “HA” shot (3 KT) where debris was picked up over Washing
ton at 40,000 feet while no debris was obtained from that same shot 
on flights between Bermuda and Washington at 10,000 and 20,000 
feet. Since altitudes above 20,000 feet are not routinely patrolled but 
are searched by special high altitude aircraft only upon warning from 
the geophysical system, it is quite possible that low yield shots fired at 
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altitudes above 20,000 feet will not be detected by nuclear techniques. 
Figure 5 is a graphic portrayal of the situation that will occur in the case 
of low yield tests in the environment under discussion.

Debris collection seems to be at its greatest disadvantage in the 
summer time. From fall through winter and spring collection activities 
are at their best. It is, therefore, believed that the air sampling technique 
will substantially add to the overall system capability but it is difficult 
to make a quantitative assessment. The overall detection capability for 
the system under the environment being discussed must, therefore, 
rely to a certain extent on the judgment as to what size nuclear cloud 
could escape routine sampling flights from 30° N to 85° N during short 
periods when interruptions of flight schedules occur and to what extent 
clouds from small shots would overpass routine flight lines.

Taking everything into consideration, it is believed that for tests in the 
USSR between the surface and 50,000 feet there will be a substantial con
tribution to the acoustic component by the nuclear detection component. 
A combined acoustic and nuclear detection capability, which is believed 
to be the determining factor in the low yield range, is shown in Table III.

Table III
Overall Detection and Identification Capability for Airbursts  

between the Surface and 50,000 feet

Detection 
Coefficient

Overall Acoustic 
(KT)

Acoustic plus 
Nuclear (KT)

Excellent (90–100%) ≥15 ≥10

Good (60–90%) 10–14 5–10

Fair (30–60%) 5–9 3–5

Poor (0–30%) <5 <3

The limited capability for seismic and electromagnetic techniques to 
contribute in the low yield air burst range does not permit any quanti
tative evaluation of the small contributions which they may make. Both 
techniques are limited, however, in any case to small tests conducted on 
or near the surface as indicated above and to some large yield tests at 
moderate heights of burst. There is the possibility mentioned in para
graph 1c of some assistance from the electromagnetic component on 
surface or low air bursts.

b. Subsurface Tests. It is assumed that a clandestine subsurface test 
by the USSR will be conducted in such a way that no radioactive debris 
will be cast into the atmosphere, that the shot will be sufficiently tamped 
to prevent any energy appearing in acoustic waves and, of course, that 
there will be no electromagnetic radiation. The seismic component of 
the Long Range Detection System will then be the sole component 
responsible for the detection of such a test.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1273

The seismic system is limited to the determination that a large sub
surface disturbance has occurred. There is no unique way of identify
ing with certainty the signature of an underground nuclear explosion. 
At long range detection distances the individual characteristics of the 
source of disturbance are very difficult to detect, since the character of 
the medium through which the wave is propagated plays a predomi
nant part in determining the character of the recorded signal. The prob
lem is considerably simplified, however, by the existence of several 
useful, though not unique indicators of earthquakes or blasts.

For example, many large earthquakes persist for many minutes or 
hours whereas the record from a small underground blast has a maxi
mum duration of a few seconds to a few minutes. Another useful indi
cator is the fact that all subsurface blasts produce a compressional first 
wave, while many earthquakes produce alternate compressional and 
dilational first waves as one proceeds around the source with a seismic 
detector. Thus, a dilational first wave is an almost certain indicator of an 
earthquake. The usefulness of this indicator, however, is limited to the 
large shots where the first wave can be clearly distinguished from the 
background fluctuations due to microseismic disturbance. In the yield 
range below 5 KT, it is doubtful if this criterion would be of much use at 
long ranges. A few earthquakes occur so far below the surface that the 
seismograms clearly indicate earthquake origin. However, a very large 
percentage of earthquakes occur at shallow depths (20 kilometers) and 
do not give any indication that would be useful in separating them from 
blasts. Most earthquakes produce large clearly identifiable shear waves, 
whereas most explosions do not produce shear waves. However, there 
are earthquakes on record where no detectable shear wave was recorded 
at long range detection distances and there are blasts on record, for 
example, Rainier, Wigwam and many of the small Nevada shots that 
have produced noticeable shear waves. Finally, repeated blasts at the 
same underground location will produce almost identical wave shapes 
at the same long range detection station. This might be useful in the 
event that repeated use were made of the same location for clandestine 
tests. It is concluded, therefore, that the seismic surveillance for under
ground tests might detect the presence of an underground explosion 
but would not uniquely identify the source as nuclear in origin.

The ability to detect underground explosions by seismic means has 
been carefully studied. The limitation in pushing to smaller and smaller 
yields appears to reside principally in noise generated by storms and man 
made disturbances in the vicinity of the stations. A general deterioration 
of capability for the entire net in the wintertime is observed because of the 
storm activity in the Northern Hemisphere. There are also short periods 
of relatively poor capability during summertime windstorms. Natural 
earthquakes and, occasionally, volcanic activity produce additional back
ground noise which reduces capability for the detection of small yield 
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underground tests. Large earthquakes produce disturbances which per
sist for many hours and are often accompanied by aftershocks on several 
succeeding days which individually persist for many minutes. Natural 
seismicity of the earth varies considerably from one point to another 
within the USSR. (See Figure 9.) Natural seismicity is, in general, higher 
to the south near the Himalayas and along the eastern coast.

The transmission characteristics of the earth for seismic waves var
ies considerably with the distance between the source and the seismic 
observatory. (See Figure 6.) It will be noted that a distinct loss of sensi
tivity occurs at distances between 500 and 1100 miles from the source. 
A second band of loss in sensitivity occurs between 2000 and 2700 miles 
from the source. Since all the stations of the existing network are beyond 
1000 miles from known Soviet test sites, the seismic detection capabil
ity for the existing system is not affected by insensitivity in this range. 
However, the region of loss in sensitivity at 2000–2700 miles does affect 
the seismic capability for detecting low yield subsurface shots with the 
existing network of stations. The reason for the loss in sensitivity in the 
range of 2000 to 2700 miles is believed to result from a rapid change in 
the physical characteristics of the mantle at approximately 1200 kilome
ters depth which results in a dispersion of seismic energy at the surface 
for this particular range from the source.

The effect of the transmission characteristics of seismic waves as 
a function of distance on detection by existing stations is shown in a 
map of the USSR in Figure 7. The areas of poor detection for surface 
tests resulting from this effect are cross hatched. Subsurface bursts in 
these areas will also be the most difficult to detect with the present net
work. A reasonable estimate of yield for subsurface shots which would 
be detected in these areas is obtained by dividing the yield for surface 
tests by a factor of 25 for summertime conditions and by 121/2 for 
wintertime. Thus, general statements about seismic detection capabil
ity cannot be applied uniformly to the entire Soviet dominated area. 
However, for tests within approximately 90–95% of the area some gen
eral estimate can be made. Taking all the above factors into consider
ation, it is believed that the present seismic detection capability is as 
indicated in Table IV. The capability indicated in Table IV applies to the 
clear areas in Figure 7. In the cross hatched areas, however, subsurface 
tests of 10–15 KT might escape detection by the present network.
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Table IV
Seismic Detection* Capability for Low Yield Subsurface Nuclear Tests

Detection Coefficient

YIELD (KT)

Summer Winter

Excellent 90–100% 4 8

Good 60–90% 3 6

Fair 30–60% 2 4

Poor 0–30% 1 2

* Detection but not identification as nuclear in nature. [Footnote is in the 
 original.]

c. High Altitude Tests. The Long Range Detection System has no 
evidence to date that the Soviets have tested a nuclear weapon at 
extremely high altitudes. U.S. tests conducted so far have been limited 
to altitudes below 50,000 feet (HA, 37,000 ft). Theoretical investigations 
of the effects of very high altitude tests (100,000 to 250,000 ft) have been 
made by Professor Hans A. Bethe and others in recent months. These 
studies indicate many very interesting and unusual phenomena which 
will be discussed in detail by Professor Bethe in another paper.

Of the four existing detection techniques, only the acoustic and elec
tromagnetic techniques appear to offer promise for the detection of very 
high altitude tests and these are debatable in the light of present knowl
edge. It is believed that adequate detection of high altitude tests will 
involve development of new or improved detection techniques follow
ing experimental high altitude tests at HARDTACK involving new influ
ence fields, i.e., optical, magnetic, etc., as well as possible modification 
of existing acoustic, seismic and electromagnetic surveillance methods.

d. Nuclear Tests Conducted in Remote Geographical Locations. The 
AFOAT–1 Long Range Detection System is deployed around the USSR as 
the primary target. It therefore has very great limitations for shot points 
in such remote geographical locations as the Antarctic, South Pacific and 
Indian Ocean areas. It is believed possible that shots of several hundred 
kilotons and possibly even a megaton could be detonated in these areas 
far from the present acoustic stations without fear of detection by acous
tic means. British tests in Australia at points only 20°–30° S produced no 
nuclear, no seismic, no electromagnetic and, in six shots out of twelve 
tests, no acoustic data although advance notification of time and place 
of the test was provided by the U.K. Six tests did excite one and in two 
cases two acoustic stations but detection even in these cases was cer
tainly greatly assisted by advance knowledge of U.K. intentions.

The seismic capability suffers very seriously from core shadow 
for shots detonated in these remote areas. Over 60% of the Southern 
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Hemisphere would produce very poor capability for shots in the low 
megaton range. Electromagnetic capability for detection of tests in the 
Southern Hemisphere is unusually poor because of the high frequency 
of thunderstorms in the inter tropical front along the Equator. The 
ability to collect samples of debris in the Southern Hemisphere is very 
limited.

e. Summary of Existing Capabilities and Limitations.
(1) Surface or Air Burst 50 kilofeet within the USSR.
(a) The electromagnetic technique may possibly detect shots 

within the USSR of 25 KT or greater but requires a determination of 
time independently by some other geophysical technique to take care 
of the sorting problem.

(b) The seismic technique is capable of detecting surface or low air 
bursts of 100 KT or larger.

(c) The acoustic system is capable of detecting tests of 15 KT or 
larger.

(d) The nuclear technique is capable of detecting tests as small as 
3 KT as long as the debris does not rise much above 20,000 feet.

(e) The overall detection capability for the Atomic Energy Detec
tion System is excellent (90–100%) for surface or air burst tests of 10 KT 
and greater between the surface and 50 kilofeet.

(2) Subsurface Tests. The seismic system presently has an excellent 
capability of detecting subsurface shots of about 10 KT or larger over 
90–95% of the area of the USSR. Subsurface tests as large as 10 to 20 KT 
in the remaining 5–10% of the USSR might escape detection by the pres
ent AEDS. It is estimated from Figure 8 that a total of about 140 earth
quakes per year of 10 KT or larger occur in the USSR. Identification of 
about half this number is possible, leaving about 70 events which may 
be either explosions or earthquakes.

(3) High Altitude Tests. It is not possible to evaluate the present 
capability of the AEDS to detect high altitude tests.

(4) Nuclear Tests Conducted in Remote Geographical Locations. Tests in 
remote areas in the Southern Hemisphere of from several hundred kilo
tons to a megaton or two might escape detection by the present Atomic 
Energy Detection System.

Summarizing, the present Long Range Detection System will detect 
and identify surface or air bursts below 50 kilofeet in the USSR having 
a yield of 10 KT or larger. It will detect about 140 subsurface events per 
year (by seismic means) of 10 KT yield or larger of which only 70 will 
be positively identified as earthquakes leaving 70 subsurface events of 
unknown origin. The detection capability for very high altitude bursts 
over the USSR is unknown and for tests in remote geographical loca
tions is limited to the high kiloton or low megaton range.
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3. A SYSTEM FOR DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION OF 
CLANDESTINE NUCLEAR TESTS WITHIN THE USSR.

This section will discuss a Long Range Detection System within 
the USSR and China designed to meet the following requirements: (1) 
The detection and identification of tests as small as 1 KT between the 
surface and 50 kilofeet, and (2) Detection of underground explosions, 
and possibly their identification, in a yield range of 1 KT and above.

a. Seismic Net. In considering the deployment of seismic stations 
within the USSR to give 90% capability of detecting tests of 1 KT or 
larger, three problems of major magnitude appear:

(1) The band of low signal level between 500 and 1100 miles from 
the source.

(2) The high microseismic noise level expected at stations in aver
age localities.

(3) The frequency of earthquakes of yield equivalent to 1 to 5 KT 
which because of small signal amplitudes are the most difficult to identify.

As a result of the loss in signal level between 500 and 1100 miles, 
it is expected that signals from a one kiloton explosion in this distance 
range will be smaller than the prevailing microseismic noise. It is to 
be expected that the noise level at a station removed from sources 
of cultural noise would be as high as .005 microns. An inspection of 
Figure 6 will show that such a station would be unlikely to detect an 
explosion at a distance greater than 400 miles. This loss in detectability 
makes it necessary to use more elaborate techniques than are currently 
employed at AFOAT–1 stations in order to detect 1 KT without cov
ering the USSR and China with an inordinately large number of sta
tions. It is believed possible to obtain an improvement in detectability 
of about a factor of four at individual seismic stations by employing 
arrays of about 20 seismometers at each station. A spacing between 
the seismometers can be chosen which should result in considerable 
cancellation of microseismic noise without appreciable degradation of 
signals of interest. The seismometers would be distributed approxi
mately uniformly over an area of about six square kilometers. With the 
signal to noise improvement of about four to one, it may be seen from 
Figure 6 that signals of the order of three millimicrons would be detect
able between 0 and 500 miles and again between 1100 and 2000 miles.

In addition, it is believed that ultra long period seismometers (par. 
2c(1)) under study may add considerably to the detection of long period 
surface waves from small subsurface tests. To date, long period surface 
waves were observed on Wigwam but not on Rainier. However, these 
instruments would be included in addition to the improved arrays of the 
present instruments to supplement detection at ranges possibly unfavor
able to the present equipment mentioned above if future tests confirm 
the existence of long period surface waves from small subsurface tests.
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Relative to identification of the “detected” events, the annual num
ber of earthquakes within the USSR dominated area which are larger 
than a given yield is shown in Figure 8. This relationship is derived 
from statistical data on world wide distribution of earthquakes from 
Gutenberg and Richter, “Seismicity of the Earth,” and AFOAT– 1 mea
surements of seismic wave amplitudes from subsurface explosions. 
From this curve the number of earthquakes in the USSR and China 
which produce energy in the earth equal to subsurface explosions of 
1–5 KT is found to be 2100. The areas of most frequent occurrence of 
these earthquakes are shown in Figure 9. The indicators mentioned in 
par. 2b permit identification of about 85% this number as natural earth
quakes provided there are at least three stations within 400 miles of the 
burst. There remain about 300 earthquakes per year in this yield range 
which cannot be distinguished from explosions by scientific means.

Considering all of the above factors, it is believed that it will be 
necessary to install about 43 seismic stations with improved arrays and 
ultra low frequency seismometers within the USSR and China. Possible 
locations of such stations are shown in Figure 10. The stations shown 
are concentrated near seismic regions to obtain the maximum amount 
of information leading to the diagnosis of natural earthquakes. Any 
shock originating in the vast aseismic areas of the USSR and China 
would be strongly suspected of being man made. It is believed that 
this network of stations would permit a 3 station fix on a completely 
tamped subsurface shot as small [text not declassified] in about 90–95% 
of the area of the USSR and China.

It is estimated that about 300 earth shocks in the range of 1–5 KT 
would occur each year which could not be distinguished from sub
surface nuclear tests. It would, therefore, be necessary for inspection 
teams to investigate most of these sites for the purpose of determining 
whether or not the seismic indications were from an explosion or from 
an actual earthquake.

b. Acoustic Net. It is estimated that about 30 acoustic stations within 
the USSR and China (see Figure 11) placed roughly on a 700 nautical 
mile square grid will provide an excellent (90–100%) capability to 
detect shallow subsurface, surface, and air bursts with a yield as low 
as [text not declassified] any place in the USSR and China and immediate 
surrounding water and island areas. This estimate is based on a study 
of the actual detection results obtained on all U.S. shots (29) in the yield 
range from .1 to 10 KT. These results indicate a reliable detection range 
of at least 700 nautical miles for a yield as [text not declassified]. This 
detection range, coupled with the requirement for detection by a least 
two acoustic stations in order to determine the location and time of 
explosion, established the grid pattern stated above.

c. Electromagnetic Net. Data available on electromagnetic detection 
of small U.S. surface or tower bursts indicate that a 1000 mile range 
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would give good assurance of obtaining electromagnetic data on shots 
as [text not declassified]. Data on U.S. high air bursts is, of necessity, 
very limited. It does indicate that the electromagnetic signal strengths 
from high altitude tests are considerably smaller than from surface 
tests. However, the electromagnetic signals [text not declassified] were 
obtained at ranges of 1350 miles and 2400 miles, respectively.

It is, therefore, recommended that an installation of about 30 electro
magnetic stations co located either with seismic or acoustic stations (see 
Figures 10 and 11) would permit taking maximum advantage of the elec
tromagnetic technique. Since the technique does not provide indepen
dent detection at the present time, its purpose would be to strengthen 
acoustic and seismic evidence of a clandestine test. In about one year 
improved sorting techniques may permit independent detection by the 
electromagnetic component and correspondingly increase its value.

It should be noted that relatively simple gamma ray shields of lead 
or water surrounding the bomb will prevent detection at useful ranges 
by the electromagnetic system. For example, there was a calculated 
and measured attenuation of the electromagnetic signal by a factor of 
[text not declassified] for the U.S. test which was shielded by water. [text 
not declassified] The signal strength, at long range detection distances, 
would thus be reduced well below the detectable limit.

d. Nuclear Sampling. The nuclear sampling network required to 
detect radioactive clouds from tests of 1 kiloton or larger in the USSR and 
China introduces a requirement to intercept air masses emanating from 
tests in this area at all altitudes from the surface to 50,000 ft. The difficulty 
of this problem arises principally from the fact that clouds from tests in 
the very low kiloton range have been observed to be no more than a few 
thousand feet thick. Setting up a picket line to insure interception of all 
such clouds by sampling aircraft is obviously impractical. It is estimated 
that a daily air filtering effort along a meridian at 135°E, at altitudes 
of 10,000, 20,000, 30,000 and 40,000 feet would provide ample coverage 
of air masses emanating from tests in both the USSR and China. Tests 
conducted near the east coast of these countries would produce clouds 
which would still be relatively small in extent as they pass the flight 
lines and would have the greatest chance of escaping detection. Clouds 
from tests further inland in Asia would be stretched out to considerably 
greater lengths and permit a greater chance of detection.

Several months after a moratorium on testing nuclear devices has 
been in effect the analysis of nuclear debris samples would become 
considerably more sensitive than they now are for the detection of 
fresh nuclear debris, since background levels from old debris would 
be considerably reduced. As a result, smaller samples would still pro
vide significant radiochemical analyses. The number of disintegra
tions per minute of 2.7day Mo99 at various times after detonation is 
given in the following table for a sample size of 107 fissions, a rough 
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average of the intensity of a single particle of nuclear debris. From 
this table

Days after Zero Time dpm Mo99 in 107 Fissions

2 66

4 40

6 24

8 14.5

10 8.7

12 5.3

14 3.2

it can be seen that even ten days after zero time the Mo99 is still detect
able even in a very small sample. In general, samples of debris are at 
least an order of magnitude larger than 107 fissions. Of course, other 
short lived activities could be investigated; e.g., 17 hour Zr97, 33 hour 
Pr143, 7.5 day Ag111, 2.3 day Cd115, and 2.3 day Np239, to detect the pres
ence of fresh debris.

In general, it is believed that daily aerial filtering at the altitudes 
and over the flight tracks defined above would provide 90–100 per cent 
certainty for detection and identification for yields of 3 KT or larger 
detonated between the surface and about 25,000 feet. Debris from tests 
as small as 3 KT detonated at altitudes between 25,000 and 50,000 feet 
will probably be found at altitudes in excess of those recommended for 
routine patrols. In this case, the air sampling technique will require an 
assist from the early warning geophysical network in order that high 
altitude aircraft can be dispatched to altitudes above those routinely 
filtered for interception of radioactive clouds from such tests.

Radiochemical laboratories should be located at or near flight 
terminals; in this case, probably Tokyo, Japan and Fairbanks, Alaska. 
These laboratories would be equipped with the latest techniques for 
determining the presence of fresh radioactive debris.

It is expected that for small tests deep in Asia, it may be neces
sary to overfly certain areas of the USSR and China in order to inter
cept debris which might not come out across the Japanese flight lines. 
These overflights might require permission to land and refuel at Soviet 
bases.
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e. Detection of Soviet Concealed Underground Nuclear Tests.3

“Under a test moratorium, it is possible that the Soviets might 
endeavor, because of overriding technical considerations, to conduct a 
limited series of low yield, underground tests on a surreptitious basis. 
Therefore, the seismic component of the inspection system within the 
USSR must be capable of detecting signals generated by an underground 
test, and the moratorium agreement should permit access for on the 
spot ground inspection of suspect areas upon presentation of seismic 
records that cannot be properly explained as a natural phenomenon.

“Should such evidence of a possible test be obtained from seismic 
data or other intelligence sources, it must be promptly evaluated in 
terms of all available information, including the pattern of normal seis
mic disturbances within the USSR. If the data cannot be discounted as 
a natural phenomenon, a small mobile inspection team should be dis
patched to the area pin pointed by the information at hand. In the event 
of underground tests, a mobile inspection team would provide the only 
capability for confirming the fact of a nuclear explosion, other than that 
derived inferentially from repeated suspect activity at a given site.

“Such teams must be able to move rapidly into the suspect area 
before instrumentation and other physical evidences of testing have 
been removed; conduct low altitude aerial reconnaissance; follow roads 
and car tracks, and inspect on the ground any unusual activity; and, if 
justified, interrogate residents in the vicinity and obtain, under extreme 
conditions, the right to drill for core samples. Such drilling operations 
are time consuming and difficult, but provide the only proof that a very 
low yield deep underground test has been conducted.

“This elaborate inspection system and the concurrent use of all intelli
gence sources will not guarantee detection of such underground tests, par
ticularly since seismic signals from a low yield underground test cannot be 
consistently distinguished from normal earthquake signals. However, these 
elaborate precautions should raise serious doubts in the minds of the Sovi
ets as to whether they should risk such an attempted evasion. We believe 
it more likely under these circumstances that they would abrogate a test 
moratorium under some false pretense rather than by surreptitious testing.

“The expansion of the nuclear test detection system to include 
geophysical stations and mobile inspection teams within the USSR will 
greatly increase our overt and covert intelligence collection capabilities 
against a wide range of other Soviet activities. While this does not of 
itself justify implementing the proposed test moratorium and inspec
tion system, it is a bonus therefrom that would have direct bearing upon 
military order of battle, early warning and economic intelligence.”

3 These opinions of the Central Intelligence Agency were prepared by the Assistant 
Director of CIA for Scientific Intelligence, Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr. and are included at 
this point in the AFOAT–1 report at the request of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Panel on 
Nuclear Test Limitation. [Footnote is in the  original.]
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f. Contribution of Other Intelligence Sources to the Detection of Clandes-
tine Nuclear Test.4

“In addition to the aforementioned capabilities of the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Detection System as augmented, it is anticipated that a concur
rent expansion of the clandestine collection effort will be attempted. 
This covert effort will be designed to help detect attempted evasion of 
a test moratorium via the development of selected informants and the 
surveillance of activities which may be indicative of such an attempt.

“The routine flow of information from all other intelligence sources 
should provide assistance in alerting us to possible attempts at evasion 
within the USSR, but they will not provide any direct evidence that 
a test in violation of the moratorium has been conducted. The major 
contribution of such sources would be the detection of preparations for 
such an evasion and the targeting of the general area involved.

“Conceivably, Soviet clandestine nuclear tests could be staged 
in remote areas outside the Soviet Bloc such as Antarctica or southern 
waters. However, all intelligence agencies have agreed that such possi
bilities would probably be excluded by the Soviets, since various conven
tional intelligence collection efforts would be almost certain to spot the 
activities which would be associated with test preparations, if not the test 
itself. Difficulty would probably be encountered in proving such a test 
had actually been conducted unless fresh radioactive debris was obtained, 
and this could be associated in some way with Soviet operations.”

g. Security and Classification Problems. It would probably not be 
advisable to reveal the existing operational network of the AFOAT–1 
Long Range Detection System to other nations for the following reasons:

1. Termination of the moratorium would leave the U.S. with the 
requirement to use a compromised world wide network of stations.

2. Many small countries presently giving hospitality to AFOAT–1 
stations would be compromised by release of the information to the 
Soviet Union.

The operation of an International Test Monitoring System will pre
sumably be for the purpose of producing scientific proof of a violation 
by the U.S., the USSR, the U.K., or any other nation. The type of scien
tific proof will be as follows:

(1) Seismic, acoustic or electromagnetic records of nuclear tests 
which permit determinations of time, place, height of burst, and yield.

(2) Radiochemical data on samples of debris which establish its 
date of origin, nature of the device (fission or fusion), etc.

4 These opinions of the Central Intelligence Agency were prepared by the Assistant 
Director of CIA for Scientific Intelligence, Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr. and are included at 
this point in the AFOAT–1 report at the request of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Panel on 
Nuclear Test Limitation. [Footnote is in the  original.]



Arms Control and Disarmament 1283

The present Atomic Energy Act of 1954 classifies data in both of 
these categories for both U.S. and U.K. weapons as well as the samples of 
debris themselves as Restricted Data because they may reveal “import
ant information on the design and fabrication of nuclear weapons.”

Two problems arise, therefore, in the operation of a monitoring sys
tem. First, the data in the above categories would have to be cleared for 
distribution to foreign nationals, and second, some procedure would 
have to be developed to limit analysis of debris to those measurements 
necessary to establish the freshness of the debris but to exclude more 
esoteric measurements which may reveal important information on 
nuclear devices exploded by either the U.S. or the U.K.

h. Installation Costs of a Long Range Detection System for Clandestine 
Tests in the USSR. The Long Range Detection System within the USSR 
discussed above involves 30 acoustic stations of the present type, 43 seis
mic stations utilizing improved instrumentation at each station, 30 elec
tromagnetic stations utilizing present equipment plus complete aerial 
filtering coverage of air masses emanating from the USSR and China. 
The seismic and acoustic stations, because of their mutually incompat
ible technical site requirements, cannot generally be co located. The 
electromagnetic stations, however, are usually found, from a technical 
standpoint, to be compatible with either seismic or acoustic locations 
and they therefore may be co located with one or the other. Therefore, 
a total of 70 detection stations within the USSR and China would be 
required.

The time required to install such a system will depend on a num
ber of factors. First, negotiation with the Russians for station locations 
could turn out to be quite protracted. Technical surveys of possible site 
locations will have to be made for each of the acoustic, seismic and elec
tromagnetic components installed. Low, flat land remote from electrical 
disturbances both man made and natural, as well as from large metal 
buildings, fences, etc., are the principal requirements for a good electro
magnetic station. Level or slightly rolling terrain in areas of relatively 
low wind velocity provide good acoustic locations. Residential areas of 
cities are practical since man made noise does not affect the ultra low fre
quency acoustic detectors. The geology of the region is critical to satisfac
tory seismic locations. Of importance also to a good seismic site are areas 
of low storm activity and areas remote from man made or natural noise.

The above general statements concerning the requirements for 
adequate site locations are greatly simplified and presented only to 
indicate that the survey for the location of all the proposed stations 
will be a relatively involved and time consuming operation. Usually 
it is desirable for the survey team to remain in the area taking back
ground measurements for a period of approximately 1 to 3 months, 
depending on the technique which is to be used at the site. If several 
survey teams could operate simultaneously, the time could be reduced. 
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A conservative estimate indicates that the survey would take of the 
order of at least six months for all the stations suggested.

The procurement of equipment, which could be initiated con
currently with the surveys, is estimated to take from 6 to 18 months, 
depending upon the type of equipment. The installation of the equip
ment, which must take place in series with the surveys, will take from 
12 to 18 months, depending on the type of installation. Training of oper
ators, which can start concurrently with the start of the survey, will take 
from 6 to 12 months, depending on the type of training and upon the 
procurement of personnel to be trained. This could become relatively 
involved if utilization of personnel of several nations is planned.

Based upon the above time factors, it is conservatively estimated that 
two years would be required for the installation. Assuming a minimum of 
ten months to determine U.S. policy and to negotiate an agreement with 
the USSR, the system would not be in operation prior to 1 January 1961.

A rough estimate of cost of the installation has been made based 
upon the assumption that each installation be self sufficient and inde
pendent of the local economy. It was further assumed that all materi
als and labor would be provided from the U.S. Individual station costs 
include water supply and filtration, electrical power supply, sewage dis
posal, access roads, pole lines and vaults, equipment shelters, barracks 
and latrines, mess hall, vehicle storage and maintenance, fuel storage, 
technical and support equipment and, most costly of all, a complete com
munications center. Obviously, depending upon local conditions at each 
site, the extent of local support in manpower, materials and communi
cations, considerable reduction in cost figures could be effected. These 
rough estimates indicate that the equipment and installation would cost 
about $100,000,000 and operation might run $30,000,000 per year.

4. A SYSTEM FOR DETECTING NUCLEAR TESTS IN REMOTE 
AREAS OF THE WORLD.

In Section 3 of this report, a comprehensive detection system has 
been described which would detect clandestine tests of relatively low 
yield within the USSR. While this system is by no means fool proof, 
principally because of the possibility of evasion by conducting tests 
underground where detection and identification of all tests is extremely 
difficult, it would certainly force the Soviets to consider other environ
ments in which clandestine tests might be conducted either with less 
risk of detection or with greater facility.

It has been pointed out previously in this report that the existing 
AFOAT–1 Long Range Detection System, as well as the system within 
the USSR and China described in Section 3, will have a very poor detec
tion and identification capability for tests in areas of the earth remote 
from those detection systems. The Soviets certainly are aware of this fact 
and therefore might be strongly tempted to conduct tests in these remote 
areas using a submarine task force. Tests under these conditions would 
probably permit limited but adequate diagnostics for the purpose.
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One rather disconcerting possibility in this connection would 
be for a Soviet submarine to deliver a nuclear device to the Marshall 
Islands and detonate it, fully aware that it would be detected. Such a 
maneuver would probably be followed up by Soviet propaganda that 
the U.S. had conducted another test in violation of a moratorium agree
ment. Proving the national origin of such a test by any scientific means 
would be extremely difficult.

With possibilities such as these in mind, a system is now described 
which would permit a greatly increased detection capability in the 
most remote areas of the world. This system includes acoustic, seismic, 
electromagnetic and air sampling components designed on the basis of 
availability of land masses in the Southern Hemisphere and in the large 
ocean areas of the Northern Hemisphere rather than being designed for 
a specific detection capability. The system has then been evaluated for 
its probable detection capability.

a. Acoustic Net. It is estimated that about 22 acoustic stations (see 
 Figure 12) would be required to supplement the present long range 
detection net in order to achieve a capability of 90–100 per cent to detect 
shallow sub surface, surface and air bursts with a yield as low as 40 KT 
anywhere in the world outside the USSR and China. This estimate is 
based on experience in detecting U.S., U.K and USSR nuclear tests which 
indicates that explosions as low as 40 KT can be detected with excellent 
reliability at a range of 2500 nautical miles. The requirement that at least 
two acoustic stations detect an explosion in order to establish the location 
and time of the event also influences the choice of stations.

It should be noted that two factors make the capability estimates less 
reliable for places outside the USSR than for those within the USSR. One 
is the fact that there have been only 15 nuclear explosions conducted in 
the Southern Hemisphere, e.g., U.K. tests in Australia, and acoustic data 
on these are sparse. The other is the fact that a number of island locations 
for stations had to be chosen in order to cover the Antarctic and remote 
ocean areas. Noise levels at these locations will probably be considerably 
higher than at present sites, making detection more difficult.

It is estimated that such a net could detect shallow sub surface, 
surface or air bursts with a capability of 90–100 per cent for 40 KT or 
larger, 60–90 per cent for 10–40 KT, 30–60 per cent for 5–10 KT and 0–30 
per cent for less than 5 KT.

b. Seismic Net. About 10 seismic stations (see Figure 12) of the type 
presently used by AFOAT–1 would be required to supplement the pres
ent long range detection net in order to achieve a capability of 90–100 
per cent to detect underground bursts with a yield as low as 20 KT any
where in the world. This estimate is based on experience in detecting the 
Rainier shot and a number of underground high explosive charges. The 
limited data available indicate that seismic signal amplitudes expected 
from a 20 KT sub surface burst would be about twenty times larger than 
shown in Figure 6. Assuming good station locations could be found with 



1286 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

noise levels of the order of 5 millimicrons, signals should be detectable 
at all distances out to 6000 nautical miles. A minimum of four detect
ing stations is required to determine the location, time of occurrence and 
depth of focus of each shock. Suitable station sites south of the equator 
are rather limited in number, since the Southern Hemisphere is predom
inantly oceanic, and island locations are generally found to be extremely 
noisy. With the addition of stations shown in Figure 12, it is believed that 
signals could be received at four or more stations from large subsurface 
shots in all parts of the world. The region of least detection capability 
is an area of about 1000 miles radius centered near 10° S, 165° W in the 
South Pacific Ocean. It is estimated that such a worldwide net would 
have a capability of 90–100 per cent to detect subsurface bursts of 20 KT 
or larger. Below 10 KT the detection capability deteriorates very rapidly, 
e.g., at 5 KT there is virtually no possibility of three station detection.

The identification of those natural earthquakes producing signals 
of the same size as a 20 KT sub surface burst is discussed in paragraph 
2b. It is estimated that 400 shallow earthquakes per year will be in this 
class. Of these, about 300 can be identified as earthquakes with reason
able certainty, leaving 100 events per year requiring detailed investiga
tion by inspection teams.

c. Electromagnetic Net. Electromagnetic detection of tests in the 
Southern Hemisphere is favored by the fact that most of the propaga
tion paths will be over water, which will give somewhat less attenuation 
than over land. However, an unfavorable characteristic of the Southern 
Hemisphere with respect to detection is that South America, Africa and 
the East Indies are areas of high thunderstorm activity. Furthermore, 
the inter tropical front which encircles the globe approximately at the 
equator with seasonal shifts from the north to south, constitutes a band 
of additional thunderstorm activity.

A network of 23 electromagnetic stations has been selected, with 
the stations made parasitic on the acoustic or seismic locations shown 
in Figure 12. The detection capability for the network as a whole is esti
mated to be 90–100 per cent for tests of 100 KT or greater throughout 
these remote areas of the world.

d. Air Sampling Net. In designing a network of air sampling flights 
for nuclear detection in the remote ocean areas of the world, consider
ation has been given to the complexity of the wind patterns on a global 
basis. It is estimated that daily aerial filtering along three meridians 
with approximately pole to pole coverage at each of two altitudes, e.g., 
20,000 and 40,000 feet, will provide a detection capability of 90 per cent 
or greater for tests of about 5 KT detonated between the surface and 
25,000 feet. Tests detonated at altitudes higher than 25,000 feet will 
require special vectored high altitude sampling flights based on early 
warning from other components of the detection system.

As is shown in Figure 13, the pole to pole coverage is along merid
ians at approximately 140° E longitude, 50° W longitude and 20° E 
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longitude. Radiochemical laboratories would be located at Tokyo, Mel
bourne, Montreal, Buenos Aires, Rome and Capetown. These laborato
ries would be equipped with the latest devices for the detection of fresh 
nuclear debris.

e. Overall Detection Capability. It is estimated that this system of 
about 30 geophysical stations plus an air sampling network could 
detect and identify with 90–100 per cent certainty nuclear tests of 20 KT 
or larger conducted as shallow sub surface, surface or air bursts up to 
50,000 feet in remote areas of the world. Underground shots of 20 KT or 
larger in remote parts of the world would be detected with a certainty 
of 90–100 per cent but not identified as nuclear explosions. Identifica
tion of such underground disturbances may be possible through the 
use of inspection teams investigating about 100 disturbances per year 
in these remote regions of the world.

The U.S. underwater test (WIGWAM), conducted at a depth of about 
2000 feet, produced a unique spectrum of seismic waves at distances of 
3000 miles. Ultra long period seismometers would probably extend this 
range at least by a factor of two. The existence of these waves suggests 
that any similar occurrence in remote parts of the world would attract 
immediate notice on the network of seismic stations described above. 
It is therefore believed that an underwater explosion of 20 KT or larger 
anywhere in the world would be reliably detected and probably identi
fied as an explosion rather than an earthquake, because of the marked 
difference between such signatures and normal earthquake signatures.

D.L. Northrup
Technical Director, AFOAT–1

Office for Atomic Energy, DCS/O
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Appendix B

[Appendix B not declassified (4 pages of source text).]

Appendix C

CONCEALMENT AND DETECTION OF  
NUCLEAR TESTS UNDERGROUND

Harold Brown and Hans A. Bethe

I. General

Complete containment of a test explosion underground, though 
devised as a method for making testing easier by eliminating fallout, 
may also serve as the most effective method of concealing the existence 
of tests, and may make it very difficult to gather effective proof that 
such tests have been carried out in violation of a suspension agreement.

Such an explosion provides no electromagnetic signal, and the 
acoustic signal if it exists at all will be so muffled and distorted that 
it will not be characteristic even at a distance of a few hundred miles. 
No activity is released into the atmosphere, so that the only detection 
method is the seismic. To provide proof by scientific means the residual 
activity from the explosion must be located underground and sampled.

II. Results from Rainier Test

The only such shot carried out in this country which casts any 
light on such procedures is the Rainier shot of Operation Plumbbob. 
This was 1.7 KT in yield, and was buried 800 feet from the nearest 
ground surface, in volcanic tuff. About 1% of the energy appears to 
have gone into the seismic wave, producing a magnitude 4.2 earth
quake indication on seismographs a few hundred miles distant from 
the shot. Accelerometers indicate that the top of the mesa under which 
the device was located moved up about a foot and then fell back again. 
Rocks on top of the mesa were displaced somewhat, and some were 
rolled down the side, but the appearance of the surroundings after the 
shot was not inconsistent with the results of a small earthquake; rocks 
moved by the shot could not be distinguished from those moved by 
past earth motions, and fissures were present both before and after. 
Most observers at a distance of 21/2 miles felt no earth shock. This is 
due principally to the absence of hard rock between the source and the 
observation point. (It is possible that an underground shot will create 
less disturbance above ground than an earthquake of the same seismic 
magnitude, and that this might be ascertained by examination of the 
ground around the event and by questioning of the local population, if 
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any, but extensive experience in the local effects of underground shots 
would be needed before any such difference could be established.)

One could expect to contain the shot completely without venting 
by using as little as 500 feet distance to the surface if more disturbance 
of the surface were allowed; such disturbance would still not be charac
teristic of an explosion rather than an earthquake. Burial depth required 
will vary with somewhere between the 1/3 and 1/4 power of the yield; 
a reasonable formula is 400 W0.3 feet (W in KT).

No activity above background was discernable either above the 
ground or in the tunnel leading to the explosion chamber, which was 
blocked off only 200 feet from the shot site. Thus the absence of activity 
is not merely absence of a radioactive cloud at several hundred miles, 
but of any radioactivity above ground or in any other region accessi
ble without drilling. The horizontal access tunnel, 1700 feet long from 
the portal, showed some slabbing and cavein for several hundred feet 
beyond the point where it was blocked.

Exploration of the region around the zero point by drilling in from 
the tunnel at a distance of 210 feet has revealed that the solid fission 
products are contained in a shell a few feet thick at a radius of 55 feet. 
After four months the peak activity measured along a line at the level 
of the zero point was 800 mr/hour, while along a line aimed at a point 
50 feet below zero from a point 210 feet away horizontally the peak was 
40 r/hour. Outside of the shell the activity as measured by a counter 
was indistinguishable from background. Peak temperature along the 
horizontal line was 45°C, along the other line it was 65°. Diffusion 
appears to have carried elevated temperature into the zero point, and 
some rise above ambient is also noted out to about 70 feet.

Thus a 55 foot radius hole appears to have been established 
momentarily but then to have collapsed, and the falling in appears 
to have continued up to a point 400 feet above zero, where a hole 25 
feet in radius and 25 feet high was discovered in drilling. This hole 
contained gaseous fission products at the same concentration as they 
appear inside the 55 foot radius region around zero, so the entire vol
ume in between appears to be simply connected. This accounts for only 
a few percent of the gaseous fission products, and it is thought that the 
remainder were trapped in the resolidification of the molten rock. The 
region from 55 feet to 130 feet is still impervious but was apparently 
crushed since the drilling shows water return but no core return. It has 
not yet been feasible to detect this crushed region by sonic measure
ments even from inside the tunnel, so that detection by sonic means 
from above the surface is at least very difficult.

III. Diagnostic Experiments

Diagnostic experiments necessary for weapon development can be 
easily carried out underground. The yield can be measured by shock 
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arrival time measurements in the rock, analagous to the fireball meas
urements above ground. This was done on Rainier and appears to be 
accurate to 10% even without a calibration. The radius of the radioac
tive debris or the amount of material melted might also be used if the 
medium is calibrated by a shot of known yield. The prompt diagnostics 
such as neutron and gamma ray measurements to give time interval or 
propagation burning data, streak camera work, etc., can be done better 
below than above ground since the shielding is free and one need only 
drill holes as desired. Radiochemistry has not been demonstrated to be 
satisfactory, since fractionation does occur. However, the use of hollow 
pipes leading into reception chambers from the device may give a sub
stantial fraction of debris unfractionated, and may lead to satisfactory 
radiochemical diagnostics.

Preliminary estimates indicate that a test operation can be carried 
out more cheaply underground than on towers and balloons. The diag
nostic stations could also be underground for clandestine tests (in fact 
they probably will be even if the tests are not hidden). Keeping under
ground tests secret will increase the costs by preventing the use of a 
single diagnostic bunker for many shots on the basis that more than one 
in a given vicinity increases suspicion and the possibility of proving a 
violation. It may mean that each shot must be in a completely different 
area, but this conclusion may be modified to some extent, because also 
natural earthquakes have aftershocks. In any event, such extra costs are 
associated with clandestine tests generally rather than underground 
tests specifically and are not likely to be more than a few million per 
shot, which is not a large percentage increase.

IV. Dependence of Seismic Signal on Yield and Medium

On the basis of observations, it is believed that the amplitude 
of the earth motion from an underground explosion increases as the 
1.2 power of the energy released. This scaling law is obtained on the 
basis of explosions of conventional explosives underground (quarry 
blasts). The law is somewhat surprising; theoretically one would expect 
that the seismic amplitude would go as the square root of the energy 
release. The empirical law has been used in Appendix A to predict the 
frequency of earthquakes in the USSR which might be confused with 
subsurface shots of various yields. The empirical law clearly gives more 
larger results for the seismic signal to be expected from shots of larger 
yield than Rainier than the “theoretical expectation” would give.

The empirical law indicates that a larger fraction of the energy 
release goes into seismic waves at higher yield. This effect certainly 
must stop at some point; at about 100 kilotons the entire energy would 
be converted into seismic energy if the 1.2 power law held up to that 
yield. Experiments are urgently needed to establish the actual relation 
between yield and seismic signal. These should be carried out with 
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nuclear explosions since conventional explosives may not give the 
same effect due to the evolution of large amounts of gas.

The seismic signal will depend strongly on the medium in which 
the test is conducted. The volcanic tuff in which the Rainier test was con
ducted probably gives a relatively small seismic signal; it is only equiv
alent to an air shot of about 20 times greater yield. Hard rock would 
almost certainly give a stronger seismic signal while on the other hand it 
may contain the radioactive products in an even smaller volume. On the 
other hand, unconsolidated material which is found in many places near 
the surface of the earth may well reduce the seismic effects below those 
observed in the tuff because the signal should decrease with decreasing 
yield stress, and unconsolidated material may have a yield stress as low 
as one tenth of that of tuff (which has about 10,000 psi).

It may also be possible, by excavating a large chamber to begin 
with, to reduce the energy found at large distances by a factor of 10. 
One possibility which may reduce the seismic energy is the excava
tion of large cavities in salt domes. Such cavities may be tens or even 
hundreds of millions of cubic feet in volume, and need not be spheri
cal. For example, a cavity 150 feet in diameter and 3000 feet long may 
have nearly the same effect as a spherical one of the same volume. The 
excavation of such a cavity would be fairly costly, and its use might 
be limited to a single occasion because it might cave in. To find out to 
what extent the seismic signal from an underground explosion could be 
reduced by suitable choice of medium, many tests would be required 
but most of these could be carried out at low yield.

It is likely that reduction of seismic signal is easier for low yield 
shots than for high yield ones. Unconsolidated material is found only in 
the top layers of the earth and the required burial depth increases with 
yield, so that it may be difficult to find such material deep enough to 
successfully contain a 50 kiloton test. The digging of underground caves 
large enough to give a substantial reduction of the seismic signal from a 
50 kiloton explosion will be very costly and may in fact be impossible, 
especially since for mechanical stability a cave must be smaller at great 
depth than near the surface. Thus it may well be possible to reduce the 
signal from a 5 kiloton explosion so that it “looks like” 1/2 kiloton, but 
more difficult to make 50 kiloton explosion appear like 5 kilotons.

V. Identification

It is shown in Appendix A that the seismic wave from a 1 kiloton sub
surface explosion in surroundings similar to those of the Rainier shot 
will be detected by the net of seismic stations proposed for the USSR in 
that appendix. However, there are about 2500 earthquakes per year in 
the USSR which give signals of similar strength. The most promising 
feature of seismic signals from underground explosions distinguishing 
them from earthquakes is that the first pulse from explosions always 
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corresponds to compression while the first pulse from an earthquake 
is compressive in two quadrants, while it corresponds to dilatation in 
the other two. It is estimated in Appendix A that there will be about 
300 earthquakes of strength equivalent to 1 kiloton or over which will 
give signals in the proposed seismic detection net which cannot be dis
tinguished from nuclear explosions and therefore will require further 
investigation on the spot. If the limit is set at 5 kilotons the number of 
unidentifiable earthquakes will be about 35.

It should be pointed out that 1 and 5 kilotons refer to the size of the 
seismic signal, not to the actual yield. By proper choice of the medium 
as discussed in Section IV, tests of 10 kilotons might be made to look 
like a normal 1 kiloton explosion, and perhaps, with more difficulty, 
50 kilotons to look like 5. According to seismologists, it is unlikely that 
a nuclear explosion could be so conducted (by proper shaping of the 
explosion chamber) that the signal is dilatational in some directions.

The seismic signals would locate the source within about 5 miles. 
Investigation on the spot will then be necessary to decide whether the 
signal could be due to a test, this is described in Section 3e of Appendix A.

One would presumably try to find the entrance to the tunnel which 
was used for the test. The experiment could be carried out in a remote 
area, where there would be no people to give away the game, but then 
such indicators as roads, unusual human activity, etc., might make the 
inspection team dispatched on receipt and study of the seismic signal 
suspicious. They would still have to find the entrance (say a 6 foot hole, 
since covered up), proceed to the correct part of the tunnel, and drill 
successfully to get proof. This is made difficult by the small radius of 
the shell in which the radioactivity is concentrated (55 feet for Rainier). 
Alternatively one might use an area of substantial human activity, thus 
producing less unusual change in what is going on, but perhaps requir
ing more local people to know about what was going on or become 
suspicious about it.

To summarize:

1. Detection of underground shots depends entirely on a seismic 
net. Identification depends on local investigation.

2. Adequate proof of violation probably depends on location of 
the debris, which is confined to a shell whose radius is of the order 
of 40 W1/3 feet where W is in KT, and whose depth is of the order of 
400 W1/3 or larger as desired. Within the five mile radius circle of uncer
tainty identified by the seismic signals, the entrance to the tunnel or 
hole must be found as a beginning in finding the activity. Broad access 
is required to have a good chance of locating the debris and thus pro
viding proof.

3. Adequate diagnostic information for weapon development can 
almost certainly be obtained at no great increase (and perhaps some 
decrease) in cost by testing underground. It has not been proven that 
radiochemical detectors can be used, but it appears possible that some 
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can by appropriate design of underground chambers. Some extra cost 
may be incurred if it is required to duplicate diagnostic bunkers, etc., in 
order to avoid testing several devices in one region so as to reduce sus
picion; this is characteristic of clandestine rather than of underground 
shots.

4. Experimental data is lacking or insufficient and should be 
acquired either prior to or as part of an agreement on the following 
subjects:

(a) Reducing the seismic energy by choice of medium and design 
of explosion chamber. Reducing the radius of the radioactive region by 
choice of medium.

(b) The complete range of radiochemical detectors in diagnostics 
of underground shots.

(c) Possible distinctive characteristics of underground explosions 
which will enable them to be told surely from natural earthquakes. 
This includes the seismograph records at a distance, and earth motions 
nearby. Possible special chamber design to remove such distinctions if 
any are found to exist must also be studied.

(d) Use of acoustic sounding from above the surface to detect the 
disturbed region below the surface. This has not yet proven feasible 
even from inside the tunnel.

Appendix D

[Appendix D not declassified (5 pages of source text).]

Appendix E

[Appendix E not declassified (16 pages of source text).]

305. Memorandum for the Record by Goodpaster1

March 28, 1958

Admiral Strauss phoned on March 25th to say that Secretary Dulles 
had called him and indicated he had swung around to Admiral Strauss’ 
line of thinking concerning the discontinuance of atomic tests.

1 Source: Records Strauss’ comments on his conversation with John Foster Dulles on 
nuclear testing. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the 
Office of the Staff Secretary, AFC, Vol. II.
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Admiral Strauss said this action left a vacuum, in that neither 
paper had been adopted at the meeting on the 24th. He said he would 
talk further with Secretary Dulles as to how action should proceed.

If action were to go forward along the lines of Admiral Strauss’ 
proposal, a bipartisan meeting should be held to present the matter to 
Congressional leaders.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

306. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 28, 1958

SUBJECT

Monitoring a Long Range Rocket Test Agreement

REFERENCE

NSC Action No. 1840– c

The Report on the subject,2 called for by NSC Action No. 1840– c– 
 (2), has been prepared by the NSC Ad Hoc Panel established by the 
reference NSC Action (consisting of representatives of the President’s 
Science Advisory Committee, the Department of Defense, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the Central Intelligence Agency), and will be 
presented orally at the National Security Council meeting on Thursday, 
April 3, 1958.

Because of the sensitivity of this Report, copies have been circu
lated only to those agencies represented on the NSC Ad Hoc Panel and 
to the Department of State. A copy of the Report is available, in the 
office of the Executive Secretary, NSC, for reference by other regular 
participant members of the Council.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

1 Source: Transmits a report on “Monitoring a Long Range Rocket Test Agreement.” 
Secret. 7 pp. NARA, RG 273, Official Meeting Minutes File, 361st Meeting, Tab A.

2 Report enclosed with this copy. Special security precautions should be observed in the 
handling of the enclosures, and access to them should be limited on a strict need- to- know basis. 
[Footnote is in the original.]



1308 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

cc: The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

Enclosure

Memorandum From Killian to Gray

Washington, March 28, 1958

SUBJECT

Transmittal of Report

In accordance with Action No. 1840 of the National Security Coun
cil, as approved by the President on January 9, 1958, I submit herewith 
“a study to cover the technical factors involved in monitoring a long 
range rocket test agreement to assure that it is carried out for peaceful 
purposes (such as the launching of scientific reconnaissance vehicles).” 
This report has been prepared by an Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
President’s Science Advisory Committee and the Central Intelligence 
Agency. The Deputy Secretary of Defense agreed to the membership 
of this Working Group and the Department of Defense did not, itself, 
nominate additional representatives.

The Ad Hoc Working Group did not consider whether a missile 
test prohibition agreement could be enforced by the inspection of mis
sile production, operational launching sites or the nuclear aspects of the 
problem. These questions were felt to be outside of the area of compe
tence of the members of the Ad Hoc Working Group.

The Ad Hoc Working Group, in preparing this report, limited itself 
to the technical factors involved. It excluded from its consideration any 
question of policy with respect to whether there should be a rocket test 
agreement. In accord with its directive, it also excluded from its consid
eration the military implications of a test suspension on the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R.

This report is submitted for the consideration of the Council at its 
meeting on April 3, 1958.

/s/ J.R. Killian, Jr.
Chairman



Arms Control and Disarmament 1309

Attachment

Report Prepared by the NSC Ad Hoc Working Group

Washington, March 26, 1958

REPORT OF THE NSC AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON THE 
MONITORING OF LONG- RANGE ROCKET TEST AGREEMENT

In response to the action taken by the National Security Council 
meeting on January 6, 1958, an ad hoc working group of the President’s 
Science Advisory Committee and the Central Intelligence Agency has 
undertaken a study of “the technical factors involved in monitoring 
a long range rocket test agreement to assure that it is carried out for 
peaceful purposes.”

On the basis of technical presentations and discussions at its ini
tial meeting on 13 March 1958, the working group arrived at the con
clusions set forth below. For the purpose of this study, the working 
group considered “long range” rockets to include the IRBM, ICBM, 
and vehicles capable of orbiting satellites for either military or peace
ful purposes. No attempt was made to establish an exact definition for 
“peaceful purposes.” However, it was assumed that rockets for the 
delivery of nuclear or other warheads [text not declassified] are not for 
“peaceful purposes.”

CONCLUSIONS

1. The remote detection of long range rockets, which are fired from 
any point in the Soviet bloc and which leave the atmosphere, could 
be made almost certain by a monitoring system employing an expan
sion of the present intelligence detection systems at locations outside 
the Soviet bloc and new techniques now under development. [text not 
declassified]

2. The detection of long range rockets, which are fired anywhere 
in the Soviet bloc from either known or unknown launching sites and 
which leave the atmosphere, could be further improved by a monitor
ing system which included suitably placed stations [text not declassified] 
however, such stations may actually not be required to provide cer
tainty of detection.

3. The above mentioned detection techniques may not be capable 
of discriminating in all cases between “long range” rockets and other 
large rockets which leave the atmosphere, such as short range mil
itary ballistic missiles and certain types of AICBM’s. For this reason 
the remainder of the conclusions are stated in terms of “large rockets 
which leave the atmosphere.” It must be recognized that the definition 
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of “long range” or “large” rockets would have to be very carefully con
sidered in the preparation of any type of agreement in this field.

4. Although an agreement to exchange advance flight schedule 
information on large rockets leaving the atmosphere could be moni
tored, it would not be possible to distinguish with any degree of confi
dence between a large rocket fired as a part of a military program and 
one fired for “peaceful purposes” [text not declassified].

5. In view of the inherent similarity of the technical problems 
involved in [text not declassified].

6. Even though inspectors stationed at authorized launching sites 
were empowered to undertake an inspection of the assembled rocket 
prior to the launching as part of an agreement limiting large rocket tests 
to “peaceful purposes,” it would not be possible to assure that the tests 
would not contribute most if not all of the essential data for the devel
opment of a military ballistic missile program as well as operational 
experience for military personnel.

7. A complete prohibition of the launching of all large rockets leav
ing the atmosphere, including those intended for “peaceful use,” could 
be fully monitored and would freeze the development of ballistic mis
siles and space vehicles near their present status and would prevent 
their use for “peaceful purposes.”

8. An agreement, prohibiting all national large rocket testing and 
establishing either an international or joint US Soviet agency to plan 
and execute all rocket firings for “peaceful uses” of space would still 
provide the nations participating in the agency with some information 
pertinent to military missile development. However, such an agree
ment could probably be designed in a manner which would limit the 
rate of accumulation of this information to a rather low level.

9. Although an agreement which established an international or 
joint US Soviet agency to plan all rocket launchings for “peaceful uses” 
of space without prohibiting other national tests would not have direct 
effect on the capability of participating nations to develop military mis
siles, such an agreement might have desirable features in developing 
international cooperation and might contribute to a reduction of inter
national rivalry in the missile field. [text not declassified] The advantage 
of such an agreement would be increased if the rocket launchings were 
carried out by the agency.

10. An agreement to prohibit all nationally conducted large rocket 
tests would not prevent the USSR from building up an operational 
military missile force, if the USSR had already developed an ICBM 
capability as of the time of such an agreement. The maintenance and 
expansion of this capability by the USSR could only be prevented by 
the prohibition of the retention or manufacture of ballistic missiles or 
nuclear warheads. The panel did not consider whether, in fact, such a 
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missile prohibition agreement could be enforced by the inspection of 
missile production, operational launching sites, and other techniques 
or the nuclear aspects of the problem. A military missile force built up 
under these conditions, without the opportunity for quality control 
tests and military training tests, would deteriorate with time and cease 
to the instantly available.

Robert F. Bacher
Lawrence A. Hyland

James W. McRae
Col. John A. White

George B. Kistiakowsky, Chairman

307. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, April 2, 1958

SUBJECT

Technical Feasibility of Cessation of Nuclear Testing

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1840– c– (1)
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated March 28, 1958

The enclosed memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
transmitting the views of the Department of Defense and of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on the subject, is circulated herewith for the information 
of the National Security Council in connection with its discussion of the 
subject at its meeting on Thursday, April 3, 1958.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

1 Source: Transmits the views of the JCS and Department of Defense on the report on 
“Technical Feasibility of Cessation of Nuclear Testing.” Top Secret; Restricted Data. 7 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Technical Feasibility.
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Quarles to Cutler

Washington, April 1, 1958

SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments

REFERENCE

NSC Action No. 1840, 6 January 1958

Pursuant to the above reference designated representatives of the 
Department of Defense have participated in the discussions and find
ings of the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear Test Cessation, established by the 
Science Advisory Committee to report on the studies called for in para
graph 1c(1), (a), (b), and (c). In addition, at the request of the Panel, 
the Department of Defense submitted its views on those aspects of the 
technical studies related to the military losses to the U.S. and the USSR 
consequent on a total suspension of nuclear tests at specific future dates. 
The Department’s views are contained in the attached memorandum of 
March 21, 1958, which also forwarded the views of the Joint Chiefs of  
Staff as expressed to the Secretary of Defense in the memorandum 
of March 13, 1958. The Chairman of the Panel now informs me that the 
views expressed therein relate, in part, to matters outside the scope of 
the technical studies made by the Panel, and, therefore, that these views 
have not been considered by the Panel and will not be appended to the 
report as originally contemplated. Accordingly, it is requested that the 
attached memorandum be circulated for NSC consideration in connec
tion with the report to be submitted by the Ad Hoc Panel of the Science 
Advisory Committee.

Donald A. Quarles
Deputy
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Attachment

Memorandum From Quarles to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Panel on Nuclear Test Cessation (Kistiakowsky)

Washington, March 21, 1958

SUBJECT

The Effects of a Total Suspension or Cessation of Nuclear Testing

Pursuant to NSC Action No. 1840, 6 January 1958, representatives 
of the Department of Defense have participated in the discussions of 
your Panel concerning the technical feasibility of monitoring a nuclear 
weapons tests suspension and the predicted technological status of the 
United States and the USSR with respect to the development of nuclear 
weapons, assuming a total suspension of nuclear tests as of 1 Septem
ber 1958. Documents prepared by the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Central Intelligence Agency portraying the predicted position of the 
United States and the USSR, respectively, have been considered by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and their views relative to the military impact of 
cessation of testing are transmitted herewith.

The reports of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Central 
Intelligence Agency are accepted as reasonable and satisfactory esti
mates of the technological positions of the United States and the USSR, 
with the understanding that events of the near future may necessitate 
significant revisions of these estimates. Broadly stated, the estimates 
indicate that at present and also as of the end of 1958, the United States 
possesses an advantage in yield versus weight ratios, in flexibility of 
applications, in the economy of use of special nuclear materials and 
possibly in knowledge of weapons effects of a specialized nature.

It is reasonable to assume that with the continuation of testing the 
gap will be narrowed and that both nations may be expected to attain 
the practicable limits of nuclear weapon development as these limits 
can be foreseen at this time. It is equally reasonable to assume that in 
the absence of testing the gap will likewise be narrowed but at a slower 
rate which will be governed by a number of factors over which the 
United States can exercise little or no control, such as stepped up espio
nage, ingenuity in devising partial substitutes for testing, and the extent 
to which the Soviets may be willing to accept the risks of clandestine 
testing as well as the risks of a lower probability of achieving desired 
performance characteristics. The achievement of technological parity as 
regards the practicable limits of nuclear weapons development as now 
foreseen with and without continuation of testing appears, therefore, to 
be a matter of time differential only, with the United States holding an 
advantage for an indeterminate period in either case.
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Concerning developments in the nature of “break throughs,” that 
is, beyond presently foreseen practicable limits, both parties will be 
inhibited by a test cessation and the advantage will lie with the nation 
which is able to maintain the higher level of effort and interest in nuclear 
weapon research and development, the security with which it guards 
its findings, and the risk it is willing to accept in the conduct of clan
destine test operations or its attitude toward the abrogation of treaties.

Relative technological status of nuclear weapons development at 
the moment and for the foreseeable future is not an adequate index of 
relative military posture. Consequently, an assumption that the future 
improvement of weapons designs and the knowledge of weapons 
effects to be gained from nuclear testing is more important to the Sovi
ets than to the United States is untenable. Within the time available 
for the submission of the Defense Department’s views on the subject 
matter set forth in NSC 1840, it has not been possible to prepare, on the 
basis of material submitted by the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Central Intelligence Agency a system by system comparison which 
the Panel has indicated to be desirable in order to appraise the relative 
impact of test cessation on the military postures of the Free World and 
the Soviet Bloc. With the rapidly changing weapon development scene 
it is highly questionable whether such an appraisal would be valid 
even for a brief period.

As pointed out by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, cessation of testing as 
of the date under consideration will find a number of important U.S. 
research and development programs aborted or drastically limited:

(a) The study of effects at ultra high altitudes essential to the 
design of effective anti ICBM and other systems involving outer space, 
including the warheads, the delivery means, countermeasures and 
counter countermeasures;

(b) Second generations of IRBM’s, ICBM’s and Fleet Ballistic Mis
siles designed to drastically reduce overall systems costs and reaction 
times;

(c) Economical designs of warheads for highly mobile systems for 
the support of battle groups and for air defense;

(d) Clean weapons in the middle and lower range yields;
(e) Weapons which combine absolute nuclear safing with safety 

from predetonation.
With respect to Items (a) and (b) above, the facts are:
(a) That the USSR possesses a recognized long range missile capa

bility and that following the conclusion of the HARDTACK test pro
gram the United States will still not be fully assured of the design of an 
effective anti ICBM system to include adequate knowledge of weapon 
effects at ultra high altitudes and the essential characteristics of the 
nuclear warheads required.
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(b) Since the deterrent capability of U.S. long and medium range 
missile systems is compromised by the Soviets’ ability to adopt the 
initiative, the retaliatory threat of these systems should be maintained 
at the highest feasible level through further warhead development, 
improved readiness and, if necessary, by greater dispersion and larger 
numbers.

It is the Department’s view that until these two requirements are 
adequately and assuredly met through necessary test programs, the 
United States should not enter into a test cessation agreement unless it 
is a part of a broader agreement which offers very large compensating 
advantages.

In considering the inability of the United States to pursue Items (c), 
(d) and (e) as listed above, it appears necessary to give adequate weight 
to political, psychological and economic factors which are certainly not 
of equal importance to the United States and the USSR. While broadly 
speaking these factors are outside the area of direct military responsibil
ity, they have a distinct and important bearing on the total Free World 
military posture. The problems of world wide dispersion of nuclear 
weapons for potential use by and support of friendly forces and the 
occupation of foreign bases by U.S. forces possessing a nuclear weapon 
capability affect not only quantitative requirements but also design fea
tures maximizing safety in handling and simplicity of maintenance. On 
a broader basis, concepts developed in the interests of political solidar
ity of the Free World which would place restrictions or restraints on 
the use of nuclear weapons by reason of geographical, psychological 
or moral considerations, may require the conduct of nuclear operations 
under conditions which the Department of Defense could not meet 
without the further developments indicated above. While the Depart
ment of Defense does not necessarily indorse limited war concepts 
which would place restraints on the types of nuclear weapons which 
may be used and the targets which may be attacked, it is my view that 
it would be a serious disadvantage for the United States to enter into 
a test cessation agreement which would block it from further tactical 
weapon developments of the type indicated by (c) and (d) above.

As regards the inability or time lag attributed to the Soviets in 
achieving a position equivalent to or approaching that of the United 
States, it should be obvious that as long as quantitative aspects of 
nuclear weapons and both quantitative and qualitative aspects of other 
weapons and delivery systems remain uncontrolled, efforts will be 
made by both sides to compensate for failures to attain practicable and 
desirable objectives in nuclear weapons designs by improving delivery 
systems, maintaining larger forces or by other means. For example: The 
Soviets’ assumed inability by reason of a test suspension to achieve an 
ICBM warhead of yield equivalent to ours does not deny them the capa
bility of an equally effective ICBM system through the development of 
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larger payload capacity, improved accuracy of delivery and/or reliance 
on larger quantities.

It is in the light of the above considerations that I find myself in 
general agreement with the belief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that in its 
overall long range effects a test cessation will operate to the distinct dis
advantage of the United States. If such a test cessation is a positive and 
integral part of more comprehensive measures which deal with the sta
bilization and reduction of nuclear weapons stockpiles, the prevention 
of surprise attack and the regulation of armaments and armed forces, 
the military disadvantage of test cessation becomes acceptable in the 
light of these major objectives. In any case, the United States should 
not become a party to a test cessation agreement which would prohibit 
the conduct of tests of yields, in environments and under conditions 
which the agreed and implemented control system would be unable to 
monitor satisfactorily as to detection, identification and responsibility.

Donald A. Quarles

Enclosure:
Memo for SecDef frm JCS,
13 Mar 58, w/Appendix

308. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
John Foster Dulles1

April 7, 1958, 8:30 a.m.

The Sec. said he was sending to the President a clean draft of a 
message to Khrushchev. The Sec. said that after he wrote the Pres. on 
Sat. we sent a draft to London. Macmillan looked it over and came back 
with some minor suggestions which are incorporated in the draft the 
Sec. was sending over. They discussed whether the Sec. would come to 
the WH this morning and Sec. said he could come over at 10 on his way 
to the Pentagon.

The Sec. mentioned Jim Hagerty’s idea about the possibility of a 
somewhat different approach to Khrushchev and try to put him behind 
the propaganda eight ball by saying he suddenly talks one third of 
our initial proposal where he said both of us do this and it would be 

1 Source: Message to Khrushchev; cessation of testing. No classification marking. 
1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
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inspected. Let us say we will go back to the initial program and have a 
meeting right now of the UK, USSR and us, and possibly France. The 
Sec. said perhaps we could “beef” it up a little. The Pres. said we could 
tell Khrushchev that we stand ready in the meantime if he is ready to 
go ahead on that particular thing. If he would agree to that meeting 
and that purpose in spite of our plans we would postpone our plans. 
Perhaps we couldn’t because they are all out in the Pacific. The Pres. 
said he thought that Hagerty might have something. He said that he 
and the Sec. were always talking about a new approach and this might 
be something that would make Khrushchev squirm.

309. Informal Memorandum From Hagerty to Eisenhower1

Washington, April 7, 1958

SUBJECT

Nuclear Testing and Defense Reorganization

Here are some thoughts on two subjects—Nuclear Testing and 
Defense Reorganization. These thoughts are admittedly in the propa
ganda field, but that seems to be the way things are emphasized these 
days. I don’t know whether they are practical or not; or whether they 
will give people the jitters—but at least I put them down on paper.

USSR—Nuclear Testing
The Soviets have now made their big propaganda move in the 

testing field and they apparently are going to play it as hard as they 
can. Khrushchev has sent you his first note, using this subject to make 
another propaganda plug. Using his note as a basis, is it possible to 
answer along these lines?

1. You are glad to see that the Soviets, at long last, have finally 
started to make some sense on the whole question of disarmament. 
After maintaining a negative attitude for a long time, the USSR has 
now come forward with onepart of a proposal that the US and the UN 
have made for some time—namely that by international agreements 
nuclear testing and production of weapons can and should be halted. 
Up to now the USSR has declined to treat this great problem seriously.

1 Source: Nuclear testing. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
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2. Despite past experiences in this field with the Soviets, you are 
prepared—in the interest of peace—to accept this latest Russian state
ment at its face value. In effect you say to Khrushchev: “All right, so 
you now say you are stopping tests and ask the US to do the same. Well, 
the US will take you up on this since we have been trying to get some 
agreement about this with you for some time. So—”

3. Let’s try seriously to work out an agreement. Naturally for any 
such agreement to function in the world successfully, other nuclear 
powers—the United Kingdom (and probably France)—have to be in 
accord. Let’s get them to join us in working out such an agreement.

4. To do this, let’s forget for the time being the so called Summit 
Conference. Although you have talked about having such a Summit 
Conference you haven’t even answered the US–UK French memo
randum filed with the Soviet Foreign office a week ago. While we are 
perfectly willing to have such a Conference with you to discuss other 
important world matters, we still insist that preparation for such a 
meeting is elementary to its success.

5. While we should continue to work for such a meeting in order to 
discuss other world matters, let’s concentrate right now on one single 
problem—the suspension of testing. Let’s take up that one subject and 
let’s add to it—in order to make it mean something for humanity—the 
question of production and inspection. The US has already proposed 
that in addition to the end of testing, an end should also be reached 
on the production of nuclear weapons and that a workable system of 
inspection be instituted to guarantee any agreement we might reach.

6. Let’s have this Nuclear Conference soon—and let’s hold it where 
all the world can see and hear it. Here is what I proposed to you:

That a Nuclear Conference be held and that the Heads of State of 
the nuclear powers attend such a meeting. This meeting could be held 
soon (within a month?). It could be called as a sort of special session of 
the United Nations, so that all the nations of the world could “sit in” 
as observers and—in effect—as judges of our sincerity. This meeting 
could be held at the UN headquarters at Geneva or at New York. At the 
Conference, the nuclear powers should be able to work out an agree
ment which would combine an end of testing and production with a 
suitable and workable inspection system. Then—to make the nuclear 
powers responsible before the world for living up to that agreement—
we could sign this agreement before the representatives of the nations 
of the world.

7. If you accept this suggestion and join with me in this meeting, 
I would do one thing more. Even though it might place the US and 
its allies at a disadvantage—since the USSR has already conducted its 
tests this year—I would, nevertheless, to show the good faith of the 
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United States postpone our present Pacific tests while we were working 
together to see if we could reach a nuclear agreement. This postpone
ment would, of course, be limited to a reasonable period—it could not 
be expected to last indefinitely.

8. A nuclear agreement between the nuclear powers would be of 
vast importance in the world and would greatly lessen existing world 
tensions. In addition, it would make further meeting between us on 
other world problems much easier to accomplish. As a matter of fact, 
our diplomatic representatives could begin to discuss preparation for 
such a meeting at the same time. I see no reason why they could not 
go ahead in this field with discussions which we have already urged 
be started this month. Meanwhile we could also go ahead with the 
Nuclear Conference I have proposed.

310. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
John Foster Dulles1

April 8, 1958, 10:48 a.m.

The Sec. said one of the questions he may get at his press confer
ence was would we be willing to have technical studies about inspection 
required for a suspension of testing without also having technical studies 
of the cut off supervision? The President said this was not an easy one. 
The Pres. said we had tried hopefully to put something in our reply. The 
Sec. read this portion from the letter to Khrushchev. The Pres. said the 
Sec. could say we would be quite ready to participate in any study—that 
is technically to find out what can be done. This would bring about a 
closer understanding and better knowledge. The Pres. said to say we are 
always ready to study the technical thing. The Sec. said he would try to 
duck it a little. If we started supervision and control in any field, that is a 
step forward. The Pres. said that was what he was trying to say.

The President mentioned they might jump him on the word 
“appreciable”. He said it doesn’t mean “material” but “unnoticeable”. 
They discussed the definition of the word.

The Pres. said he could not let McElroy go to NATO because 
of the hearings the Pres. had coming up. If Kilday would agree to a 

1 Source: Possible press questions on suspension of nuclear testing. No classification 
marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
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postponement, that would be all right. The Secretary said it was not 
vital that McElroy go to the NATO meeting. There would be no deci
sion taken at the mtg.

311. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, April 9, 1958

SUBJECT

First Meeting of Special Working Group on Disarmament

PARTICIPANTS

State
Ambassador James J. Wadsworth, US Representative on Disarmament
Mr. Philip J. Farley, S/AE
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers, S/AE
Mr. Vincent Baker, S/AE
Mr. Lawrence D. Weiler, S/AE
Mr. Donald R. Morris, S/AE
Mr. Henry Owen, S/P

1 Source: Record of the first meeting of the Special Working Group on Disarmament; 
preparations for summit, suspension of nuclear testing. Secret. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Cen
tral Files, 611.0012/4–958.

Defense
General Alonzo Fox
Colonel Fred Rhea

AEC
Admiral Paul Foster
Mr. James Goodby

CIA
Mr. Robert Amory

Dr. Killian’s Staff
Mr. Spurgeon Keeney

Ambassador Wadsworth welcomed the members to the first meet
ing of the Special Working Group on Disarmament for Summit Prepa
rations and asked Mr. Farley to explain the terms of reference of the 
group.

Mr. Farley noted that last week the President had established a 
Special Cabinet Committee on Summit Preparations to be chaired by 
the Secretary of State. Other members are the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman of the AEC and the Secretary of the Treasury. At its first 
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meeting on April 7, the Special Cabinet Committee established a work
ing group on U.S. disarmament policy with members from the Depart
ments of State, Defense, AEC, CIA and Dr. Killian’s office. The working 
group was asked to report by Tuesday, April 15, to the Special Cabi
net Committee presenting its initial assessment of (1) the adequacy of 
present U.S. disarmament policy and (2) the opportunities for new U.S. 
initiatives in this field.

Mr. Farley reviewed the status of summit preparations within the 
Department of State, noting that the US, UK and France on March 31 
had proposed to the Soviet Union that preparatory talks to pave the 
way for a possible summit meeting begin in the latter half of April. 
Therefore, it is a matter of urgency that this government have com
pleted as soon as possible whatever review of its disarmament policy 
may be necessary.

Mr. Farley noted that while the predominant feeling in the Depart
ment of State is that there would be no summit meeting until fall, it is 
essential that we be ready to begin preparatory talks within the month. 
He said we recognize that this is a broad field and that probably a great 
deal of detailed work will be necessary. However, it is desirable at this 
point for the working group to ask itself (1) if the present U.S. position 
on disarmament (August 29) is one on which we can stand in detail, (2) 
if there are possible ideas for change which should be explored, (3) if 
there are modifications of the present policy which are desirable at this 
point. He said that probably the prospects of an agreed interagency 
position by April 15 were slight, but that the working group must by 
then identify for the principals on the Special Cabinet Committee any 
lines needing further detailed study. He explained that he considered 
it the task of the working group to pose the issues, suggest initiatives 
and assemble the facts so that the principals may be able to make any 
decisions necessary.

Mr. Farley then explained that the paper distributed to the working 
group had been prepared by the Department of State in order to put 
forth the results of our own preliminary re examination of the broad 
field of disarmament policy. He noted that it has been approved by 
the Secretary of State, after discussion with the panel of disarmament 
advisers, for interagency consideration. He explained that we had con
sidered the present form of the paper as that most useful for compari
son with existing policy, that is, an interlinear modification of the June 
11, 1957 NSC policy statement on disarmament.

Ambassador Wadsworth said that based on this, he felt the working 
group should reconvene Monday to receive initial suggestions from its 
members as to: 1) whether the U.S. should stand firm on its present pol
icy, 2) any new ideas from the various agencies, or 3) any areas which 
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they felt should be studied further. From this discussion a preliminary 
report should be prepared for transmission to the President’s Special 
Cabinet Committee.

General Fox said that he thought an aspect of our policy which 
should be considered very seriously is the question of how it is pre
sented. He said he felt the August 29 proposals were substantively 
quite sound but had been presented very badly. He thought the work
ing group should pay particular attention to how, in the future our pol
icy may be presented as to be clear and immediately understandable 
throughout the world.

Mr. Farley agreed, noting that our negotiators had great difficulty 
presenting our case, and that it is very difficult to separate policy from 
public impact. However, he noted that this is secondary to the work the 
group must do. The group must first focus on policy; once that is decided 
we can consider how it is to be presented. He stressed that the report to 
the Special Cabinet Committee on next Tuesday should give a consensus 
of the working group as to whether the August 29 policy should stand, 
whether it should be changed, studied further, whether detailed techni
cal studies are needed or whether the working group would need imme
diate Presidential decisions before it could proceed further.

General Fox said that as far as the possible separation of test cessa
tion from the cutoff was concerned, the answer from the military would 
most certainly be no. However, he said that this might be different if the 
question were asked relative to the state of our knowledge after HARD
TACK has been completed.

Mr. Farley agreed that any decision would clearly be easier given 
successful completion of the HARDTACK testing program. But he 
noted that an immediate response to the Soviet demarche might be 
necessary.

General Fox said that the Defense Department could not recom
mend such a decision. Mr. Farley noted that this was not just a military 
consideration but that there were extremely important political prob
lems involved.

Admiral Foster said that he was not very sanguine about the possi
bility that HARDTACK would give the AEC laboratories all the infor
mation they want. He said that we would certainly have to predicate 
our assumptions on what the USSR is doing at the time the U.S. might 
stop testing. Would they continue their present cessation or would they 
resume? Mr. Farley noted that the Soviet Union by its unilateral cessation 
of testing has given up considerable freedom of action. What we do with 
regard to nuclear testing will certainly affect the future Russian position.

Mr. Farley reviewed the extent of separability of the various items 
in the State Department paper, noting that we propose not only changes 
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in policy as a whole but also changes in the interdependence of vari
ous items. Thus nuclear testing could be agreed to separately subject 
only to the condition of an agreed inspection system and the stated 
intention of the U.S. to resume testing at the end of two years unless 
international agreement on the cut off of production had been reached. 
Outer space cooperation could be dealt with separately. Missile control 
proposals were contingent on further feasibility studies by Dr. Killian’s 
staff. Inspection zones might be accepted independently.

General Fox asked if the target date for agreement— September 1, 
1958— assumed Senate ratification. Mr. Farley noted that the specific 
date is, of course, subject to more discussion and at any rate would be 
stated in terms of a specific date or after ratification of an agreement 
by all states, whichever was the later. He noted that all the provisions 
would require a treaty and thus be subject to ratification, although the 
President could, by executive agreement, stop testing.

Ambassador Wadsworth reviewed our position on the nuclear testing 
issue in the United Nations. He recalled that many of our friends had felt 
at the 12th General Assembly that testing should be stopped and that the 
vote on the issue had been a lot less favorable to us than in the past. Since 
the 12th General Assembly the feeling among the great majority of the 
delegations in New York was that the United States should stop testing. 
Even the SYG had said this publicly. He noted that these people appre
ciate our need for continued testing, but feel that the unilateral Soviet 
cessation has changed the situation. He said that there will be a strong 
movement next fall for a resolution calling for cessation and that while 
this might not be successful, we certainly will lose many of our former 
supporters to the abstention list. He noted that this problem had many 
facets: for instance, a too rigid position by the U.S. may seriously jeopar
dize public opinion in countries where we have military installations. He 
reported that the SYG felt on the basis of his Moscow trip that the USSR 
wants summit talks more than anything else. They object to our DC–SC 
procedure because they believe it is a trick to prevent a summit meet
ing. They are also suspicious of the March 31 tripartite note for the same 
reason, feeling that the proposed preparatory talks would be used as a 
strategem to avoid a summit meeting. He reiterated his feeling that the 
testing question had gone far beyond being a theoretical problem. Even 
the Norwegians and Danes were becoming increasingly restive. Many 
nations of the world were hysterical and panic stricken at the thought of 
possible effects from fallout from nuclear testing. USUN feels we need a 
broad move at this juncture.

General Fox asked if the Secretary of State would have to tip our 
hand concerning any proposals we might make during the course of 
the preparatory talks, or whether we could have a surprise demarche 
such as the Open Skies proposal, which had a great impact at Geneva. 
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Would a policy have to be fully coordinated with our allies? Mr. Farley 
noted that there was more of a pattern of cooperation now than there 
had been in 1955. The experience of last summer had built up a prece
dent of NATO cooperation which we have continued in coordinating 
replies to the Bulganin letters. However, he could certainly recognize 
the value of surprise impact. [text not declassified]

Mr. Farley said he thought he should make quite clear that the U.S. 
will not take much credit from cessation of testing. However, such a 
move will clear the air as to our general aims in disarmament. We must 
have more than this to recapture the initiative in world public opinion. 
He noted that we need during the preparatory talks to show the USSR 
that the U.S. really wants progress.

General Fox said he felt that the members of the working group 
were not in a position to make decisions, that they could not judge this 
issue adequately. Mr. Farley agreed but said that the group must exam
ine disarmament policy and, on the basis of their knowledge, make a 
recommendation to the principals.

Mr. Keeney explained that this is what the Killian panel on nuclear 
testing had in effect done when it determined the impact on weap
ons development which would result from cessation of testing, even 
though it had not discussed military implications. Mr. Farley said that 
the working group is expected to deal with the issues such as test ces
sation. While the group cannot make final decisions it certainly must 
recommend courses of action to the Special Cabinet Committee.

General Fox reiterated that on the question of test cessation the 
Defense Department’s answer would clearly be “no”. Mr. Farley said in 
that case the group would report differing views and perhaps ask for 
more studies. Admiral Foster said that the group might very well come 
up with a consensus that test cessation would be unwise from a mili
tary point of view but that over riding political reasons made it wise 
to stop testing. Mr. Farley agreed with this and said it was possible that 
one or all of the members might take the position either (1) that there 
should be no decision until HARDTACK had been completed and eval
uated or (2) that in preparing for the 13th General Assembly we must 
have a change in policy.

Admiral Foster noted that it takes about six months properly to 
evaluate the results of a test series. This would be long past the opening 
session of the 13th General Assembly.

Mr. Amory said it was quite clear to him that the political deadline 
of the 13th General Assembly must be met.

General Fox said that from a national security point of view our 
vital security interest militated against a cessation of testing. Mr. Spiers 
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noted that our political relationships were as much a part of our national 
security as our military preparedness. Admiral Foster said that in view 
of the shortness of time, he felt that the working group should assume 
that over riding political considerations do exist and that a Presidential 
decision to cease nuclear testing has been taken. The group could then 
evaluate the result of such a decision. He expressed the personal view 
that a decision had already been made that the U.S. must have a fall
back to its August 29 policy.

Mr. Farley explained that formerly, during Governor Stassen’s ten
ure, the mechanism for policy change had been for Governor Stassen to 
make recommendations which were considered by the NSC and sent to 
the President for final decision. Now Secretary Dulles was the principal 
disarmament advisor to the President, with Ambassador Wadsworth as 
chief negotiator and Mr. Farley responsible for policy formulation. He 
said establishment of this group was an attempt to get interagency devel
opment of policy. Thus he felt the group must uncover these problems 
for eventual decision on a higher level. He noted that there had not yet 
been any decision on any of the questions on disarmament. It was the 
task of the working group to propose policy guides for such decisions. It 
must identify possible advantages of shifts in policy. On the testing ques
tion, it may only be able to identify the views of each agency.

Ambassador Wadsworth set 2:30 p.m., Monday, April 14, as the time 
for the next meeting of the working group.

312. Memorandum From Bethe to Killian1

Washington, April 17, 1958

SUBJECT

Clean Weapons

[text not declassified]
It has been stated publicly that it would be possible to develop 

completely clean weapons in the course of five or more years of fur
ther testing. In my opinion, complete cleanliness has no significance 

1 Source: Development of clean weapons. Secret; Restricted Data. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Records of the President’s Science Advisory Committee, Nuclear Weapons.
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in military applications of nuclear weapons. The military application 
mostly contemplated is the use of a clean weapon in a ground burst 
against a hard enemy target. In such an application, the neutrons com
ing from the weapon will create radioactivity in the soil next to the 
weapon. This radioactivity will be carried up with the debris of the 
weapon itself and will cause fallout in the neighborhood.

It has been estimated that the radioactivity in the ground is at least 
1% of the radioactivity which would be produced in a pure fission 
weapon of the same yield. Since the radioactive materials formed in 
the ground are different from fission products, the radioactivity will 
change with time in a different way from that of fission products. How
ever, calculations at Los Alamos indicate that this difference is not very 
great, and that at any time the radioactivity created in the soil will be of 
the order of 1% or more of the corresponding fission activity

[text not declassified] for sometime to come. It is conceivable that 
further technical progress and testing may make it possible to return to 
lead even for the smaller weapons, but this seems quite difficult, quite 
far in the future, and would undoubtedly be connected with a further 
loss in yield for a given weight.

For these reasons, and particularly because of the radioactivity nec
essarily produced in the ground, it does not seem of practical interest 
to develop clean weapons of a cleanliness of better than 1%. Whether 
such a development is technically feasible is not known at this time. 
[text not declassified]

According to Dr. Teller, Dr. Brown of the Livermore Laboratory, 
head of its Theoretical Division, is the person most competent on the 
development of clean weapons. In a recent conversation with him he 
was very skeptical whether a completely clean nuclear weapon could 
be developed.

The only circumstance in which a completely clean thermonuclear 
device might be of interest would be for peaceful applications. I do not 
know of any such applications at present. In the case of a deep, under
ground explosion for peaceful purposes, I believe that there would be 
other means of protection from the radioactivity than complete clean
liness. Besides, I do not think that the uncertain possibility of some 
peaceful applications would be a sufficient reason to continue nuclear 
testing merely for the purpose of developing a completely clean nuclear 
weapon.

Hans A. Bethe
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313. Memorandum From Walmsley (IO) to Herter1

Washington, April 20, 1958

SUBJECT

United States Position in the Security Council on the Soviet Complaint of April 18, 1958

Present instructions to Ambassador Lodge call for completion of 
consideration of the Soviet complaint in the Security Council as expe
ditiously as possible. As yet it is unclear whether the USSR intends to 
submit a resolution. If not, we continue to believe expeditious disposi
tion of the Soviet item, without any resolution, is the preferable course 
of action. Submission of a resolution, in the absence of a Soviet resolu
tion, does prolong Council action in circumstances where not too much 
political mileage will be gained.

Moreover, our submission of a resolution has certain disadvan
tages: (a) there is a strong risk that the USSR will seek Council endorse
ment of a summit meeting to deal with this and other outstanding 
issues among the Great Powers (although the USSR may do this in any 
event); (b) introduction of a resolution dealing with procedures to cover 
surprise attack or calling for a meeting of the Disarmament Commis
sion risks opening up the overall disarmament problem, thereby pro
viding an opportunity for the USSR to introduce a resolution calling 
for an independent test ban, a move that would embarrass us and our 
friends; (c) even with the Security Council weighted in our favor so that 
we can prevent adoption of a test ban resolution, Council failure to act 
on this issue might precipitate a move for a special Assembly session. 
In particular, the United States would have to oppose a Soviet proposal 
endorsing the unconditional convening of a summit meeting.

If the USSR submits a resolution, there are three alternatives open 
to us: (a) to reject outright any Soviet resolution submitted; (b) to amend 
any Soviet resolution; (c) to press for a resolution of our own. Whether 
outright rejection of the Soviet proposal is a desired course of action 
depends specifically upon its content. If, for example, the Soviet text is 
a clumsy attempt to condemn the United States, the Council members 
would reject it. However, if the resolution is of a more anodyne character, 
such as a bland endorsement of the need for peaceful and neighborly 
relations among states, the Council members might be reluctant to reject 
it outright. The possibility of amending any Soviet resolution depends 
upon its character. Even if amended and the USSR still votes for it, it will 
remain as a Soviet initiative, for which the USSR will claim future credit.

1 Source: U.S. position on possible Soviet moves in the Security Council on “fail 
safe” procedures; includes draft Security Council resolutions. Confidential. 5 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 330/4–2058.
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There are, however, advantages to having a resolution, at least on a 
contingent basis in the event any Soviet proposal is of such a character 
that its outright defeat would be difficult. In particular, such an alterna
tive resolution would have some or all of the following advantages: (a) 
to seize the initiative and turn pressure upon the USSR; (b) to maintain 
a United Nations link with subsequent consideration of the issue of 
disarmament; (c) to dramatize Soviet intransigence; (d) to maintain the 
integrity of the Assembly’s resolution on disarmament; (e) to broaden 
the narrow scope of the Soviet complaint and focus attention on the 
entire complex of disarmament issues.

The attached draft resolution (TAB 1) has been prepared to stress 
the Secretary’s interest in an inspection system for the northern zone, 
but within the disarmament package of August 29, 1957.

It is assumed that it would not be possible, in the time available, to 
separate out the aerial inspection proposal without a new decision of 
the United States Government, consultations with France, the United 
Kingdom and Canada who are associated with the August 29 package, 
and discussion with Canada and Denmark whose territory would be 
involved in any Northern Zone proposal. We have nevertheless pre
pared a draft resolution (Tab 2) covering this possibility.

To counter a possible Soviet proposal for a summit conference we 
have prepared a draft resolution (TAB 3) stressing the United States 
position on the need for preparatory diplomatic exchanges. The sub
stance of this draft resolution could also be used to amend a Soviet 
proposal if this tactic should be desirable.

Tab 1

Draft Resolution 

April 20, 1958

The Security Council

Having considered the complaint of the USSR of 18 April 1958,
Believing that effective steps toward a disarmament agreement at 

an early date are essential to the achievement of the purposes of the 
General Assembly’s resolution 1236 (XII) entitled “Peaceful and Neigh
bourly Relations among States”,

Recalling General Assembly resolution 1148 (XII) urging states con
cerned to give priority to reaching a disarmament agreement which, 
as one of its major elements, provides for: “The progressive establish
ment of open inspection with ground and aerial components to guard 
against the possibility of surprise attack”,
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Noting that the Disarmament Commission has not yet met and that 
the Subcommittee has been requested to report to the Disarmament 
Commission by April 30, 1958,

1. Urges the Disarmament Commission to meet forthwith and to 
take immediate steps to implement the recommendations contained in 
Paragraph 4 of General Assembly Resolution 1148 (XII),

2. Calls upon the members of the Disarmament Commission prin
cipally concerned to join in technical discussions looking toward the 
establishment of a northern zone of inspection against surprise attack, 
as proposed by the United States, United Kingdom, France and Canada 
to the USSR on August 29, 1957.

Tab 2

Draft Resolution 

April 20, 1958

The Security Council

Believing that establishment of zones of aerial and ground inspec
tion would decrease tensions;

Considering the desirability of such confidence building steps as 
measures to prevent surprise attacks;

Recalling the General Assembly resolutions 914 (X) and 1148 (XII) 
which endorse such measures,

Calls upon Canada, France, United Kingdom, the United States, and 
the USSR to seek early agreement on the establishment of a northern zone 
of inspection against surprise attack such as proposed by the United States, 
United Kingdom, France and Canada to the USSR on August 29, 1957;

Requests these parties to join at once in studies of the necessary 
technical requirements for the establishment of effective inspection in 
such a zone and to report promptly to the Security Council on the prog
ress of these studies.

Tab 3

Draft Resolution 

April 20, 1958

The Security Council

Having considered the complaint of the USSR of April 18, 1958,
Noting that certain members are initiating diplomatic exchanges to 

discuss matters of mutual interest, including the question of disarmament,
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Expresses the hope that such diplomatic exchanges will make pos
sible ultimate agreements on matters of mutual interest, including the 
question of disarmament.

314. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
Herter1

Washington, April 20, 1958, 5 p.m.

At my request, the President agreed to see me to discuss the pro
jected moves to be taken by Ambassador Lodge at the United Nations 
on Monday, the 21st, in connection with the Soviet request for a Security 
Council meeting to consider the question “on taking urgent measures 
to end the flights of the United States military aircraft carrying atomic 
and hydrogen bombs towards the frontiers of the Soviet Union.”

I advised the President of the suggestions which the Secretary had 
sent back to us from his plane trip to Duck Island and stated that these 
had all been incorporated in the speech prepared for Lodge to deliver. 
I also told him we had given careful consideration to the filing of a 
resolution of our own (Tab A) and had prepared two other resolutions 
(Tabs B and C) in the event the Soviets should file a resolution of their 
own and it would be necessary to protect our position. I told the Pres
ident that after we had consultations with Ambassador Lodge and our 
own staff, I had felt it wiser not to file any resolution of our own if it 
were possible to dispose of whatever move the Soviets might make in 
a single session. However, should the Soviets at the last moment file 
any resolution other than a merely clumsy denunciation of the United 
States, members of the Security Council would undoubtedly ask for 
24 hours delay in which to consider the resolution, and that I would 
then have an opportunity of consulting with him as to the next move.

The President read the draft speech Ambassador Lodge had sent 
us, which differed somewhat in arrangement and wording from our 
suggested draft but which in substance was almost identical. The Pres
ident read it through carefully and, with the exception of two para
graphs which I had myself questioned, felt it was excellent and agreed 
that we should proceed along the lines recommended.

1 Source: U.S. position on Soviet complaints about “fail safe” procedures. Confiden
tial. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 330/4–2158. Drafted on April 21.
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The President then expressed real distress that releases apparently 
approved by the Department of Defense should have led up to the pro
test lodged by the Soviets. He called Secretary Quarles expressing his 
unhappiness with regard to these approved releases, and apparently 
Secretary Quarles said he would institute a very thorough review as to 
what had led up to them. I had told the President I did not think there 
was any security violation involved but that I thought the release of the 
type of information which had caused the difficulties should be care
fully reviewed with the Department of State and the President in the 
future because of the international implications involved.

I have today sent to General Goodpaster a memorandum, with 
attachments, which showed that the whole “Fail Safe” concept had 
been made public as early as November 1957.

Christian A. Herter

Enclosures:
Three draft resolutions.

315. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Lodge and John 
Foster Dulles1

April 20, 1958, 12:07 p.m.

The Sec. said he was having a meeting on the Soviet item. He 
said we are disposed to feel here that we ought to follow this up by 
positive action of our own which would involve a resolution by the 
SC calling on the parties to accept the principle of an Arctic zone 
along the lines of our proposal of last fall and to have the US, the 
Soviet Union and others involved designate technical people to study 
how to carry it out. Sec. said it seemed quite obvious that the SU was 
launching a new major propaganda theme. The Soviets may not have 
anticipated the rapidity of their defeat but they knew, they were not 
that stupid, that their resolution would be defeated in the SC. The Sec. 
said the theme would constantly reappear. It was present in Khru
shchev’s latest note—how we were sending these planes, etc. The Sec. 
said they can make big propaganda out of it. The Sec. said we could 
say surely this is a dangerous situation and the only sensible thing to 

1 Source: Follow on to defeat of Soviet resolution. No classification marking. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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do is to follow the President’s “Open Skies” proposal. It was a grave 
situation caused by the fact that we both have the capacity for mas
sive surprise attack. The Sec. said if we got a resolution along these 
lines and the Soviets vetoed it, that would permanently spike their 
propaganda. Lodge asked what the Sec. wanted done about the Dis
armament Commission. The Sec. said he wouldn’t go there. The Sovi
ets by bringing this case themselves have accepted the jurisdiction of 
the SC but not the jurisdiction of the Disarmament Commission. Sec. 
said we should have a meeting of the Disarmament Commission (they 
agreed any time) but not on this particular item. Lodge said he would 
arrange a pro forma meeting in the DC.

The Sec. said he would see the President today about the proposed 
resolution and would like to move on this by Monday. The Sec. said we 
would be having consultation and would be in touch with Lodge.

Lodge said they could do their business in the Security Council 
on Tuesday rather than Monday. It was difficult to get anyone to work 
over the week end. The Secretary said let us make Tuesday our target 
date. The Sec. said that the resolution which had been sent up was on 
a contingent basis. We would be working on a revised one. Sec. said he 
wanted to pin the Soviets down.

316. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Quarles and John 
Foster Dulles1

April 23, 1958, 3:31 p.m.

The Sec just left the Pres. We were talking about the Soviet move 
in the SC. We are planning to go back at them with a proposal which 
in essence would say if you think this Arctic area is so dangerous why 
don’t you agree to establish an inspection zone as we (Def and St etc.) 
agreed last fall. The Sec said it did not occur to him it would require 
further clearance because they approved the zone but he wanted to 
mention it. The Sec is sure the Soviets will veto and that will put us in 
the position we want to be in. Q said he does not think it will pose a 
problem but he wants Fox et al. to study it closely and will tell the Sec at 
NSC. The Sec said he talked with Lodge and they want to launch it Tues 
and want to speak to the British and French and other friends before.

1 Source: Proposal to declare the Arctic an inspection zone. No classification mark
ing. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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317. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Lodge and John 
Foster Dulles1

April 24, 1958, 11:43 a.m.

TELEPHONE CALL FROM AMB LODGE (MR WILCOX HEARD 
MOST OF IT)

L’s over all feeling is favorable. Some people on his staff think we 
should never provoke a Soviet veto but L thinks the proposal should 
be the deciding factor and this has good qualities. The Sec said he is 
encouraged by the fact Defense went for it and read from their letter. 
L and the Sec agreed not to present this as a propaganda view.

L said Wadsworth said the Pres may make a nuclear test suspen
sion speech of his own. The Sec never heard of it.

L said the para re the zone of inspection as proposed by us was 
rubbing their noses a bit. They went into that and mentioned saying 
as considered. L said he would put this in a telegram and the drafting 
officer could consider it.

L mentioned putting in something about having a technical group 
study it for a summit meeting to be held on these points—L thinks they 
won’t want it. The Sec explained why he did not agree on that.

L said in the next to last paragraph strike “to settle the technical 
problems involved” and substitute “to make recommendations for 
agreement on the technical problems involved to be submitted to a con
ference of foreign ministers”.

L asked re putting in Sweden and Finland. The Sec said a way 
might be found to include those areas if they agree. They have never 
been consulted. The Sec mentioned putting them in on a contingent 
basis. L is putting that in a telegram.

L asked re the speed of it and the Sec said if we have a Foreign Min
isters Meeting that aspect would delay it.—The Sec mentioned saying 
making a report to be considered by the govts concerned through their 
foreign ministers.

L said now that we are going into the SC we should drop the dis
armament comm mtg. The Sec is agreeable to drop it for the time being 
with the understanding we will have it sometime.

The Sec will restudy the res. L will wait until he hears and then will 
see the people there. The Sec said he may get Caccia in. L said he would 
like the changes telephoned to him.

1 Source: Arctic inspection zone proposal. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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318. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Lodge and John 
Foster Dulles1

April 24, 1958, 5:49 p.m.

L thinks the first reaction of the three is good and the Canadians 
were really enthusiastic. The Sec said Robertson seemed quite inter
ested. Murray (#2 man for Canada) had an interesting idea, said L. 
Have Sweden co sponsor. There is a lot of merit in asking them—at 
least they would vote for it. L wishes the Sec would think it over and 
maybe let him have a word in the a.m. The Sec said he had not given 
thought to sponsorship. Four powers? L said no. They agreed we have 
to do it anyway. L said Japan also was mentioned.

L thinks Houghton should speak to Jules Moch in Paris.
The Sec gave a little flavor of his talk this p.m. L said after this he 

is afraid Alphand will not get it across as the Sec would like him to and 
repeated re Moch.

L thought he would tell Hammarskjold and the Sec agreed.
L said Sunday he would plan to put out a call for a meeting Tues. 

He won’t be able to sit down to sum up the language until Monday am 
but that is all right. L hopes for his speech text as soon as possible.

The Sec said he told them we would put it up not in a belligerent 
spirit but in the spirit of wanting to get something done. He explained 
it would save much money in view of NSC meeting this a.m. Robertson 
agreed.

1 Source: Arctic inspection zone proposal. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.

319. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Barco (USUN) 
and John Foster Dulles1

April 25, 1958, 6:39 p.m.

B knows both the Br and Fr have agreed on this move. The Cana
dians have not been hard [heard] from. Barco talked with them and 

1 Source: Arctic inspection zone proposal. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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told them we would have agreement and he thought it would be help
ful to speed up their reaction. They do not as yet know they have 
agreed as they (the Br) just left. The Sec said he thinks it would be 
helpful for the Canadians to know. The Sec said the Br had one or two 
minor suggestions about the phraseology and the French wanted it 
understood we would not let it open up into a European zone and the 
Sec assured them of that. They agreed Sweden’s sponsorship could 
not be gone into—we do have time. B agreed. The Sec mentioned its 
leaking and they agreed it would be a good thing to put out the call 
tomorrow. Get the Canadian agreement and put out the call and then 
perfect the text Monday. The Sec said that won’t be a great problem. 
The Br, said B, raised the question of publishing the text fairly soon 
after the meeting and they agreed this is good. B will call Lodge in 
Mass. B mentioned a northern zone as a term to use and the Sec said 
we can’t do that because our Defense Dept has approved this in terms 
of that zone. Caccia suggested to the Sec to redefine it without iden
tifying it. The Sec thinks that would be cumbersome but he will look 
into it. These were not conditions however.

320. Letter From John Foster Dulles to Eisenhower1

Washington, April 30, 1958

Dear Mr. President:
I enclose a summary record of the discussion last Saturday with 

Al Gruenther, Bob Lovett, Jack McCloy and Bedell Smith. I am sending 
you separately some recommendations about the question of testing.

Faithfully yours

John Foster Dulles

1 Source: Transmits a record of Dulles’ meeting with disarmament advisory panel. 
Top Secret. 9 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles–Herter Series, Disarmament.
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Enclosure

Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, April 26, 1958

SUBJECT

Meeting with Disarmament Advisors—April 26, 1958

PARTICIPANTS

Secretary Dulles
General Gruenther
Mr. Robert Lovett
Mr. John McCloy
General Walter B. Smith

Ambassador Wadsworth
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Admiral Lewis L. Strauss
Mr. Donald A. Quarles
Mr. James Killian

The Secretary said that it was urgent that we do something to erase 
the picture which people abroad hold of the United States as a milita
ristic nation. This is a false picture which is belied by the facts. But it 
is difficult for the United States to change this picture in view of the 
way in which our press selects and publicizes sensational incidents and 
statements. In this respect the Soviet Union, with its ability to control 
what is known about it, has an advantage over a free society like that 
of the United States. This picture of continued military emphasis in 
the United States hurts us and probably causes us to lose more than 
we gain from small technical military advances. While our position is 
understood by the governments of our most important allies like Japan, 
the United Kingdom and Germany, these governments are in various 
respects in a precarious position.

It is thus imperative that actions be taken which will make evi
dent the United States interest in peace and in controlling armaments. 
A review has been underway by the interested United States agencies. 
The result to date has been to indicate that generally the familiar major 
areas of arms control must be considered in examining the possibilities 
for new initiatives. It does appear possible to break up the disarmament 
package. Already we have separated out the Arctic Zone and are plan
ning an initiative on this April 29 in the Security Council. We have also 
recently emphasized the possibility of commencing technical studies 
of inspection of various disarmament measures as a practical way of 
making a start.

The Secretary then proceeded to review the position on the various 
elements of the present disarmament package.

1. Tests—The President’s Science Advisory Committee has recently 
reached a conclusion that an inspected test suspension at the end of 
the HARDTACK series would be in the interest of the United States on 
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military technical grounds. The Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of Defense, however, believe that tests should continue. 
The United Kingdom not only wishes to complete its planned tests 
this year, but also does not feel able to give up further testing unless 
the results of United States weapons tests can be made available to the 
United Kingdom through amendment of the Atomic Energy Act. Par
adoxically, Prime Minister MacMillan says agreement on nuclear test 
suspension is the only foreseeable result of a summit meeting.

2. Nuclear Cut- Off—A suggestion by Admiral Strauss has been 
given some consideration. This calls for shutting down fissionable 
material plants in order to ease the inspection problem and require 
cannibalisation of weapon stockpiles to meet peacetime requirements. 
However, this was strongly resisted by the United Kingdom which 
depends on its fissionable material plants for its nuclear electricpower 
program. Accordingly, no major change in this area is being considered.

3. Surprise Attack Zones—We have already decided to separate 
out the Arctic Zone of inspection against surprise attack. There is a 
difference of opinion, between General Norstad on the one hand and 
Chancellor Adenauer and the Defense Department on the other hand, 
regarding the desirability of accepting European zones of inspection 
independent of a zone involving North America, and also regarding 
the possibility of a small European inspection zone covering only Ger
many, Poland and Czechoslovakia.

4. Outer Space—The idea that outer space might be used only 
for peaceful purposes has been viewed hopefully as a possible major 
United States initiative. Careful studies by Mr. Killian, however, have 
raised danger signals. The Soviet Union appears to be significantly 
ahead of us in ballistic missiles development. If we ceased testing bal
listic missiles in the near future, the Soviet Union might have an opera
tional ballistic missile capability, while we would not. As for a broader 
control of missiles, the inspection requirements for elimination of mis
siles production and stocks appear to exceed by far any inspection sys
tem hitherto contemplated. Accordingly, it appears that this proposal 
should not be pushed and that the most that can be looked for is some 
cooperation in peaceful exploration of outer space.

5. Armed Forces and Armaments—Some adjustment in our position 
on this matter will probably be worked out, but the Secretary did not 
feel that this was an area where we could look for significant or major 
steps.

The Secretary continued that the inter agency working group 
would report shortly. When decisions had been taken, consultations 
with our allies would then get underway.

He suggested that Admiral Strauss, Mr. Quarles and Mr. Killian 
expand on the views which he had summarized.
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Admiral Strauss said that he thought the nuclear test matter was a 
false issue. The danger to humanity lies in nuclear war not in nuclear 
tests. If we were to freeze testing, the Soviet Union would have proven 
nuclear warheads in sizes up to four megatons, together with offensive 
delivery systems. The United States would not have defensive systems. 
And the United States will need clean warheads since defensive mis
siles would be exploded over the heads of us and our allies.

Mr. Quarles agreed with Admiral Strauss. Even though the United 
States is ahead qualitatively in warhead development, our needs are 
different from those of the Soviet Union and there is not a reciprocal 
situation. So the JCS and the Defense Department after careful study 
believe it is not to our advantage to stop nuclear tests unless there 
are important compensating gains in other arms control areas. Admi
ral Strauss added that he doubted that agreeing to a test suspension 
would help us significantly with world opinion. He pointed out that 
even our gains from a positive move like “Atoms for Peace” had been 
evanescent.

Mr. Killian said that his ad hoc panel had looked at the testing ques
tion from the technical point of view and had found that the United 
States would, as Admiral Strauss and Mr. Quarles agreed, have a lead 
in nuclear warhead development over the Soviet Union at the end of 
HARDTACK. They had also found that an adequate inspection system 
to monitor a test suspension agreement could be devised. Another ad 
hoc group had studied the missiles situation and had reached the con
clusion summarized by Mr. Dulles.

Mr. Killian continued that the Science Advisory Committee had 
then studied these matters from a broader military and technical point 
of view. They had a very great concern over the possibility that the 
USSR might in the near future call for a unilateral missiles test ban. 
They had reached the conclusion that, if the United States could act 
soon on nuclear test suspension, it might be more difficult for the Soviet 
Union to couple a suspension of both nuclear tests and missiles tests.

His Committee had then looked at the overall defense picture. 
They had concluded that not only would the United States have a lead 
in nuclear warheads over a wide range of sizes and types, [text not 
declassified]. The Committee felt that it was valid to question the need 
for five more years of testing just in order to make marginal improve
ments and to clean up these weapons.

Mr. Dulles asked whether further small testing could be done 
underground. Admiral Strauss said that it could, but that the informa
tion obtained would be reduced as a result. He remarked that there 
would be gaps in the warheads available after HARDTACK; for exam
ple, we would have [text not declassified] less than 1600 pounds. Mr. Kil
lian pointed out that we would have the Nike Zeus warhead. Admiral 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1339

Strauss said that this would not be clean and his medical advisors con
sidered too many air bursts would be dangerous. Mr. Killian said that 
his Committee had studied this question and had found that even if all 
the warheads of our estimated anti ICBM requirements were fired, the 
danger point in radiation would not be reached. He pointed out also 
that we would have a polaris warhead and thus have warheads for 
solid fuel missiles.

Mr. Dulles said that in considering these various technical judg
ments it must be remembered that unless in the next few months we do 
something to show that we are for reducing arms, we may over the next 
few years lose Japan, Germany and the United Kingdom. Do we want 
further refinement of nuclear weapons at the cost of moral isolation of 
the United States? He pointed out that action on nuclear testing was the 
only real possibility in the areas that he had reviewed earlier. If there 
were other new ideas with the appeal of “Atoms for Peace” or “Open 
Skies” he would welcome them. We can push the surprise attack zones, 
but there are limits to what these can do for us especially in Europe. 
The outer space proposal was imaginative, but it appears now that the 
possible loss to United States national security would be greater than 
the psychological gains would justify.

Mr. Lovett said that he thought United States agreement to suspend 
nuclear testing would have a doubtful effect. We want an adequately 
inspected test agreement. Whatever the Russians may have said, they 
will not agree to what we consider adequate inspection. We will thus 
lead into another argument about how much inspection is needed, in 
which we may well not gain in world opinion, which will think we are 
putting obstacles. He thought also that the first question was not disar
mament but whether there should be a summit meeting. General Smith 
said that he did not think we could avoid a summit meeting. Mr. Lovett 
thought that the foreign ministers meeting would be crucial and that the 
western position on an agenda should be carefully worked out and the 
intentions of the Soviet Union tested there.

General Gruenther suggested that an authoritative scientific study 
be obtained establishing conclusively that test fallout was not a danger 
to health. Admiral Strauss and Mr. Killian pointed out that the National 
Academy of Sciences and United Kingdom Medical Research Council 
had already done this. Ambassador Wadsworth said that a report on 
radiation by the United Nations Scientific Committee would be forth
coming shortly. While it was overwhelmingly reassuring, the one or 
two sentences about the genetic danger would in his opinion get all the 
headlines, and be used against us.

Mr. Killian said that he was concerned that the fallout from HARD
TACK, even though not dangerous in itself, will aggravate the situation 
and will give our opponents a chance to play up the health hazard.
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Mr. McCloy said that he was concerned also about reaching a test 
suspension agreement at the summit. The Soviet Union has made it 
clear that it will not talk about changing the status quo in Germany or 
Eastern Europe. And test suspension is a Soviet proposal; it would be 
better to take our action unilaterally rather than merely to say yes to a 
Soviet proposal. If the only agreement at a summit meeting is nuclear 
test suspension and Central Europe problems are not discussed, we 
will effectively have abrogated our position on German reunification 
and Eastern Europe, despite our protestations.

Mr. Dulles said that he agreed with Mr. McCloy’s concern but 
our allies do not. Chancellor Adenauer wants disarmament as the sole 
agenda item for the summit. He will not insist on including German 
reunification for fear he will be charged with using that as an excuse to 
evade disarmament.

Mr. Lovett said that he was strongly opposed to a summit meeting 
leading to agreement only on test suspension. If the United States was 
going to take this step it should be announced now. If some form of 
agreement is required that should be worked out at a foreign ministers 
meeting. General Gruenther recalled the difficulties arising from the 
attitude of the British and French toward nuclear tests and the British 
and German toward the need for a summit meeting. Mr. Dulles said 
that his point about German attitudes was to illustrate the popular 
pressure for disarmament in Germany. He remarked that the United 
States would insist on raising the question of German reunification 
even if no Europe ally did.

Mr. Lovett and Mr. McCloy said that our agreement to suspend 
nuclear tests should be announced unilaterally, and thus taking the 
steam out of the pressure for a summit meeting. Mr. Dulles observed 
that this would make sense—it would then be absurd to have a summit 
meeting just to talk about the control posts and similar technical details. 
General Smith said that a summit meeting was probably unavoidable, 
but the danger would be greater if it occurred and led only to a test 
suspension agreement.

Mr. Quarles said that he was skeptical that the United States would 
get any cold war gain from stating willingness to agree to test suspen
sion on condition of adequate inspection. He thought that the United 
States faced a basic dilemma. We cannot escape from our responsibility 
to maintain adequate devastating striking forces in the face of Soviet 
power—until a fundamental solution is reached embracing inspection 
and world order. What we should say at a summit meeting is that we 
will take any step which will make progress toward such a fundamen
tal solution. Mr. Killian remarked that inspection of a nuclear test sus
pension would be a step toward such a solution.
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General Gruenther commented that the recent United Nations 
Security Council meeting was a defeat for the Soviet Union. Mr. Dulles 
said that we handled the meeting well, but that the Soviet Union cer
tainly had expected the result. They took this step as the kick off of an 
intensive propaganda campaign. Khrushchev has referred since to the 
danger of American bombers in his latest letter. Now the satellite gov
ernments are sending protest notes.

Mr. Dulles said that it appeared the right course of action would 
be for the United States to take action now on the nuclear test matter—
perhaps by announcing readiness to stop nuclear tests for 12, 18 or 24 
months. We would resume testing if an effective inspection system was 
not operating by the end of the period. He asked the reactions of the 
advisors.

Mr. Lovett said that he would favor this move if it would reduce 
the prospects of a summit meeting. Mr. McCloy agreed; he felt that in 
this way we could avoid jeopardizing our position on Central Europe 
at a summit meeting. General Gruenther expressed concern at the 
unilateral element. It would be hard for us to resume testing once we 
stopped, and accordingly the precise way in which the announcement 
was put would be very important. Mr. Dulles said that of course the 
United Kingdom would have to join in such a statement. As for the 
manner of putting it there could be a call for several stages: an initial 
agreement on an inspected suspension, a check point after a year on 
progress in installing the inspection system, and then the full opera
tion of the inspection system. General Gruenther said that this kind of 
approach would meet his concern.

General Smith said that he favored such a move, but thought that 
we should not delude ourselves that the Soviet Union will accept ade
quate inspection. Admiral Strauss said that he foresaw that we will 
gradually be whittled down from 70 stations to 50 stations then 25, 
10 and perhaps less. Mr. McCloy said that he thought even 10 stations 
would be worthwhile in view of the political gain of Soviet acceptance 
of inspection.

Mr. Dulles thanked the advisors for joining him and giving him the 
benefit of their counsel.
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321. Memorandum From Twining to McElroy1

Washington, April 30, 1958

SUBJECT

Nuclear Testing (U)

1. Reference is made to the memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, dated 13 March 1958, subject as above, and to the memorandum 
by the Deputy Secretary of Defense for the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear 
Test Cessation, dated 21 March 1958, subject: “The Effects of Total Sus
pension or Cessation of Nuclear Testing.”

2. In these memoranda the effect of a cessation of nuclear testing on 
the United States relative to the USSR was analyzed. Based on this anal
ysis these memoranda reflected the belief that, unless considered only 
as a part of a larger disarmament proposal to include suspension in the 
production of weapons and weapons material and an effective inspec
tion system the over all long range effects of a test cessation will be to the 
distinct disadvantage of the United States. In view of recent increased 
pressures for the cessation of tests the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider a reit
eration and amplification of their views on this subject necessary.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that an adequate military position 
for the United States will not be attained until there is available a complete 
spectrum of weapons compatible with modern delivery systems, which 
will make it possible to apply selectively adequate force against any 
threat. Among the programs of weapon development for which future 
testing will be essential in order to provide this flexibility are:

a. Small, low yield, highly mobile weapons for tactical and ASW 
uses.

b. Modern, light weight, and instantly ready weapons of sophisti
cated design for use against hostile aircraft.

c. Warheads for anti missile use.
d. Deterrent and retaliatory weapons, including warheads for sec

ond generation IRBM, ICBM, and FBM missiles.
e. A family of clean weapons.

4. The HARDTACK test series now underway, including the sched
uled firing at Johnston Island prior to 1 September, is vital to the defense 
of the United States. Certain key shots, particularly those essential to 
the design and operational employment of the anti missile missile, are 
crucial in the weapons development program. As past tests bear out, it 
cannot be presumed that this test series will be a total success or will 

1 Source: Views of the JCS on suspension of nuclear testing. Top Secret. 3 pp. Library 
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Twining Papers, Chairman’s Files.
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in fact provide all of the much needed answers for presently foreseen 
military applications. Even if the HARDTACK tests are a complete 
success, there will be a continuing requirement for additional testing. 
Cessation of testing by us at any time in the foreseeable future would 
freeze our weapons research at a point far short of the objectives cited 
above. Moreover, if the USSR continued testing on a clandestine basis, 
both offensive and defensive weapons in our stockpile could quickly 
become obsolete. Further, it is believed that the matter of parity with, 
or supremacy over, the USSR may have been accorded undue emphasis 
in past considerations of test cessation. It is fallacious to assume that 
a present superiority in either numbers or types of atomic weapons 
would be maintained or that numerical superiority would in itself pro
vide the free world with the capability to cope with all future situations.

5. In light of the above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff wish to empha
size their great concern over the numerous proposals for cessation of 
weapons tests, especially when this cessation is divorced from a larger 
disarmament proposal which would provide also for complete suspen
sion of the production of weapons and weapons materials, keyed to an 
effective system of inspection and verification.

6. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that you convey these views to 
the President.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

/S/ N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

322. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
John Foster Dulles1

May 1, 1958, 11:47 a.m.

The Pres finished the Sec’s memo re Sat and does not see anything 
stated about the enactment of the law—and there is a part where we start 
talking about announcements—the Pres is sure the UK will not agree to 
anything unless we have a law. The Sec is not sure about that. The Sec did 
not have in mind doing anything for a month or more until we know what 

1 Source: Congressional role in possible suspension of nuclear testing. No classi
fication marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone 
Conversations.
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is happening and the Sec thinks we should have a meeting with Strauss 
and Quarles who do not agree. The Pres is concerned re moral isolation. 
The Sec said by the end of the tests we will be unless we accompany it 
with some declaration. Don’t think we need do it before June or July. The 
Pres said if we do anything before Congress acts we will stop them from 
acting. The Pres said Congress this year is causing more trouble than the 
previous four. The Sec thinks we can get the legislation through if we 
agree within 30 days they pass a concurrent resolution opposing it—they 
would think we won’t carry it through then. Everybody is in agreement 
except the Dept of Justice. This has happened before. If it lies before Con
gress for 30 days Congress will express its views and it is highly unlikely 
30 days.… The Pres said a concurrent resolution is bad—he can veto a 
joint res. This other takes 2/3s. The Pres thinks it would go through better 
if Strauss were not so disliked. The Sec does not think we can get it with
out the concurrent resolution or some control by Congress,—over each 
specific agreement. The Pres would not care if it were joint—the Sec said 
they won’t take it. We have allowed concurrent resolutions to stop Exec 
action in several cases. The Sec said it is up to Justice now—he does not 
know what their final views will be. The Sec said you are asking them to 
lift a prohibition. The Pres said we don’t want to upset the balance to get 
temporary advantage. But if there has been precedents all right. The Sec 
said Defense and AEC have agreed they do not see any substantive objec
tion to the procedure. The Pres thinks the AG will say there is nothing 
unconstitutional but he does not like it. The Pres said then the approval 
mentioned in the last para is under the assumption the law will be passed. 
The Sec said that was right—this indicates the trend of our thinking—he 
does not want approval now but will discuss it further tomorrow.

323. Record of Conversation Between Eisenhower and John Foster 
Dulles1

May 2, 1958

S/S:

There follows, for limited distribution, an excerpt from a conversa
tion between the President and the Secretary on May 2:

“I said that I thought that as soon as I returned we should have a 
meeting and try and shape up our presentation on possible suspension 

1 Source: Possible suspension of nuclear testing. Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Secre
tary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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of testing of nuclear weapons. The President inquired again about the 
status of the legislation. I explained the question of allowing agreements 
to be ineffective if within 30 days there was an adverse concurrent res
olution. The President said that he felt while in general there was a 
duty to prevent any legislative encroachments, he recognized that this 
was a legitimate case for an exception and authorized Mr. Herter to 
inform the Attorney General accordingly. I said that the proposal had 
been concurred in by Defense and AEC.”

D.E. Boster

324. Telegram 1259 From USUN1

New York, May 2, 1958, 5 p.m.

1259. Re US Position on Fallout.
Suggest Department give consideration to basic change in US 

public posture re hazards of fallout. As seen from here US policy of 
always belittling hazards in public pronouncements has made it pos
sible for Soviets to cast US as the apologist for fallout, and thereby to 
turn exclusively against US world’s increasing concern re these haz
ards. Present situation with Soviets having completed test series and 
ours just beginning enhances their opportunity promote this devel
opment, which might lead to serious anti American trend world pub
lic opinion. In  carbon 14 they even have propaganda answer to clean 
bomb.

Despite combination factors unfavorable to US in present situa
tion, and regardless US position on testing itself, however, believe there 
would be distinct advantages in courageous change to full and frank 
exposure fallout hazards consistent with UN Radiation Committee 
report. Our repeated belittling of fallout hazard appears decreasingly 
effective with public opinion, and losing US respect of informed peo
ple. Convincing posture of candor this issue will reaffirm that America 
stands for truth and humane consideration.

Moreover, believe we must consider long range possibility Sovi
ets have not really stopped testing and that time may come when we 
oppose testing and they continue, taking into account probable relative 

1 Source: U.S. position on fallout. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/5–258.
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levels and rates of nuclear weapons development (we ahead and they 
catching up), and fact our policy more responsive to people.

To carry out above suggestion, immediate start could be made 
by official statements interpreting fully for layman nature and degree 
genetic and other effects radiation based on reports National Academy 
Sciences and Radiation Committee. Attitude displayed these statements 
should deplore any damage caused people of world and future gener
ations, and show desire give balanced interpretation in terms mean
ingful to average man. Believe dismissal as “negligible” has become 
counter productive.

Additional helpful step would be prompt and regular publication 
worldwide fallout data. Understand US in best position do this. Since 
widespread irrational fear partly based on lack of factual information, 
believe putting matter on route basis of common knowledge would 
dispel honest fear and defeat alarmists.

Believe US can gain much by fully backing up Radiation Commit
tee and scientific conclusions in its report, thereby showing our respect 
for scientific truth and at same time putting whole issue in reasonable 
perspective.

Believe timing these steps urgent in view July release report, obser
vation nuclear test, and forthcoming debates radiation, testing, and dis
armament issues.

Lodge

325. Memorandum for the Files by Spiegel (S/AE)1

Washington, May 3, 1958

The following are my comments on USUN 1259:
I realize that we are on a “sticky wicket” with respect to the fallout 

problem. I do not believe, however, that a “change in public posture” 
on the hazards is called for. I fail to see how our position can be charac
terized as being “apologetic” for fallout. I believe that if anyone takes 
the time to read carefully Dr. Libby’s remarks and reports such as the 
one issued by the AEC’s Advisory Committee on Biology and Medicine 

1 Source: Comments on U.S. position on fallout. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Fallout.
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that he would discover that we have been giving “full and frank expo
sure” of the fallout hazards.

In all of our official public utterances, we have sought to put radi
ation emanating from fallout into proper prospective. I fail to see how 
we could improve our position by agreeing with the dire, unwarranted 
conclusions of some scientists such as Linus Pauling and Dr. Schweitzer.

USUN has now sent three telegrams dealing with the carbon 14 
problem. I recognize that we have been somewhat remiss in not get
ting an answer back to them. In this connection I would point out that 
experts in the AEC have been studying now for some two weeks the 
principal report of concern, namely one submitted by the USSR, sent to 
the Scientific Committee; however, something should be available next 
week on this report. In such matters as this, I think it is well to err on the 
side of caution and not rush into something which might be misleading 
and inaccurate. Dr. Libby’s comments with respect to carbon 14 help 
to put the carbon 14 matter into proper prospective. The letter in THE 
NEW YORK TIMES of May 2 by Dr. Kulp and others should help.

The hearings on fallout conducted by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy last summer offer the best evidence that we withhold 
nothing on the matter of fallout. A review of the statements made there 
and since then would show that we are aware of risks from radiation, 
but that the risks from radiation from fallout are minimal when com
pared with radiation received from cosmic rays, etc.

Maybe we can find a synonym for “negligible”; however, to me 
“negligible” is a good word and expresses the situation accurately.

We do publish regularly and as promptly as possible data on the 
world wide distribution of fallout. Cumulative totals are now available 
through June, 1957. Later data on certain areas have been released but 
as a general rule we are almost a year behind in analyzing samples. 
When one considers the magnitude of the fallout collection operation 
and the limited number of people who are qualified and capable of 
analyzing the samples and the complexities involved in the conduct of 
the analyses, it is remarkable that we are not more than a year behind. 
With respect to “complexities”, several months efforts were required 
to develop adequate means of analyzing radio chemically the sam
ples collected by balloon. In the past good samples of soil and other 
items have been destroyed through improper analysis. There is the “fly 
paper” operation and the “steel pot” operation carried out by HASL. 
There is the balloon program conducted by General Mills on behalf of 
the AEC and the AFSWP high altitude aircraft monitoring program. 
Food samples have been collected in various parts of the world as have 
soil samples, bone samples, etc.

Unless the draft of the UN Scientific Committee’s report has been 
changed radically from the previous drafts, I believe that its release 
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should not cause us too many difficulties. The facts and conclusions are 
not dissimilar from those released by the NAS–NRC, and the British 
Medical Research Council in June, 1956.

To the best of my knowledge, no one has suggested that we not 
“back up” the Scientific Committee’s report.

CC: UNP—Mr. Owsley (2); and AEC—Adm. Foster (3).

326. Telegram 1283 From USUN1

New York, May 8, 1958, 4 p.m.

1283. Re: Mytel 1277.
One of principal gains we made from SC debate of Arctic Inspec

tion Zone was way debate dramatized difference between our willing
ness to open our territory for inspection and flat Soviet refusal.

Making this contrast clear brought out sharply principal reason 
why we keep our defenses at their present level.

Our defense measures are principal propaganda targets used by 
communists to undermine our popularity in world. Popularity affects 
tenure of our bases among other things and therefore is an important 
military factor.

We must therefore make every effort to make sure non communist 
world understands our reasons for continuing to be suspicious of Soviet 
intentions and thus our reasons for keeping up our defenses.

Experience in SC shows that when our openness is compared with 
their secrecy, we gain decisively. This is the point we have been trying 
to make when we insisted on inspected disarmament. But the point 
is not often made with enough clarity to make the man in the street 
understand it. We ought to be stating it over and over again because 
it is a point on which they are fundamentally weak and we are funda
mentally strong.

We can build on what we achieved in SC last week by following up 
with theme of communist secrecy versus our openness.

This is simple yet fundamental idea which should be pressed at 
every opportunity.

1 Source: U.S. openness contrasted to Soviet secrecy. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 330/5–858.
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For example:
1. Whenever the disarmament question comes up we should con

tinue and redouble our emphasis on inspection—on “open sky”, on the 
idea of “openness”, on the suspicions and dangers of war caused by 
excessive secrecy.

2. As soon as possible but not later than the 13th GA we should 
draw together this and other topics—Open Sky, the IGY, the cultural 
exchange program—into a top level, long range proposal for opening 
the USSR and the US to unrestricted travel by each other’s citizens; 
unrestricted sale of each other’s newspapers, magazines, books and 
films; exchange of professors by hundreds and university students by 
thousands; equal access to each other’s domestic radio and TV net
works; and similar steps to build mutual confidence in an open world. 
There should be no difficulty in making such a proposal so far reaching 
USSR would undoubtedly reject it but so reasonable that we would 
earn wide sympathy and USSR would be put on continuing defensive.

Lodge

327. Telegram 1310 From USUN1

New York, May 14, 1958, 7 p.m.

1310. Re UN Report on Effects of Atomic Radiation.

1. In our opinion comprehensive report of UN Scientific Commit
tee on effects of atomic radiation likely to give further impetus opposi
tion to nuclear tests on health and medical grounds, generating further 
political difficulty for US on testing issue.

2. We think this will be case in spite of fact report shows health haz
ards from testing are statistically only fraction of hazards from medical 
and natural sources. It seems to us numerous deleterious effects from 
radiation, which is main subject of the report, will heavily outweigh 
this fact in public mind and that there will be opposition to any dangers 
from tests, no matter how small.

3. We recognize few of facts contained are entirely new and that 
many of them actually stem from report US National Academy of Sci
ence. But UN report inevitably does not have qualifications re security 

1 Source: U.N. report on effects of atomic radiation. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/5–1458.
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of West included in academy report. Furthermore UN imprint of new 
study will give it world wide attention and sanction, directing official 
opinion more strongly to problem than before.

4. Examples of material included in report which we think may 
cause public reaction follow. We are afraid this material will be taken 
out of context and used without qualifications included in report. It 
may therefore be given great emphasis by press or, for political reasons, 
by other countries:

A. Rice eaters (e.g. Asians) may get five times as great a “marrow 
dose” of radiation than milk drinkers (e.g. Americans and British).

B. Children, foetuses and embryos are probably particularly sus
ceptible to radiation and especially to radiation produced leukemia 
and bone tumor.

C. Increased radiation may negatively affect intelligence level and 
life span.

D. Even smallest amounts of radiation are liable to cause deleteri
ous genetic, and perhaps also somatic effects.

E. Because of delay with which somatic and genetic effects may 
appear, full extent of damage is not immediately apparent.

F. Even slow rise in environmental radiation could eventually 
cause appreciable damage to large populations before damage could 
be identified as due to radiation.

G. Continued tests could result in 2,000–30,000 cases of leukemia, 
6,000–170,000 bone tumors and 1,000–120,000 major genetic defects 
per year under most disadvantageous assumptions made in report (on 
basis tentative figures in current draft).

5. We understand (Deptel 789) Dept feels Belgian draft para for 
conclusion (para 54, previously 45) best obtainable under circum
stances in committee. We should be prepared, however, for probability 
that conclusion by saying “cessation of contamination of environment 
by explosion of nuclear weapons (is one of steps that would) act to ben
efit of human health” will be regarded in and outside UN as calling for 
test suspension for medical and health reasons.

6. While understand we would be in position to say we were devel
oping bombs which would not contaminate environment and that com
mittee recognized factors other than health were relevant to decision, 
net effect undoubtedly be to increase pressures for test suspension. Nor 
do we think argument that some radiation danger is acceptable cost for 
Western defense likely make much progress against emotionalism on 
this issue, especially as we are regarded as more advanced in atomic 
field and because most military benefits necessarily not revealed to 
public. Similar comment would apply to argument pointing out ten
tative and highly uncertain nature of conclusions in report, to which 
answer would be any error must be on safe side.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1351

7. Comments:
A. If we are making progress toward policy favoring test suspen

sions, believe it is of overriding importance that we announce this new 
policy prior to release of report.

B. If we are not we should be prepared with reasonable and con
structive response to anticipated reaction which takes fully into account 
medical and health problems report elucidates.

Lodge

328. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 15, 1958

SUBJECT

Reply to Khrushchev letter of May 9 on Technical Talks

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary of State
Sir Harold Caccia, British Ambassador
Mr. Roper, First Secretary, British Embassy
Mr. Kohler, EUR
Mr. Farley, S/AE

The British Ambassador called at the Secretary’s request.
The Secretary handed the Ambassador copies of the proposed US 

reply to Khrushchev’s letter of May 9 agreeing to technical studies of the 
methods of detecting violations of a possible test cessation agreement.

After reading the draft letter Ambassador Caccia said that his gov
ernment had two points of interest in the Khrushchev letter. First, they 
did not want to seem to be dragging their feet and thus give the Sovi
ets a propaganda advantage. On the other hand they wanted to know 
what we would say and would like to get together with US experts 
before meeting with the Russians.

The Secretary referred to the discussion he had had on this subject 
with British Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd at Copenhagen on May 6, 
1958. He said that Selwyn Lloyd had thought perhaps a distinction 

1 Source: Possible technical studies of methods of detecting violations of a test ces
sation agreement. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: 
Lot 64 D 199.
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could be made between testing of small bombs and those of a megaton 
or more. The Secretary had then suggested the possibility that the ter
mination of atomic testing might be approached in two phases. Detec
tion of megaton explosions would be relatively easy. Smaller weapons 
required more refined and elaborate methods of detection and this 
might be developed in the second phase. Thus there would be more 
time for the testing of smaller weapons. The Secretary said he had 
mentioned this idea to Dr. Killian whose preliminary reaction was that 
some such gradual approach might be practical.

The Secretary agreed with the Ambassador that we should concert 
our views on the subject. While a meeting with the Soviets should be defi
nitely scientific and technical in nature, the experts should of course not 
be left without guidance of experienced political advisers. In this connec
tion he cited the experience of the Japanese trade negotiations with the 
Chinese Communists in which the Japanese trade experts had innocently 
agreed that the Chinese Communist trade representatives in Japan should 
be allowed to fly their flag. This had led to all kinds of complications. 
The proposed technical talks on methods of detecting tests would be full 
of political booby traps, e.g., the problem of placing control installations 
possibly in Communist China or Russian attempts to have such instal
lations placed on Taiwan or in Vietnam. Certainly the head of the dele
gation should be technical, but must have competent political guidance.

The Secretary then went on to say that he thought it imperative 
that we should reply quickly, mentioning in this connection that the US 
draft had been acted upon rapidly following his own return to Washing
ton and had been approved by the President, Defense Secretary McEl
roy, Atomic Energy Director Strauss, and Dr. Killian. Following British 
agreement we would propose to advise the French and the Canadians 
of our plans and then lay the matter before the North Atlantic Council.

Ambassador Caccia said he felt the Canadians would be quite 
agreeable though he feared that the French would be sensitive on the 
subject. In this connection he referred to a conversation of UN Secretary 
General Hammarskjold with the Russian UN Ambassador. Sobolev had 
interpreted the Khrushchev letter as meaning bilateral US–UK talks 
which Mr. Hammarskjold had said would be completely unacceptable. 
If the talks were to be convened within three weeks the Ambassador 
thought US and UK experts should be brought together almost imme
diately, probably next week. It would be useful, he said, to have an 
early indication of our thinking. In this connection Mr. Farley said that 
he would try to get the Killian study on the subject to the British tomor
row and follow up later with a fuller statement.

Ambassador Caccia remarked that action regarding a test suspen
sion from the British point of view would be dependent upon the fate 
of the amendments to the Atomic Energy Act. The Secretary recognized 
that while it would be clearly stated that these technical talks were 
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undertaken without any political commitment, obviously we would be 
engaged in a course which would inevitably bring us closer to suspen
sion of tests. The Secretary then drew the Ambassador’s attention to 
Mr. Khrushchev’s reference to the Arctic as being the shortest route for 
missiles between the USSR and the USA. He felt this was a foolish slip 
on the part of the Russians of which we might be able to take advantage.

329. Memorandum of Conversation between John Foster Dulles 
and Strauss1

Washington, May 16, 1958

Admiral Strauss discussed with me the question of suspension 
of testing. He indicated that if we thought it politically important it 
might be possible to announce before the end of the HARDTACK series 
that future testing would only be done under conditions which would 
assure no fallout. He gave me in this connection the report of his Gen
eral Advisory Committee, copy attached.

I reported on Lloyd’s desire to extend the period for the testing 
of the smaller, e.g., less than one megaton, weapons, and my reply to 
Lloyd that it might be possible to deal first with detection machinery 
covering the big explosions with a second phase which would be intro
duced only later dealing with the smaller tests. Admiral Strauss seemed 
to think this might be possible.

I spoke of the composition of the experts who might function if this 
was agreed on with the Soviet Union. He suggested that there should be 
experts designated as jointly agreed between AEC, Defense, CIA and Dr. 
Killian. I said I thought we should have a meeting on this subject in the 
near future and I would try to set it up for next week.

I said we were not clear as to whether the Soviets would accept UK 
experts or merely wanted U.S. and Soviet experts. Strauss suggested 
that in the latter case we might keep in touch with the UK and perhaps 
have the meetings in London.

Admiral Strauss spoke very highly of General Norstad’s testimony 
before the Joint Congressional Committee and suggested I should 
thank him. Admiral Strauss thought that the amendments could be put 

1 Source: Suspension of testing and reducing fallout from tests; includes report of 
Strauss’ General Advisory Committee. Top Secret; Personal and Private. 5 pp. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation.
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through, particularly if we would accept the formula for disapproving 
agreements with other governments by a concurrent resolution. I asked 
how it would be if we accepted it by a two third’s vote. Admiral Strauss 
said he thought this might squeeze through and he would talk to Pas
tore about it if we wished.

I recalled my conversation with the President yesterday, in 
which the President indicated that there was doubt whether Admiral 
Strauss would continue to serve beyond his present term. The Admiral 
expounded on his reasons for this. I said that if he should not continue to 
serve, I felt that his services should be kept available to the Government 
and that he might, for example, be a consultant in the State Department 
with a mention to be a sort of “ambassador at large” for atomic peace 
matters, having in this respect the personal rank of ambassador, if and 
as he went abroad. Admiral Strauss indicated that something like this 
would be agreeable to him.

JFD

Attachment
May 7, 1958

The General Advisory Committee feels that the country is approach
ing a crisis with regard to the continuation of atomic tests on anything 
like the present scale. While most of the widely disseminated arguments 
against further tests are exaggerated and unsound, there is widespread 
uneasiness in the country over the prospect of constantly increasing 
radioactive fallout, and even many sincere scientists share this feeling. 
The statements of the President regarding a possible change of policy 
after the completion of the present series of tests make it important in 
our unanimous opinion that a statement should be issued before the 
end of this series, indicating that hereafter we are willing to restrict tests 
so that future fallout will be deeply reduced.

In our opinion the least concession which the Commission could 
offer with prospect of winning over a substantial part of the sincere 
opposition would be to say that hereafter the great bulk of our tests 
would be carried out underground, with no fallout production, and 
that tests in the atmosphere would be limited so that the maximum 
fission yield from the tests of the free nations in any year would not 
exceed a megaton providing the Russians agreed to a similar limitation. 
If they did so, and our allies cooperated, we would reduce the addition 
to potential fallout to between 10 and 20% of the average annual addi
tion resulting from the tests made during the past four years. What is 
more important, in view of the rate of radioactive decay, etc., we would 
actually not increase the total amount of potential radioactive fallout beyond 
that prevailing this summer.
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Admittedly the policing of this agreement would not be easy but 
an international inspection agency could be created which could deter
mine compliance fairly accurately for each side. And, as a matter of fact, 
such a policy would penalize us so little that we might continue it for 
some time even if Russia did not cooperate. Actually, the only tests of 
any size and importance which now appear could not be carried out 
underground, would be in connection with the development of anti 
missile missiles and some “plowshare” tests.

While a majority of the Committee recommends that the first 
proposal be the one made, it would be possible to go still further if 
necessary and eliminate all above ground testing for a period of, say, 
two years. This would make it much harder to develop anti missile 
missiles. It would also prevent tests on some peaceful uses such as 
“ditch digger” unless special exceptions were made for them, possibly 
under international inspection. Such an agreement could not be readily 
policed, especially on small weapons, and would probably be evaded 
by the Russians unless there were extensive policing inside Russia, but 
it would practically eliminate any addition to fallout during the period 
the agreement was effective.

The Committee is unanimously agreed that to go any farther than this in 
the restriction of testing would seriously endanger the security of the United 
States.

330. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
John Foster Dulles1

May 17, 1958, 5:15 p.m.

The Sec. said we had certain complications on the reply to Khru
shchev about the experts to be set up to detect testing. The British say, 
and he is inclined to agree with them, that if we set this up as British, 
French and the USSR, this will be picked up in France and used by a lot 
of people there, saying the French were being pushed around, etc. Sec. 
said you could go back to bilaterals but pick our experts from whatever 
country, including UK and France, or you could say that in view of the 
fact that the UK has made explosions and in view of the fact France is 

1 Source: Question of including the U.K. and France in U.S. Soviet discussions on 
detecting testing. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
White House Telephone Conversations.



1356 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

advanced in this field, we think France should be included. Sec. said 
he had tried to get hold of Dr. Killian in connection with the practical 
problem of getting experts of other countries. Killian said it would be a 
lot together but it would be bearable. The Sec. said he had not yet been 
able to get in touch with Strauss.

The Sec. said he would see the British Ambassador at 4:30 on Sun
day to give him his reaction. By that time the Sec. should be able to get 
in touch with Strauss.

The Sec. said when we had the German problem the Germans did 
not demand to be there but wanted to be consulted. Sec. thinks the Brit
ish and French would expect to be consulted. It was far simpler to dis
cuss on a bilateral basis. He thought the Soviets would probably press 
it on that basis. Then we would be faced with the alternative of doing it 
bilaterally or break. Sec. said he didn’t think the Soviets would accept 
a lineup of the US, UK and France against the USSR. Sec. thinks they 
would accept a lineup which says in effect the US and the USSR will 
pick their experts wherever they choose. We could pick French, Bel
gians, Japanese. Sec. said he thought there would be no problem of our 
being chairman of the group.

The Sec. said he would have drafted some formula on this subject 
and would see the President after church on Sunday. In the meantime 
the President could be turning this over in his mind.

331. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Reply to Khrushchev Letter of May 9

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary of State,
Sir Harold Caccia, British Ambassador
Lord Hood, British Minister

1 Source: Discussion of response to Khrushchev’s letter. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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John Roper, First Secretary, British Embassy
Foy D. Kohler, EUR
Philip Farley, S/AE

The British Ambassador called at the Secretary’s request at his 
home at 4:30 p.m.

The Secretary handed Sir Harold the revised draft reply to the 
Khrushchev letter of May 9. After reading the draft, with apparent 
approval, the Ambassador said he supposed we wanted it submitted to 
the British Government as rapidly as possible. The Secretary confirmed 
this, adding that he hoped we could receive their views tomorrow. The 
Secretary indicated that we were open minded about including Canada 
in the draft. The Ambassador suggested that the draft be put up to the 
Canadians with their names specifically mentioned; they could then 
indicate what they wanted. In response to the Ambassador’s inquiry, 
the Secretary confirmed that we contemplated putting the letter to the 
French and the Canadians first, before submitting it to the North Atlan
tic Council.

The Ambassador observed that the words “at least partially” in the 
first paragraph met the British Government’s first point, and that the 
new formula removed the danger of affronting the French. In this con
nection he observed that it looked like it would be deGaulle anyway 
and that in France it would be said that we pushed the French into it. 
The Secretary said that in view of developments in France it would be 
too dangerous to appear to exclude the French at this time.

The Secretary went on to say that we recognize that the new formula 
involves some risks. We could expect that the Soviets would designate 
technicians from East Germany, Communist China,  Hungary—indeed 
from practically every objectionable area from our point of view. He 
said, however, that he had discussed the problem with the President 
and we were disposed to accept such designations provided the indi
viduals were competent experts.

In conclusion, Sir Harold commented that he thought the new 
formula was very good psychologically and that it would give us 
an advantage with public opinion, especially in the U.K. He said he 
would give the Secretary the British Government’s views as soon as 
possible.
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332. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
Herter1

May 30, 1958

The President telephoned me this morning in connection with a 
letter he had just received from Prime Minister McMillan concerning 
the exchange of information on atomic weapons which has just been 
approved in committee on the Hill. He said that any agreement under 
the bill will have to be laid before Congress for 30 days this year and 
60 days thereafter before it can become operative. In that case, we will 
have to do some fast work.

I said I had talked to Admiral Strauss and we think we can step 
up our time table very materially. We have a draft reply to McMillan 
which we will get to the President before he leaves at 12:15 stating, in 
effect, that we will be in a position to have preliminary discussions with 
Plowden when he arrives next Wednesday, and shortly thereafter will 
be in a position to communicate with him about a time for the team of 
experts to come over. The President said he thought that, instead of 
aiming at the 1st of July, we should get it done by the 15th of June or we 
may get in trouble. I told him the only thing we had to be careful of was 
not to let word get out that we had begun negotiations before Congress 
has completed action.

The draft reply to McMillan was telephoned to the White House 
and the President called back at 12:05 p.m. to say it was all right with 
the exception of the first sentence of the second paragraph, which he 
suggested be changed to read: “. . . the discussions by the experts can in 
fact progress quickly ….”

Christian A. Herter

1 Source: Reply to Macmillan letter on exchange of nuclear weapons information. 
Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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333. Memorandum of Conversation Between Strauss and Herter1

Washington, May 30, 1958

I telephoned Admiral Strauss this morning and told him Prime 
Minister McMillan had just written the President a letter stating that he 
is most anxious, now that the Congress appears to have approved the 
exchange of information on atomic weapons, to begin discussions as 
soon as possible. McMillan wants to send experts over here as soon as 
he is given the high sign. I told Admiral Strauss I understood June 16th 
would be the earliest date we would be in a position to talk to the Brit
ish. We feel that we should have a completed draft of our own before 
we start discussions with them, but that, if at all possible, we should 
have such a draft before June 16th. Admiral Strauss said his people are 
at work on a preliminary draft now, that he would see how it stood and 
call me back this morning.

Admiral Strauss telephoned me a little later to say that his peo
ple have been working on the draft bilateral for some time. There have 
been some minor differences between them and Defense and they had 
been allowing time to straighten these out. However, he thinks they are 
relatively immaterial. Admiral Strauss said we could say to McMillan 
that we would be in a position to have preliminary discussions with 
Plowden when he arrives next Wednesday, and shortly thereafter would 
communicate with him about a time for the British team of experts to 
come over. Plowden will then have had a chance to review what we 
have and we will be in a better position to decide on the timing.

Christian A. Herter

1 Source: Reply to Macmillan’s letter. Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s 
Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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334. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 6, 1958

SUBJECT

Meeting with U.S. Experts for Geneva Technical Talks on Nuclear Test Detection

PARTICIPANTS

Dr. James B. Fisk
Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence
Dr. Robert Bacher
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny

The Secretary
S/AE—Mr. Farley
S/AE—Mr. Spiers

Dr. Fisk, who called at his request, introduced Drs. Lawrence and 
Bacher, who had been designated to serve as U.S. experts at the pro
posed Geneva technical talks on nuclear test detection, and outlined 
some of the preliminary work that the experts had been doing in prepa
ration for the talks.

The Secretary emphasized to the group the importance which 
he and the President attached to the work the experts were to do in 
Geneva. He expressed gratification that men of their caliber were will
ing to undertake this assignment. He stressed also that he saw the 
group’s mission as being purely technical in character: the purpose of 
the meeting would not be to reach political conclusions or to determine 
whether a given system with a specific level of capability would be 
sufficient. These decisions would be reached in Washington, on a polit
ical level, but the work done by the scientists and their views on the 
technical issues involved would weigh heavily as considerations. We 
had no idea, of course, whether the USSR would approach the meeting 
with serious purpose, or whether they would be willing to accept the 
inspection which we thought, at minimum, was necessary. The Secretary 
did not feel that a technically perfect system would be necessary, and 
that a lesser system which created an unacceptable risk for the USSR in 
undertaking violations might be adequate.

Dr. Fisk gave the Secretary a copy of the draft outline of points to 
be covered in the talks (attached) which he hoped the Department of 
State would be willing to send to the USSR to put them on notice about 

1 Source: Agenda for talks with Soviet Union. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/6–658.
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the extent of our preparations and to increase the possibility of hav
ing the Soviet experts similarly prepared. In response to the Secretary’s 
questions, Mr. Farley said that he thought the suggested procedure was 
a good one.

Attachment

Draft Outline

June 9, 1958

Technical Factors Which our Delegation Considers Relevant to a  
Discussion of Monitoring a Nuclear Test Suspension

I.
A. Detection and identification by techniques and procedures, 

including:
1. Acoustic
2. Seismic
3. Electro magnetic
4. Nuclear (air samples, ground samples)
5. Visible light (high alt.)
6. Mobile inspection teams

B. In physical environments:
1. On earth’s surface and at low altitudes
2. At very high altitudes
3. Underground, also underwater

C. For yields of:
1. less than 1 KT
2. 1 to 10 KT
3. 10 to 100 KT
4. above 100 KT

D. Carried out in locations including:
1. USSR
2. US (continental North America)
3. Pacific and Australia
4. Arctic and Antarctic
5. Far East
6. Southern Hemisphere oceans
7. Africa and South America

II. Some special questions to be considered:
A.  Are there methods of evasion; e.g. can a 50 KT test (under

ground) be made to look like to 10 KT? 1 KT?
B.  Possible interference with detection systems; e.g. introduction of 

excessive noise in seismic systems;
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C. Need for additional information in such areas as:
i. Observed seismic effect vs yield in underground tests;
ii.  Variations in seismic coupling between a nuclear explosion 

and various underground environments.

335. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 6, 1958

SUBJECT

Proposed Nuclear Test Detection Discussions

PARTICIPANTS

Admiral Lewis Strauss, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
Dr. James B. Fisk
Dr. Robert F. Bacher
Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny
Mr. Donald R. Morris, S/AE

During the course of a background briefing on the preparations 
for the proposed Geneva nuclear test detection discussion, Dr. Lawrence 
told Admiral Strauss that they strongly felt the need for some under 
ground shots to gain data on seismic coupling. Admiral Strauss noted 
that preparations for such shots were currently being made at the 
Ranier site and that he thought these could be speeded up. He would, 
on the basis of this oral request, undertake to facilitate such shots, but 
would need a formal letter during the course of the next week from Dr. 
Fisk. It was generally agreed that several underground shots of varying 
yields were necessary in order to obtain a picture of the yield versus 
seismic signal function. In addition, it would be very helpful to have 
one shot of the same yield as one of the series shots under conditions 
designed to decouple.

1 Source: Proposed nuclear test detection discussions. Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/6–658.
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336. Telegram 8917 to London1

Washington, June 13, 1958, 9:39 p.m.

8917. You should deliver soonest following reply from Secretary to 
Prime Minister’s letter of June 11 (pouched Embassy yesterday):

Dear Harold:
VERBATIM TEXT. June 13. Dear Harold: 
Your letter of June 11 raises two points which came up in our dis

cussions in Washington with respect to the nuclear test problem.
On the first, the possible variants in types of explosions which we 

might agree should be excepted from a suspension of nuclear tests, I 
agreed that this is one of the questions which should be thoroughly 
considered in working out our ultimate policy on nuclear test suspen
sion. We hope to be able to approach you shortly on this as well as 
other disarmament matters, and the question you mention should be 
one of those discussed. My own view is that we should not reach deci
sions about this matter before the Geneva technical talks. The informa
tion developed there will probably allow us to take a closer look at this 
problem in the light of the Soviet attitude and in particular the degree 
of inspection they appear to be willing to accept. It may turn out to be 
necessary to approach the problem of test suspension in stages as you 
have proposed.

With respect to the second point, the need to approach the Geneva 
talks in an exclusively scientific spirit, we are in full agreement. Our 
respective experts have held preliminary discussions here in Wash
ington and I understand there is a gratifying measure of agreement 
between us on the approach to be taken. Faithfully yours, Foster. END 
VERBATIM TEXT

Dulles

1 Source: Transmits Dulles’ reply to Macmillan letter. Secret; Limited Distribution.  
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/6–358.
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337. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, June 19, 1958

SUBJECT

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

REFERENCE

NSC 5725/1

The enclosed Semiannual Report by the Atomic Energy Com
mission and the Department of State on the Implementation of NSC 
5725/1, for the period December 1957–June 1958, is transmitted here
with for the information of the National Security Council.

The Atomic Energy Commission advises that the enclosure is clas
sified SECRET only because of paragraphs 54 and 55, which were fur
nished by another agency and were so classified. The remainder of the 
Report is unclassified.

Discussion of the enclosed Report will be scheduled on the agenda 
of an early Council meeting.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

1 Source: Transmits Department of State AEC semiannual report on NSC 5725/1, 
“Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.” Secret. 34 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 
D 351, NSC 5725.
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Enclosure

Semi- Annual Progress Report

SEMIANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT BY THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF NSC 5725/1—PEACEFUL USES OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY

1. This report summarizes significant events during the period 
December 1957–June 1958 under NSC 5725/1, “Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy,” dated December 13, 1957. Because many of the items relate to 
several sections of the policy paper, the information is not keyed to spe
cific paragraphs.

SUMMARY EVALUATION

2. U.S. leadership in peaceful uses of nuclear energy was affirmed 
during the reporting period when the European Atomic Energy 
Community (EURATOM) requested U.S. cooperation in considering 
whether a joint nuclear program might be developed to install within 
the Community by 1963 sufficient U.S. type enriched fueled reactors 
of proven design to supply 1,000,000 kilowatts of electric power. The 
EURATOM program ranks with the establishment of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) as one of the most important projects 
to be undertaken within the framework of the President’s Atoms for 
Peace program. It is presently in the final stages of negotiation.

3. Other significant developments include new offers of assist
ance to the International Atomic Energy Agency; steady advances in 
controlled thermonuclear research paralleling those in the United 
Kingdom; development of an equipment grant program similar to the 
research reactor grant program; continuing assistance to other nations 
in the development of national programs; negotiation of a comprehen
sive power Agreement for Cooperation with Japan, and the increas
ing scope of U.S. preparations for participation in the Second United 
Nations Conference on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.

4. Meanwhile, Great Britain has revealed a “stretch out” in the 
phasing of its massive nuclear power program, the target date for com
pletion being moved from 1965 to 1966. There are indications of further 
slippage in the Soviet program. A 40 stage gaseous diffusion isotope 
separation pilot plant is reported to have begun operation in France in 
December 1957. Interest in nuclear propulsion for commercial vessels 
has increased, particularly in Japan, West Germany, Norway, Sweden, 
and France. U.S. firms maintained their dominant position in the for
eign market for research reactors, but neither the U.S. nor any other 
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country announced any new expert sales of nuclear power reactors 
during the reporting period. U.S. firms, however, are bidding on sev
eral projects abroad.

5. The initial five year U.S. power reactor development program 
has undergone a number of modifications during the past four years. 
New experimental power reactors have been added to the program; 
research and development on materials, processes and advanced con
cepts have been expanded; and cooperative industrial efforts have 
materialized as an important part of the program. Considerable experi
ence in the design and construction of power reactors has been gained 
during these fours years of concentrated effort and we are beginning 
to accumulate necessary operating experience. In short, the AEC and 
United States industry as a whole have gained a considerable degree 
of sophistication in power reactor technology. This record of accom
plishment has kept the United States in a position of world leadership 
in this field.

6. As the initially defined period of the United States power reactor 
development program draws to an end, Commission re evaluation of 
its objectives and plans, made with particular awareness of the increas
ing importance abroad of nuclear power, resulted in its determination 
that the following objectives are desirable and feasible:

a. Achievement of competitive nuclear power in the United States 
during the next ten years.

b. Achievement of competitive nuclear power in friendly foreign 
nations during the next five years through a comprehensive program 
of assistance, clearly defined and vigorously pursued.

c. Fortification of the position of leadership of the United States in 
the eyes of the world and the peaceful applications of atomic energy, 
particularly with regard to power.

7. EURATOM. The incentives to be offered the Euratom Commu
nity under the joint program being developed with the United States 
(see pars. 35–39) will require consideration as to their adaptability to 
other areas of the world. On the part of Euratom it will be necessary 
to obtain full support from the operating utilities within the six mem
ber countries, and Euratom also plans to establish a mutually beneficial 
relationship with the International Agency and with the O.E.E.C. Nego
tiations will be undertaken upon the request of Euratom to integrate 
existing U.S. bilateral agreements with member States into a compre
hensive agreement with the Community.

8. In the course of negotiations with Euratom a special arrange
ment was developed for safeguarding materials supplied to Euratom 
by the U.S. under the proposed joint program. Under this arrangement 
the U.S. will receive all of the guarantees and assurances required by 
the Atomic Energy Act that none of these materials shall be used for 
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other than peaceful purposes. In addition, the principles which will be 
used in establishing and implementing the Euratom safeguard system 
must be mutually acceptable, the U.S. will assist Euratom in establish
ing their system, there will be frequent and continuing consultation to 
assure that the system is operating effectively under the agreed upon 
principles, and the U.S. has the right to terminate the cooperative pro
gram if the system is not operated in accordance with these principles. 
These principles also will be compatible with the safeguard provisions 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

9. It is anticipated that this special safeguards arrangement, 
made with the multinational organization Euratom, may draw crit
icism from other nations which have different safeguards provisions 
in their agreements for cooperation with the United States. Also, Mr. 
Sterling Cole, Director General of the IAEA, expressed the opinion that 
the IAEA should have the responsibility for safeguarding the material 
supplied to Euratom by the U.S. It is the judgment of the Department 
of State and the Atomic Energy Commission that the special arrange
ment with Euratom is entirely adequate and will provide the U.S. with 
assurance that none of the material will be used for any military pur
pose. The close ties of these countries to the U.S. through NATO and 
the traditional support of the U.S. for institutions, such as Euratom, 
which foster European unity justify this special arrangement. Further, 
it is recognized that inspection of the program by the IAEA is politically 
infeasible at this time.

10. As a result of the discussions with Mr. Cole, the U.S. has pro
posed, and Euratom has agreed, that (a) the IAEA shall have the right of 
first option to purchase any special nuclear material, produced in reac
tors fueled with materials obtained from the U.S., which is in excess of 
the need of Euratom for such material for peaceful uses; (b) Euratom is 
prepared to consult with an exchange experiences with the IAEA with 
the objective of establishing a safeguards system reasonably compati
ble with that of the IAEA. In addition, there has been an exchange of 
letters between the United States and Euratom concerning the language 
contained in the Memorandum of Understanding on Safeguards and 
Controls recognizing that such language provides for verification, by 
mutually approved scientific methods, of the effectiveness of the safe
guards and controls system applied to nuclear materials from the other 
Party and fissionable materials derived therefrom. Further, Euratom 
has advised the United States that in the event of the establishment of 
an international safeguards and controls system by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, the United States and Euratom will consult 
regarding assumption by that Agency of the safeguards and control 
of fissionable material utilized and produced in implementation of the 
program contemplated by the Memorandum of Understanding.
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11. Safeguards. Favorable results of the feasibility study of tamper 
proof instruments to reduce manpower requirements are expected in 
June, but the numbers, recruitment, and training of sufficient person
nel for a world wide inspection system remains a formidable problem. 
No difficulties have been encountered by Commission teams that have 
inspected the start up and initial operation of the six U.S. built reac
tors now in use abroad, although the over all question of inspection 
remains potentially a serious political problem.

12. If the Agency is unable to acquire special nuclear materials 
on financial terms and conditions more favorable than are available 
to Members through other sources, principally the United States, the 
IAEA will have difficulty in competing with bilateral programs. By law, 
the U.S. can make special nuclear material available to the Agency only 
on terms comparable to those offered domestic users in the U.S.

13. Although the IAEA is progressing with the tedious tasks of 
organization, firm U.S. leadership will be required to assure that the 
Agency moves into its programmatic phase as soon as possible.

14. Bilateral Agreements. The United States’ bilateral program, inau
gurated in 1954, is about complete; and it is not anticipated that many 
more important bilateral agreements will be negotiated. The emergence 
of regional groups and the International Agency will require a reassess
ment and possible modification of the bilateral program in order to be 
assured that the institutional approach most beneficial to the interests 
of the United States is given priority. Such a re assessment will have to 
take into account the bilateral programs of other nations, such as the 
U.K. and Canada.

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES

15. United States Domestic Program. The power reactor development 
program of the United States has moved ahead on a broad front both 
from the standpoint of technology developments and industrial par
ticipation. Progress has been made in the whole range of effort, from 
laboratory research on new materials and processes to construction 
and operation of large scale commercial nuclear power plants. Particu
larly important is the continued promise of the boiling water and pres
surized water family of power reactors. A new and promising type of 
power reactor is being developed which uses organic fluids for cooling 
the fuel elements, avoiding corrosion of fuel elements and the problems 
of induced radioactivity in the coolant.

16. As of this time there are seven power reactor experiments and 
one completed prototype power reactor in operational status in the 
United States. The prototype plant, the Shippingport Atomic Power 
Station, at its designed rating of 60,000 electrical kilowatts net, is pro
ducing more electricity than any other individual reactor in the world.
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17. Experimental operation of these plants has, in the main, been 
very gratifying. Three of the boiling water reactors, EBWR, BORAX– IV, 
and VBWR (a private project) have performed far above their designed 
ratings, indicating a potential for capital cost reductions. In addition, 
successful operation of several of these plants has relieved much of the 
serious concern once felt about certain operating characteristics. Oper
ation of the Organic Moderated Roaster Experiment, for example, thus 
far, shows no evidence of fouling of heat transfer surfaces and gives 
added confidence that the cost of makeup for the organic material can 
be acceptably low.

18. The civilian power effort has clearly advanced to much firmer 
ground as a result of this encouraging operating experience and the 
direction of development required to achieve economic nuclear power 
can now be charted with more certainty.

19. It has become clear that the achievement of economically com
petitive nuclear power in the United States will require a continued 
aggressive program including design, construction, and operation of 
successive generations of nuclear power plants of the same basic type. 
Several generations of plants must be built in order to gain the experi
ence which will lead to cost reductions through engineering improve
ments. The fact that these plants are expected to be economically 
competitive in other countries (with higher power costs) before this 
goal is achieved in the United States provides an economic incentive 
for a certain amount of integration of our domestic development pro
gram with our foreign assistance program in the nuclear power field. 
The building of some “middle generation” plants in other countries can 
provide progress towards the goal of economic nuclear power in the 
United States for the lowest government cost. The principal activity in 
U.S. efforts to facilitate the building of reactors based on U.S. technol
ogy in other countries has been the negotiation of an arrangement with 
Euratom to provide assistance in the building of one million electrical 
kilowatts of nuclear power to be in operation by 1963 in those countries.

20. It is recognized that power reactor technology which is most 
advantageous for the United States may have certain limitations or 
disadvantages when applied to the design of nuclear power plants for 
other countries. The principal example of this problem is the possible 
reluctance of other countries to become heavily committed to power 
reactors which require partially enriched uranium if this fuel is avail
able only from the U.S. This factor is considered in the planning of the 
U.S. power reactor development program. However, all U.S. studies 
have continued to show that real advantages of flexibility of design, 
compactness, higher performance, and resulting lower power costs can 
be obtained from the use of partially enriched fuel rather than natural 
uranium. Meanwhile, these advantages are becoming better recognized 
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by the program planners in other countries. Moreover, the successes 
experienced by the U.S. in the execution of its experimental reactor 
program have added confidence to the U.S. approach. Reactor designs 
requiring partially enriched fuel also are receiving more favorable 
consideration as a result of U.S. policies on the supply and prices for 
enriched fuels.

21. It is expected that all of the power reactors being developed 
by the United States will be suitable for export in varying degrees. The 
projects include development of fuel cycles based on both source mate
rials (uranium and thorium) and all fissionable materials considered 
applicable as fuel (U–235, U–223, and plutonium). The “exportability” 
of most of the designs being developed by the United States will be fur
ther improved by development and demonstration of technology for 
recycling plutonium. Thus, many systems which require partial enrich
ment of the core might be operated on an initial charge of partially 
enriched fuel, plus a natural uranium feed stream which is enriched 
with recycled plutonium. The development of plutonium fuel technol
ogy has expanded. Construction of laboratories for further expansion 
in plutonium fuel development has been initiated. Construction of a 
Plutonium Recycle Test Reactor also has started at the Commission’s 
Hanford facilities.

22. The power reactor program has continued to explore power 
reactor designs which could operate on natural uranium. Pursuant to 
Public Law 85–162, extensive design work was performed on natural 
uranium gas cooled, graphite moderated reactors. In addition to use of 
natural uranium cores, consideration was also given to designs using 
partially enriched cores. It was concluded that with present technol
ogy, there is a significant economic advantage to the use of partially 
enriched uranium fuel in this type reactor.

23. Development work on heavy water moderated power reactors 
which would be operable on natural uranium proceeded in accord
ance with previous plans, but no acceptable proposal was received 
from industry for carrying out design and construction of a demonstra
tion plant. Design work conducted to date has been inconclusive with 
respect to the economic promise of this system with natural uranium 
fuel, although indications are that it would have minimum penalty in 
ultimate performance and costs compared with partially enriched sys
tems. Additional work, including construction of a Heavy Water Com
ponents Test Reactor, is planned. Work on several of the cooperative 
projects under the Power Demonstration Reactor Program also is perti
nent to the evaluation of heavy water moderated reactors which might 
be operable on natural uranium fuel.
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24. The Commission has reiterated its policy of taking the initia
tive to assure that desirable and necessary power reactor prototypes are 
built as justified and permitted by the status of pertinent technology, 
if such projects are not undertaken by industry on its own or through 
cooperative projects with the Commission. To this end, funds have been 
requested for construction of an experimental prototype gas cooled, 
graphite moderated reactor using slightly enriched uranium and for 
further design effort on a heavy water moderated reactor of sufficient 
size and proper design to be operable on natural uranium fuel. It con
tinues to be the policy of the Commission to give industry every oppor
tunity to participate and bear or share the cost of these projects.

25. Contracts have been negotiated for construction of the Sodium 
Graphite Reactor at Hallam, Nebraska, one contract being with Atomic 
International for construction of the reactor and one with Consumers 
Public Power District for other parts of the plant and for operation of 
the total plant.

26. Design and construction of this plant depend upon data derived 
from experimental operation of the Sodium Reactor Experiment at 
Santa Susana, California. Initial difficulties with the SRE having been 
largely overcome, it now appears that design work on the Consum
ers plant may proceed. Accordingly, in February, an architect engineer 
(Bechtel Corp.) was selected to perform preliminary design.

27. In addition to its positive steps to assure timely completion of 
plants for which it has assumed primary financial and technical respon
sibility, such as the PWR and the Hallam Plant, the Commission takes 
a positive interest in expediting construction of plants being built as 
cooperative projects or as entirely privately financed plants. In these 
cases, Commission action must take the form of expediting research 
and development supporting or pertinent to individual projects, 
assuring adequate liaison and flow of information, and prompt hand
ling of matters related to the Commission’s regulatory and licensing 
responsibilities.

28. Prior to the advent of nuclear fission, naturally occurring 
radioisotopes were scientific curiosities whose scarcity and expense 
limited their usefulness to such things as radium therapy and lumines
cent watch dials. Today, with the potential availability of tremendous 
amounts of radioisotopes of all the elements, these materials are rap
idly taking their place as one of the more important tools of industry, 
medicine and agriculture.

29. The strides which have already been made in the utilization 
of radioisotopes are evidenced by the fact that it is conservatively esti
mated that industrial uses alone are resulting in annual savings in this 
country of greater than five hundred million dollars. When this is con
sidered in conjunction with the immeasurable benefits that even now 
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accrue to millions of people through the diagnostic and therapeutic use 
of radioisotopes to alleviate human suffering, it is evident that in this 
modern genei we indeed have one of the most, if not the most, import
ant peacetime benefits of atomic energy.

30. In spite of these accomplishments, we are far from satisfied. 
The industrial savings mentioned above can be attributed almost exclu
sively to use of radioisotopes in thickness gauging, flow and level con
trol, and industrial radiography. There are in fact hundreds of other 
ways in which radioisotopes can bring about benefits and savings equal 
to or greater than those already realized. Even in such areas as thick
ness gauging and process control, in which radioisotopes have already 
proven their worth manyfold, the surface has only been scratched. 
All major industrial effort involving carbon and hydrogen containing 
materials— and these cover organic chemicals, petroleum products, 
plastics, rubber, etc.—can expect to use radioactive carbon and hydro
gen safely and efficiently in process control techniques that will result 
in untold savings. To a greater or lesser degree, the same may be said of 
the use of radioisotopes in almost every other industrial effort.

31. The potential of radioisotopes as a source of power in atomic 
batteries and luminescent sources has hardly been touched. The life, 
stability, mobility, and dependability of batteries and light sources 
using radioisotopes makes their utility almost unlimited.

32. Perhaps the most exciting general industrial application of 
radioisotopes, and certainly the one which seems to have the greatest 
potential impact on the entire industrial effort, and on the economy of 
the nation, is the utilization of massive radiation (million to billions of 
curies) from these radioisotopes to bring about, on an industrial scale, 
chemical and physical changes which either cannot be accomplished by 
other means or which can be accomplished by other means only expen
sively or inefficiently. Such things as the pasteurization or sterilization 
of feeds to retard decay, the formation of new linkages in plastics or 
rubber to bring about desirable changes in properties, the modification 
of the conditions of petroleum cracking to make that process cheaper 
and more efficient, the sterilization of drugs and medical supplies, the 
control of biological and botanical pests, and the development of new 
and improved strains of plant life, to name but a few, should, within 
the next few years do much toward making man’s life longer, healthier 
and more enjoyable.

33. In view of the impressive progress which has already been 
made in the application of radioisotopes and radiation, in recognition 
of the tremendous potential good which can result from the use of these 
materials, and with the knowledge that the other major nations of the 
world—particularly Britain and the U.S.S.R.—are making great strides 
in this field, the Commission has established an Isotope Development 
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Program to accelerate these applications. This program, which is budg
eted in FY 1959 at 6.6 million dollars, through work in Commission 
laboratories and through contracts for work in academic and industrial 
laboratories, will attempt to discover new uses and to make it possible 
for industry and science to exploit the already known uses of radio
isotopes. In addition to its own program in this field, the Commission 
is working closely with the Quartermaster Corp of the Army in the 
design and construction of a two megacury Co– 60 irradiator for use by 
the Quartermaster Corp in its program of large scale pilot irradiation of 
food at its Food Irradiation Center at Stocton, California.

34. Project PLOWSHARE, which has been in progress at the Univer
sity of California Radiation Laboratory since 1957, investigates poten
tial peaceful uses of nuclear explosives. During this year it will pass 
from the study phase to that of active experimentation. A survey is now 
underway to verify the feasibility and desirability of the Alaska Harbor 
Project announced on June 9, 1956. Cancellation or change in location 
could be forced by insoluble problems of safety, danger to wild life, lack 
of material, economic benefit, or engineering infeasibility; but to date 
no problems appear to be insoluble and it seems that the project will be 
fired in 1960. Other industrial applications of seemingly great promise 
are under investigation and it seems probable that one or more specific 
experiments will be made in 1959. Among these applications are: oil 
recovery from shales or tarsands, mining, production of aquifers for 
improvement of water supply or flood control, power production, and 
scientific experimentation in seismology, geology and special chemical 
reactions. No one of these applications has yet been proven feasible but 
all appear to justify further experimentation. The production of use
ful isotopes has also been the subject of theoretical study, laboratory 
work, and small scale field experimentation. This work will continue. 
The AEC is also taking steps to establish cooperative relationships with 
industry for the prosecution of some of these experiments. These steps 
will include requests for legislation where necessary. It appears that the 
first cooperative venture will be an experiment in petroleum recovery.

UNITED STATES FOREIGN PROGRAM, REGIONAL  
AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

35. EURATOM. The European Atomic Energy Community (EUR
ATOM) came into being on January 1, 1958, and in February the Pres
ident approved in principle a joint U.S. EURATOM program based 
upon, the following courses of action:

a. Participation by the U.S. on a lean basis in financing the capital 
costs of nuclear reactors capable of producing approximately 1 million 
kilowatts of electricity;
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b. Supplying the necessary special nuclear material to fuel the 
reactors;

c. Entering into arrangements with regard to reactor fuel cycles 
reasonably consistent with those offered in the U.S. domestic program;

d. Extending the present U.S. direct program of fuel cycle develop
ment and testing;

e. Establishing a 10 year cooperative program of research and 
development;

f. Assisting in the establishment of a training program, arranging 
for the exchange of technical information, and establishing a liaison 
office at EURATOM headquarters;

g. Continuation by the U.S. of a strong program of research and 
development on advance reactor types, basic reactor technology, etc., 
and providing such information to EURATOM for use in meeting long 
term objectives.

36. Within this framework, a Joint U.S. EURATOM Working Party 
has held discussions in Europe and in Washington, and has developed 
a detailed program now under consideration within the Executive 
Branch prior to submission to the Congress. This program may be out
lined in the following manner:

a. The proposed program will have as its objectives, (1) the bring
ing into operation by 1963, within the Community, of large scale power 
plants using nuclear reactors of proven types, on which research and 
development has been carried to an advanced stage in the United 
States, having a total installed capacity of approximately one million 
kilowatts of electricity and under conditions which would approach 
the competitive range of conventional energy costs in Europe; and 
(2) the initiation of a joint research and development program centered 
on these reactors;

b. The total capital cost, exclusive of the fuel inventory of the 
nuclear power plants, is estimated not to exceed $350,000,000. These 
funds would be provided for by the participating EURATOM utilities 
and other European sources of capital, such financing to be arranged 
with the appropriate assistance of EURATOM. Up to $135,000,000 
would be provided by the United States Government to EURATOM in 
the form of a long term line of credit to cover a portion of the capital 
costs. These funds would be re lent by EURATOM for the construction 
of nuclear power plants covered under the program;

c. In addition, in order to reduce the risks in operating costs to 
a point where the widespread participation of the European utility 
industry is assured, the United States, for a ten year period of opera
tion, would guarantee ceiling costs for the fabrication of the fuel ele
ments required under the program as well as a fixed life for the fuel 
elements;

d. The proposed joint research and development program, which 
is for a 10 year period, would be centered on the improvement of the 
performance of the reactors involved in the program and at a lowering 
of fuel cycle costs. During the first five (5) years, the financial contribu
tion of the Community and the United States would amount to about 
$50,000,000 each, with the sum required for the second five (5) year 
period to be determined at a later date;



Arms Control and Disarmament 1375

e. Technological and economic data produced in the program 
would be made available freely to the industries within the Commu
nity and the United States and the widespread dissemination of the 
information would be assured;

f. Under the terms of the program, the United States would sell to 
the Community, a net quantity of 30,000 kilograms of contained U– 235 
in uranium to cover the fueling and other requirements of the program 
over a twenty year period. An initial operating inventory of 9000 kilo
grams would be sold on a deferred payment basis. The balance would 
be paid for on a current basis. The International Atomic Energy Agency 
would have the right of first option to buy, at the announced fuel value 
price in effect with the United States at the time of purchase, any special 
nuclear materials produced in reactors fueled with materials obtained 
from the United States which are excess of the Community’s need for 
such material for peaceful purposes. If IAEA does not exercise this 
option, the United States would be prepared to purchase such materi
als on the same terms;

g. The United States and the Community would recognize their 
mutual interest in assuring that the materials received from the United 
States, as well as special nuclear material produced therefrom, are used 
only for peaceful purposes, and an arrangement to accomplish this 
objective compatible with the provisions of the Statute of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency would be developed;

h. The United States will process in its own facilities, under the 
same terms and conditions as are offered to U.S. industry, spent fuel 
elements from reactors to be included in the program.

37. The Joint Working Party has finished its task, and the EUR
ATOM Commission and Council of Ministers have approved the 
program. After final approval within the Executive Branch and after 
Congress has approved an international arrangement between the U.S. 
and EURATOM, the program will be incorporated in an Agreement for 
Cooperation under Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. In 
addition, the following legislative steps will be necessary:

a. Authority to enter into long term arrangements for the purchase 
of plutonium and the reprocessing of material;

b. Authorization for the distribution of special nuclear material, 
for the joint research and development program, and for the fuel cycle.

38. It should also be noted that a Presidential allocation of addi
tional U–235 to cover the requirements of the EURATOM program will 
be necessary.

39. A total of $140,000,000 in authorization and funding will be 
required. Maximum cost of the fuel cycle arrangements is estimated 
at $90,000,000 over a 10 year period with the first expenditures proba
bly coming in 1962. The first 5 years of the joint research and develop
ment program is estimated to cost the U.S. approximately $50,000,000 
with EURATOM also making available approximately $50,000,000. In 
1959, $25,000,000 obligational authority is required—$10,000,000 for 
fuel cycle funds and $10,000,000 in research and development money 
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with $2,000,000 expenditures in the latter item expected in FY 1959. 
Other loans and credits in paragraphs 35 and 36 would not require new 
money authorization.

40. International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)—Steady progress 
was made on recruiting a staff for the Agency. Its 1958 calendar year 
budget is $4,000,000. The program is expected to expand rapidly in 
1959; therefore, the budget will increase. Estimates running as high as 
$12,000,000 were discussed at the April Board meeting but the budget 
to be presented to the IAEA Conference in September is expected to be 
somewhere between $6,000,000 and $9,000,000.

41. The agenda for the second IAEA General Conference sched
uled for late September 1958 is now being prepared. Meanwhile, the 
first program project of the Agency, a survey of nuclear developments 
and opportunities in Latin America, began in May. The international 
team selected by the IAEA is headed by Dr. Norman Hilberry, Direc
tor, Argonne National Laboratory, and includes representation from the 
Organization of American States.

42. The Agency has signed an agreement with the United Nations 
establishing its autonomous relationship with that organization and 
is negotiating similar agreements with the specialized agencies of 
the U.N. A draft Agreement for Cooperation with the United States is 
under negotiation.

43. With the formal offer by member States of special nuclear, 
source, and other materials, the Agency now has significant materials 
resources. These include the 5,000 kg contained U–235 offered by the 
U.S. and the U.S. matching offers for the 50 kg and 20 kg pre offered 
respectively by the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom. Canada, 
India, Ceylon, South Africa, Norway, and Portugal have made various 
offers of material to the IAEA.

44. New U.S. offers of assistance were made to the Agency during 
the reporting period: (a) cost free services for limited periods of 20–30 
expert consultants; (b) matching contributions, up to $125,000, to a fel
lowship fund for training abroad; (c) the allocation of 120 fellowships 
for training in the U.S. at an estimated cost of $840,000, and (d) two 
mobile radioisotope laboratories. Additionally, the AEC has requested 
$2,000,000 in FY 1959 funds to implement previous offers of a research 
reactor and radioisotope facilities.

45. European Nuclear Energy Commission (OEEC). The European 
Nuclear Energy Agency (ENEA), operating under the OEEC Nuclear 
Steering Committee, came into being February 1, 1958. At ENEA’s 
request, the United States will provide technical and consultative 
assist ance for the $12 million pilot chemical processing plant to be built 
at Mol, Belgium. This is a joint project of 12 OEEC Members under a 
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convention establishing the European Company for the Chemical Pro
cessing of Irradiated Fuels (EUROCHEMIC).

46. As a country associated with the work of the OEEC, the United 
States is following with interest other OEEC programs, such as the 
security convention now in the process of ratification; the drafting of 
third party liability legislation, and feasibility studies regarding the use 
of Iceland’s natural steam fields in connection with a heavy water pro
duction plant.

47. Organization of American States (OAS). Drafting a statute for the 
Inter American Nuclear Energy Commission continues. The first IANEC 
meeting is planned for early 1959. We believe it would be desirable that 
a second Inter American Symposium on the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear 
Energy be held in late 1959 or 1960 in a South American country under 
the aegis of the new Commission. The Department of State and the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission have agreed that full participation by the 
United States should be extended if such a Symposium is held.

48. Puerto Rico Training Center. The Puerto Rico Nuclear Center, 
which is operated by the University of Puerto Rico for the AEC, is 
intended to serve as a regional nuclear training center for Latin Amer
ica. Initial operation of the center, in facilities made available by the Uni
versity, and using some $300,000 worth of nuclear equipment provided 
by the AEC, has proceeded successfully. Some 50 students, mostly from 
Puerto Rico, have now been trained in radioisotopes techniques, and 
the first course in nuclear engineering is in progress.

49. The principal facilities of the Nuclear Center will consist of a 
research reactor and associated laboratories, to be located at the Maya
guez Campus. The design of these facilities is in progress and contracts 
for their construction are expected to be awarded by the end of FY 1958, 
with completion scheduled in FY 1960. The cost of these facilities is 
estimated at $3 million. An additional $500,000 has been requested in 
the FY 1959 budget for a medical radioisotopes laboratory to be located 
at the San Juan Campus.

50. Upon completion, the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center will be able 
to accommodate upwards of 100 students annually in various phases 
of nuclear training, plus a number of research associates. Annual oper
ating costs of the Center at that time will be in the vicinity of $1 mil
lion. To serve its regional purpose, the Center must attract qualified 
students from Latin America. Although the students trained to date 
have been largely from Puerto Rico, there is encouraging evidence of 
interest in the Center throughout Latin America, and applications from 
the Latin American Republics are being received in increasing num
bers. This interest was demonstrated by the attitudes and statements of 
scientists from a number of the Republics who participated in the Sym
posium on Health Physics in Biology and Medicine held at San Juan 



1378 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

May 26–28 under the joint sponsorship of the University of Puerto Rico 
School of Medicine and the Commission. Their favorable comments 
about the Center are considered particularly meaningful in the light of 
certain other recent political events in South America.

51. Asian Nuclear Center. A tentative plan has been prepared for a 
more modest Asian Nuclear Center involving $6 million in capital costs 
and $4 million in operating expenses for the first three years. This plan is 
based on the assumption that the Philippine Government will cooperate 
with the United States in establishing the Center and donate land adja
cent to the University of the Philippines in Quezon City for the Center.

52. Plans call for coordination of the proposed Center with the 
national Philippine nuclear energy program to avoid duplication or 
overlapping of facilities. Instruction and training would be related to the 
limited technological resources prevailing in most of the Asian nations 
which it is anticipated would use the Center, and primary emphasis 
would be placed on medical agricultural applications of nuclear energy.

MAJOR COUNTRY PROGRAMS

53. USSR. Recent reports indicate the USSR nuclear power pro
gram is slipping further below the goal announced in February 1956 of 
installing 2,000 to 2,500 electrical megawatts of nuclear power during 
the 6th five year plan ending in 1960. The May 1957 Soviet report to the 
United Nations outlines a program totaling only 1,400 EMW involving 
three large and four small experimental nuclear power stations and no 
target dates were given.

54. Several recent Russian articles mention only one large station 
under construction in 1957 and, as late as April 1958, U.S. visitors were 
still being denied visits to the “large Soviet nuclear power stations” on 
one pretext or another. There is some evidence to show that the Soviets 
may have only about 700 EMW installed by the end of 1960, this being 
based on the completion of two pressurized water reactors of 100 EMW 
each, one 200 EMW graphite moderated water cooled reactor, and four 
experimental stations.

55. However, it also is possible that the USSR is building dual 
purpose reactors optimized for plutonium production that are not 
included in its “peaceful purposes” program. The USSR has never 
identified its atomic energy production sites. Therefore, one should not 
discount the possibility of the USSR achieving something closer to its 
announced 1956 goals via the dual purpose reactors than is indicated 
in the estimated 700 EMW based on what the Soviet chooses to show 
Western visitors at this time.

56. United Kingdom. A British White Paper issued in April moved 
the completion date for the U.K. 5–6,000 megawatt nuclear power pro
gram from 1965 to 1966. It also indicated that a substantial proportion 
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of new generating capacity required in the U.K. between now and 1966 
would come from coal fired stations.

57. Significant bilateral activity between the U.S. and U.K. contin
ued. U.S. consultants made available under the U.S.–U.K. agreement 
for cooperation were responsible for many of the recommendations 
relating to health and safety standards and procedures contained in the 
official Fleck Committee Report on the Windscale Accident. U.S.–U.K. 
study of the properties of graphite under in pile conditions has been 
proposed and is under consideration.

58. The technical exchange of information on gas cooled and fast 
breeder reactors has raised the problem of reconciling the different pol
icies relating to the disseminating of information which prevail in the 
two countries. Under U.K. policy, information developed with public 
funds is sold; under U.S. policy such information is disseminated with
out cost to the recipient.

59. The UKAEA has concluded bilateral agreements with several 
European Countries and is presently negotiating an agreement with 
Japan. Close U.K. cooperation with Canada and Australia has contin
ued. Three British firms submitted bids on the S.E.N.N. project to be 
financed by the World Bank in Italy (six U.S. firms also submitted bids). 
It is expected that the construction of a full scale nuclear power plant 
for AGIP Nucleare, a publicly owned utility in Italy, by a British Con
sortium, will proceed on schedule, although no firm contract has yet 
been signed.

60. France. The French program has expanded greatly. France has 
appropriated 235 billion francs for its second five year program as com
pared with a total of 148 billion francs spent by the Commissariat a 
l‘Energie Atomique since its establishment in 1945. The new five year 
plan includes: (a) expansion and enlargement of present research facil
ities and setting up of more research centers; (b) construction of new 
research reactors and of several prototype reactors for nuclear power 
and marine propulsion; (c) increased production of natural uranium, 
plutonium and thorium (the French plutonium separation plant begun 
in 1955 was reported completed in May 1958); (d) an isotope separation 
facility either alone or in cooperation with other European countries. A 
French gaseous diffusion pilot plant went into operation at Saclay the 
last week in December 1957.

61. Japan. Negotiations were completed with Japan on a compre
hensive bilateral Agreement for Cooperation which provides for a total 
net amount of 2,700 kgs. of contained U–235 for use in several research 
reactors, three experimental power reactors and a full scale power reac
tor. The Agreement, which will run for a period of ten years, will super
sede and incorporate a research bilateral Agreement for Cooperation 
which has been in effect with Japan since December 27, 1955. Japan’s 
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first research reactor, built by an American firm, commenced operating 
in August 1957; a second research reactor is presently under construc
tion under contract with an American firm.

62. The Japanese have stated that the first stationary power reactor 
to be purchased from the U.S. will be an experimental water cooled, 
enriched uranium type of 15–20 electrical mw to be completed in 1961. 
Interest in nuclear marine propulsion has increased rapidly, stem
ming principally from Japan’s position as a leading maritime nation 
and shipbuilder. There are tentative plans to complete two 40,000 ton 
tankers (20,000 HP) in 1965 and 1966, but these and other reactor proj
ects were not sufficiently firm to be accepted by the U.S. as part of the 
7,000 kgs of U–235 originally requested by the Government of Japan for 
inclusion in the proposed comprehensive bilateral.

63. Negotiations between the U.K. and Japan are still under way 
on a bilateral agreement. The Japanese have stated that they intend to 
purchase a 150 mw Calder Hall type power reactor from the U.K.

64. Argentina. Based on their success in building an Argonaut type 
reactor in their own country and fabricating the fuel elements for it, the 
Argentines have indicated an interest in building this type of reactor for 
export at a price under $100,000.

65. New Fuel Policies. In March, the Commission authorized the 
transfer of U–235 enriched up to 90 per cent for both research and mate
rials testing reactors providing individual core loadings do not exceed 
8 kg of U–235 and that comprehensive safeguards contained in power 
bilaterals were in effect or agreed to by the cooperating nations. This 
action will make more flexible the cooperation with nations desiring to 
improve their nuclear training and development programs by making 
their reactors more efficient and economical. U.S. manufacturers experi
enced considerable difficulty in fabricating sound 20 per cent elements.

66. In May, the Commission granted domestic producers of ura
nium ores and concentrates the right to make private sales of these 
materials in the United States and abroad, all sales being subject to 
Commission licensing. This action enables U.S. industry to compete for 
the growing foreign and domestic market for nuclear fuel. Adequate 
safeguards must be in effect for sales of more than 1,000 kg to any one 
nation. Where such safeguards are not contained in an Agreement for 
Cooperation, a cumulative limit of 100 kg of normal uranium to a single 
foreign consignee and a cumulative limit of 1,000 kg for any one coun
try will be in effect. This will enable foreign users of small quantities of 
uranium to continue to purchase from the U.S. source material needed 
for basic research, medical, and general industrial application.

67. Agreements for Cooperation. During the reporting period, com
prehensive agreements with Spain and Italy came into force, supersed
ing previous research bilaterals. Ecuador and Nicaragua ratified their 
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research agreements. After protracted negotiations, a comprehensive 
power agreement was concluded with Japan and awaits ratification. 
It authorizes the transfer of 2,700 kg of U–235 over the 10 year life of 
the agreement. Ratification of the Venezuelan power agreement has 
been delayed following the change of government in that country.
Sweden has negotiated an amendment to raise the U–235 authoriza
tion to 200 kg. Denmark will seek either a power agreement or major 
amendments to its present research accord. Brazil has requested an 
amendment to its research agreement to increase the U–235 authoriza
tion from 6 to 12 kilograms. Brazil has not ratified its power agreement 
which is a separate accord from its research bilateral.

68. The United States now has 41 bilateral agreements in effect with 
39 nations and the City of West Berlin. (Switzerland has 2 agreements.) 
Of these, 12 are for power and 29 for research. An Agreement Status 
Table is attached as the Appendix.

69. Research Reactors. The Republic of China, the University of Pal
ermo, Italy, and the University of Geneva, Switzerland, have signed 
contracts with U.S. manufacturers for research reactors and Brazil’s 
University of Minas Gerais plans to buy a research and training reactor. 
Twenty five U.S. commercial research reactors have been or are being 
built or contracted for in sixteen nations.

70. Eight reactor grants of $350,000 each were committed during 
the reporting period to Austria, Belgium, China, Greece, Israel, Italy, 
West Germany, and Sweden.

71. Equipment Grant Program. The Commission has approved a pro
gram of equipment grants ranging from “package” research laboratories 
and subcritical assemblies to relatively minor items of equipment import
ant to many underdeveloped countries. So far in FY ’58, $121,000 has been 
committed for radioisotope training equipment in Lebanon and Ecuador 
and for the two IAEA mobile radioisotope laboratories. It is expected that 
any FY 58 funds remaining after research reactor grant commitments 
have been completed will be obligated for equipment grants.

72. Education and Training. Between February 1949, when foreign 
nationals were first admitted, and June 1958, the Commission has pro
vided training for 255 foreign nationals in the Oak Ridge Institute of 
Nuclear Studies Course in Radioisotope Techniques. Due to the excel
lence of the course and its resultant international reputation, the demand 
for increased enrollment has been such that the Commission has recently 
expanded its facilities to accommodate 48 instead of 32 persons per 
course. The International School of Nuclear Science and Engineering, 
which was established at Argonne National Laboratory as a part of the 
Atoms for Peace program, has enrolled 328 foreign nationals in the first 
seven courses. Students for the 8th Session are now being selected.

73. The Equipment Grant and Education and Training programs 
will contribute directly to extending the impressive benefits of isotope 
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and radiation applications to the under developed areas of the world. 
Under the equipment program, emphasis is being placed on items such 
as teletherapy units, facilities for growing plants in gamma radiation 
fields to induce mutations, and isotope research and training labora
tories. A special request has been received from the Chairman of the 
Indian Atomic Energy Commission to provide training and practical 
experience to a number of qualified Indians in the radiation preserva
tion of food. This request will be accommodated.

74. Controlled Thermonuclear Research. The United States and the 
United Kingdom continue to cooperate closely in pursuing a vigorous 
research program in the area of controlled thermonuclear reactions. In 
January, there was a major joint release which embraced practically all 
data declassified in the field on that date. Both countries are planning 
major demonstrations of this research at the Geneva Conference in 
September.

75. Information. A workshop for librarians in charge of the gift tech
nical libraries distributed to European and Middle East nations under 
the Atoms for Peace program, held in Geneva in May, was well attended 
and favorably received. Additional libraries have been donated to the 
IAEA, Poland, and Honduras. The exchanges of classified information, 
classified discussions, and the dissemination of unclassified informa
tion continued to increase. Visitors from other nations to U.S. instal
lations and U.S. atomic energy industry were averaging about 70 per 
month.

CONFERENCES, EXHIBITS AND MISSIONS

76. Geneva Conference. The United States, as in 1955, plans to make 
a significant contribution to the second United Nations Conference 
on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy in Geneva, September 1–13, 1958. 
Approximately 900 abstracts were submitted to the UN Conference 
Secretary General. It is expected that the U.S. will be allocated about 
150 oral presentations at the Conference sessions.

77. Through May 15, 1958, the United Nations reported accep
tance of the following number of papers from the countries indicated: 
USSR—158; United Kingdom—199; France—163; West Germany—65; 
and India—63.

78. Construction is well advanced on the comprehensive technical 
exhibit which demonstrates the latest and most significant advances in 
nuclear science and technology in the United States. It will include the 
controlled thermonuclear section previously referred to, two operating 
research reactors, and detailed demonstrations of many other aspects of 
peaceful research and uses. The Commission also is coordinating and 
will participate in a trade fair type commercial exhibit in down town 
Geneva concurrently with the Conference. It is expected that about 45 
U.S. firms will be represented at the latter exhibit.
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79. The total cost of U.S. participation is estimated at $4,600,000 of 
which some $3,300,000 will be represented in the construction and oper
ation of the exhibits. While the exact total of Conference Representa
tives and Advisors has not been determined, the total number of people 
scheduled to be in Geneva officially for the United States is about 600, 
including a number of guides and clerical help to be hired in Geneva.

80. Other Conferences and Exhibits. U.S. scientists will participate at 
the Fifth International Electronic and Nuclear Exposition and Congress in 
Rome, Italy, during the latter part of June. There also will be a large U.S. 
Atoms for Peace exhibit there. The Commission provided data and mate
rials, including a small operating training reactor, for nuclear exhibits in 
the U.S. Pavilion and in the Science Section of the Brussels World Fair.

81. Missions. At the request of the nations involved, the Commis
sion sent teams to New Zealand in March and to Australia in June, to 
hold discussions and seminars with a view to assisting the develop
ment and administration of nuclear energy programs in those coun
tries. The New Zealand mission was most favorably received but 
it reported to the Commission that lack of coordination between the 
Government and the universities is hampering the progress of the New 
Zealand program. The Australian Mission is still abroad. There are four 
U.S. experts on the IAEA International Mission which began a South 
American survey in May. (See paragraph 41.)

82. USAEC Scientific Representatives. In cooperation with the U.S. 
embassies, the Commission Scientific Representatives in London, Paris, 
Buenos Aires, Tokyo, and Chalk River, Canada, have continued to ren
der services in connection with the expanding technical cooperation 
in the areas under their respective jurisdictions. Their work is proving 
especially useful in evaluating the technical progress in many countries, 
assisting and participating in the work of the U.S. delegations such as 
those at the NATO meeting in Paris in December, the EURATOM and 
OEEC discussions, the Windscale investigation program, and the vari
ous Atoms for Peace missions.

83. Foreign Trade. An interesting development in the foreign trade 
activities of the U.S. atomic energy industry is the emergence of joint 
ventures with industrial concerns in other countries, notably in Europe 
and Japan. These range from cooperative sales arrangements to the for
mation of separate companies jointly owned by an American and a for
eign firm. In some cases, they involve reciprocal licensing rights.

84. These cooperative business arrangements appear to offer U.S. 
industry a good chance for getting its share of international atomic 
energy business, particularly if the rapid development of nuclear 
industry in highly industrialized nations diminishes the prospects of 
U.S. firms, acting independently, selling appreciable numbers of com
plete nuclear power plants abroad.
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Appendix

Agreement Status Table

June 3, 1958 

DIVISION OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

From: Program Review and Analysis Branch

STATUS OF AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION  
AS OF APRIL 1, 1958

Cumulative 
Number of 
Countries Country Score of Exchange

Effective 
Date

1 Argentina Research July 29,1955

2 Australia Research and power May 28, 1957

3 Austria Research July 13, 1956

4 Belgium Research and power July 21, 1955

5 Brazil Research Aug. 3, 1955

6 Canada Research and power July 21, 1955

7 Chile Research Aug. 8, 1955

8 China, Republic of Research July 18, 1955

9 Columbia Research July 19, 1955

10 Cuba Research Oct. 10, 1957

11 Denmark Research July 25, 1955

12 Dominican 
Republic

Research Dec. 21, 1956

13 Ecuador Research Feb. 6, 1958

14 France Research and power Nov. 20, 1956

15 Germany, Federal 
Republic of

Research and power Aug. 7, 1957

Germany: City of 
West Berlin

Research Aug. 1, 1957

16 Greece Research Aug. 4, 1955

17 Guatemala Research Apr. 22, 1957

18 Israel Research July 12, 1955

19 Italy Research and power Apr. 15, 1958
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Cumulative 
Number of 
Countries Country Score of Exchange

Effective 
Date

20 Japan Research Dec. 27, 1955

21 Korea, Republic of Research Feb. 3, 1956

22 Lebanon Research July 18, 1955

23 Netherlands Research and power Aug. 8, 1957

24 New Zealand Research Aug. 29, 1956

25 Nicaragua Research Mar. 7, 1958

26 Norway Research and power June 10, 1957

27 Pakistan Research Aug. 11, 1955

28 Peru Research Jan. 25, 1956

29 Philippines Research July 27, 1955

30 Portugal Research July 21, 1955

31 South Africa Research and power Aug. 22, 1957

32 Spain Research and power Feb. 12, 1958

33 Sweden Research Jan. 18, 1956

34 Switzerland Research July 18, 1955

Switzerland Power Jan. 29, 1957

35 Thailand Research Mar. 13, 1956

36 Turkey Research June 10, 1955

37 United Kingdom Research and power July 21, 1955

38 Uruguay Research Jan. 13, 1956

39 Venezuela Research July 21, 1955

SIGNED AND IN RATIFICATION PROCESS AS OF APRIL 1, 1958

Cumulative 
Number of 
Countries Country Scope of Exchange Date Signed

* Brazil Power July 21, 1957

40 Costa Rica Research May 18, 1956

41 Iran Research Mar. 5, 1957

42 Iraq Research June 7, 1957

43 Ireland Research Mar. 16, 1956

** Peru Research and power July 19, 1957

*Will [illegible in the original]. [Footnotes in the table are in the original.] 
**Will [illegible in the original] present Research Agreement.
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SUMMARY: 
In Effect: 29 research and 12 power agreements with 39 countries
Signed: 4 research and 2 power agreements with 4 additional 

countries

338. National Intelligence Estimate, NIE 100–2–581

NIE 100–2–58 Washington, July 1, 1958

National Intelligence Estimate: “Development of Nuclear Capabil
ities by Fourth Countries: Likelihood and Consequences”

[Source: Department of State, INR Files. Secret. 24 pages of source 
text not declassified.]

1 Source: “Development of Nuclear Capabilities by Fourth Countries: Likelihood 
and Consequences;” not declassified. Secret. 24 pp. DOS, INR Files.

339. Annex to NIE 100–2–581

Washington, July 1, 1958

Annex to National Intelligence Estimate: “Development of Nuclear 
Capabilities by Fourth Countries: Likelihood and Consequences”

[Source: Department of State, INR Files. Secret; Restricted Data; 
Limited Distribution. 4 pages of source text not declassified.]

1 Source: “Development of Nuclear Capabilities by Fourth Countries: Likelihood 
and Consequences;” not declassified. Secret; Restricted Data. 4 pp. DOS, INR Files.
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340. Letter From John Foster Dulles to Killian1

Washington, July 3, 1958

Dear Dr. Killian:
One of the most important aspects of disarmament negotiations is 

the question of measures to detect and discourage surprise attack. This 
aspect of disarmament is one on which the Soviet Union may be willing 
to enter into serious negotiations.

Several preliminary studies have been done for the Government in 
the past three years concerning inspection methods to be applied within 
any surprise attack zones. None of these, however, has adequately 
treated the problem of specific inspection and control systems designed 
to minimize the possibility of surprise attack, nor has any taken into 
account missiles capabilities. It would therefore be most helpful if the 
Science Advisory Committee could explore in a preliminary way some 
of the general facets of the surprise attack problem, with particular ref
erence to its scientific and technical aspects.

What I have in mind is an examination of the ways of obtaining, 
through an international agreement, significant enhancement of early 
warning abilities and capability to detect preparations for a major sur
prise attack, as well as reduce the chances of accidental war, both in the 
current period and in subsequent years when strategic missiles would 
have been developed in large numbers. I should think that such study 
would endeavor to explore the question of just what are the critical 
areas of the Soviets’ military and industrial activities, from the point of 
view of providing advance warning of a surprise attack, and thus what 
would be the most important objects and means of inspection and con
trol in any such inspection system.

In making this preliminary analysis you may wish to consider 
United States capabilities to detect a surprise attack that could be 
utilized to strengthen reliance on an agreed international inspection 
system. You may also wish to comment on the extent to which an 
international inspection system could meet the problems of surprise 
attack detection which the Science Advisory Committee’s Technologi
cal Capabilities Panel raised in its February 14, 1955 report to the Presi
dent, entitled “Meeting the Threat of Surprise Attack”.

On the basis of the above, I would hope that you could give a 
tentative evaluation of the degree of contributions to surprise attack 

1 Source: Request for exploration of surprise attack issues. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology Files, 
Disarmament, Surprise Attack.
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protection which the United States would receive from implementa
tion of the various proposals for surprise attack inspection which have 
been presented in the disarmament negotiations and/or which were 
discussed in the Second Interim Report of the Working Group on Dis
armament Policy, dated April 18, 1958.

If there are other measures which have not been considered in 
our past proposals, or measures requiring further study, which you 
conclude might form a basis for international agreement to lessen the 
chances of a successful surprise attack and/or lessen the danger of acci
dental war, I would appreciate your including them in your report.

Because of the Soviet proposal of July 2 that a conference of experts 
be convened to discuss the technical questions concerning surprise 
attack, and also because of the requirement that the United States be 
in a position to discuss these matters with our allies in the very near 
future, it would be most helpful if the preliminary report could be 
made available by July 31, or earlier if possible.

I am aware that in such a short period of time analysis and conclu
sions of the Science Advisory Committee might be useful in assuming 
the validity of some of our present proposals, advancing our prepara
tions for possible technical discussions with the Soviets, and deciding 
on further studies needed for policy decisions.

Mr. Philip J. Farley and members of his staff will be available to 
assist you in any way you may wish in formulating and developing 
such a study.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles

341. Letter From Killian to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 10, 1958

Dear Mr. Secretary:
In your letter of July 3, you asked whether the President’s Science 

Advisory Committee could explore in a preliminary way some of the 
general facets of the Surprise Attack problem, with particular reference 

1 Source: Problem of surprise attack not limited to technical or scientific issues. 
Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science 
and Technology, Disarmament, Surprise Attack.
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to its scientific and technical aspects. Since receiving your letter, I have 
brought together a group of the Committee and we have engaged in a 
two day preliminary discussion as to how the study you propose is to 
be undertaken. This discussion has resulted in a progress report con
taining several conclusions which I wish to present to you before we 
proceed with further study.

We would emphasize first that the Surprise Attack problem is 
wholly different in kind and in magnitude from the problem of devis
ing an inspection system to monitor a nuclear test cessation agreement. 
It cannot be dealt with in such specific technical terms, therefore, as we 
have dealt with the current problems under discussion in Geneva. We 
also conclude that the examination of existing proposals for inspection 
zones will require a more general analysis, and in this general analysis 
some of the following problems will be important.

Our early warning lines and our radar detection systems are 
designed to provide us with a few hours’ warning of approaching hos
tile aircraft. This time might be extended greatly by aerial inspection of 
the Soviet territory or by appropriately stationed observers within the 
Soviet Union. The problems involved in thus extending our warning 
time may be more military and political than technical. The use of aerial 
inspection or ground observers clearly involve difficult military esti
mates of the result of any specific proposal about limited aerial inspec
tion zones or limited numbers or mobility of ground observers.

In the event that we enter into discussions with the Soviets on the 
problem of Surprise Attack, it seems highly likely that they will raise the 
problem of the training flights by our Strategic Air Command bombers, 
particularly when these bombers are carrying nuclear weapons. If the 
U.S. delegates are to discuss such a topic, it would seem of great impor
tance that we analyze in advance the present Fail Safe technique and 
its possible modifications, the effects of limiting the numbers of aircraft 
in flight at any time, and of restrictions on their flight paths. These, too, 
are predominantly military problems.

We must also expect that the proposed discussions with the Soviets 
will not be limited to present weapons such as manned aircraft, but will 
encompass also long range missiles. Their era is rapidly approaching, 
and consideration of them in the proposed discussions would greatly 
increase the significance and value of these discussions.

The size of the Soviet satellites leaves no doubt about the early 
achievement by them of missiles of essentially unlimited range when 
carrying warheads of thermonuclear size. They can be located anywhere 
in the USSR and still reach targets in the United States. Since this is true, 
it is clear that in the missile era geographically limited aerial or ground 
observer zones in our respective countries can provide no substantial 
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reduction of the threat of an attack without warning, although they 
may have other attractive features.

It now appears that unlimited aerial surveillance alone, no matter 
how elaborately reinforced by scientific devices, can increase warning 
time only to the limit of the duration of flight of missiles, i.e., to 30 min
utes for ICBM’s and to 15 minutes for IRBM’s. Any further increase in 
warning time would require quite different kinds of measures and any 
discussions with the Russians would doubtless have to examine these 
measures. Examples of these additional means include: (a) Devising of 
intelligence indicators for providing strategic intelligence; (b) Ground 
surveillance adequate to cope with dispersed or even mobile missile 
launchers; (c) Controls on the design, deployment, and numbers of 
offensive weapons.

Any further increase in warning must be based on the observa
tion, not of hostile acts, but of preparations for hostilities. Examples 
of the sorts of preparatory acts that might give indication of intention 
to launch a surprise attack include; (a) Forward deployment of long 
range bombers; (b) Fueling and positioning of missiles in preparation 
for firing. It is an inherent limitation of observations of such action that 
they cannot give certain indication of the intent to launch hostilities. At 
best, the observable acts are clear indications of a state of heightened 
readiness on the part of the observed power. It may turn out, therefore, 
that no reliable system can be devised to provide dependable advance 
warning of a surprise attack except in conjunction with agreed limita
tions on weapons numbers or deployment. Given such agreement, the 
observation or detection of deployments or weapons production in vio
lation of the agreement might furnish the kind of indicator that would 
be a reliable warning of attack.

With such considerations as these before us, we early came to the 
conclusion that discussions with the Soviets cannot long be confined to 
the strictly technical aspects of surveillance. They will inevitably touch 
upon the problem of weapons controls, controls of deployment, etc. 
While there are technical aspects to almost every part of the Surprise 
Attack problem, it is also clear that the subject of the proposed meeting 
with the Soviets is of such a nature that technical questions are in inex
tricably intertwined with political and military considerations.

We suggest that any group making preparatory studies for the 
conference should recognize the impossibility of separating technical 
questions from non technical questions. If the Science Advisory Com
mittee, therefore, is to be effective in conducting the study you request, 
we must join with competent representatives of the State Department, 
the Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and other 
government agencies.
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If it is agreed that we should assemble such a representative group, 
we are prepared to do so, if the President approves. An Alternative 
arrangement would be for the Department of Defense to take responsi
bility for organizing it.

Before we proceed further, therefore, I wanted to place before you 
these conclusions to make clear our own conviction that a discussion of 
Surprise Attack involves many elements and that it cannot be studied 
in a limited technical manner. We believe, further, that the planning 
for the proposed discussions with the Russians must be undertaken 
with the assumption that those discussions will certainly lead into non 
technical areas. We understand, finally, that the function of this study is 
not to recommend positions to be taken by the Government, but solely 
to make an analysis and list the alternatives which might be useful to 
you in reaching positions and making plans.

Yours sincerely,

J.R. Killian, Jr.

342. Telegram Denuc 103 From Geneva1

Geneva, July 25, 1958, 4 p.m.

Denuc 103. For Secretary and Killian from Fisk.
I believe that evidence is accumulating rapidly here that the Rus

sians want this conference to succeed, that they want an agreement on 
nuclear test cessation, that they want it soon, and that they are making 
and will make concessions to get it.

For example:
1) After first three days of sharp attack involving political issue, 

namely “purpose” of conference, the subject was dropped and has not 
been mentioned since.

2) Concessions were made by them on acoustic conclusions.
3) Conclusions on radioactive debris collection contained three sig

nificant concessions:

1 Source: Soviet interest in agreement on nuclear test detection. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/7–2558.
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Use of any aircraft,
Use of aircraft over national territories and 
Acceptance of non political wording.
4) Recognition and acceptance of “inspection” in seismic 

conclusions.
5) Lengthy, informal discussion of inspection in connection with 

proper place in the agenda has committed them farther than we 
believed they were prepared to go.

6) While there is pressure to complete work, there has been no 
recent reference to three or four weeks—or any other time limit.

7) General tone of meetings has been better; no further political 
hassles re communiques, etc.

8) In every important case they have accepted the major elements 
of our position, moving appreciably from their original position.

9) Their participation, whereas generally emphasizing theory 
rather than experimental data, has been on a high scientific plane.

We have reported earlier evidence of their concern re 4th power 
problem. Observations above may be interpreted as related primarily to 
this problem, but we believe they may have much deeper implications. 
On the assumption that my estimate is correct and that we do reach satis
factory understandings here with the USSR, the pressures will be intense 
to make the political decisions on what the next steps will be. I suggest 
that this issue be carefully thought out in Washington so that the US can 
take the initiative shortly after conclusion of this conference, which may 
be only ten days or so away. Soviet propaganda will no doubt make 
immediate capital out of the fact that Soviet and Western scientists have 
reached agreement on detection and identification of tests.

The true political implications of this development are not for me 
to evaluate. It seems clear that there have been important revisions 
in Fedorov’s instructions during the course of the meeting and he is 
accepting points which I did not believe at the outset he would accept.

I have discussed these observations with Sir William Penney, who 
has similar views which he has communicated to the Foreign Office.

Villard
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343. Telegram 248 From Moscow1

Moscow, July 26, 1958, 1 p.m.

248. Geneva experts conference has now proceeded to point where 
Soviet strategy is becoming fairly obvious. Their aim is to have meeting 
succeed, and, to this end, they have made number of important conces
sions which are not altogether in Soviet hard bargaining tradition. They 
have not, of course, surrendered on any points vitally affecting Soviet 
internal security and secrecy (nor were they really asked to by west), 
and conference has yet to discuss desiderata of control system scheme 
(which may well reveal significant divergences), but real clue to final 
outcome appears to have been their agreement to limited use of aircraft 
for flights to collect nuclear debris.

I would now assume that chances of success are sufficiently great 
to make it incumbent on us to decide where we go from there. Soviets 
are clearly calculating that final report agreeing to feasibility of control 
system and giving outline thereof will create irresistible pressure on west 
to cave in on separate test ban issue. We can be sure that all stops will be 
pulled from accompanying prolonged propaganda cry and that number 
of supports for this step in free world will exceed all previous records.

Thompson

1 Source: Soviet desire for agreement on nuclear test detection. Confidential. 1 p. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/7–2658.

344. Telegram 661 From London1

London, July 30, 1958, noon

661. Re nuclear tests suspension (Moscow’s 248 to Department, 
rptd London 51):

Embassy wishes voice its strong support for comment reftel that it 
is urgent for U.S. to decide next steps on assumption Geneva Experts 
Conference will be sufficiently successful shortly to make it advisable 

1 Source: Embassy support for Geneva and Moscow recommendation that U.S. pre
pare for next steps in disarmament talks. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/7–3058.
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be able act quickly in presenting U.S. and Western views on test sus
pension shortly after conclusion Geneva Conference. British position 
remains that last communicated by Lloyd to Secretary: i.e. that they 
would wish await results Geneva Conference before deciding on next 
steps. Nevertheless, Embassy has strong impression that UK is seeking 
lead from U.S. and, indeed, would welcome this plus indication how 
to deal with French in most helpful yet firm fashion. Because of strong 
public opinion pressures in UK for progress on disarmament and also 
some form test suspension under adequate safeguards, HMG rpt HMG 
may well be pushed by its public opinion to act rapidly once Geneva 
Conference terminated. FonOff clearly believes next 10 days will 
demonstrate at Geneva how anxious Soviets are to obtain agreement 
on feasible control system, and to demonstrate this interest through 
accepting reasonable monitoring system consistent with West’s secu
rity. Nevertheless, working level FonOff also appears believe there will 
be great pressures on UK arising both from final reports on Geneva 
Conference and from report of U.N. Radiation Committee.

Embassy would welcome any indications Department’s thinking.

Whitney

345. Memorandum of Conversation Between McCone and John 
Foster Dulles1

Washington, July 30, 1958, 12:50 p.m.

Mr. McCone handed me the attached memorandum on a limited 
test moratorium and asked my views regarding it. I said that I thought 
that there should be urgent thinking along the lines of a constructive 
proposal on suspension of testing as if there were a possible outcome 
of the Geneva talk of experts, some such action was imperative. I said 
I thought it would in any event be imperative for the next General 
Assembly, particularly having regard to certain aspects of the prospec
tive UN report of experts.

1 Source: Dulles reacts negatively to a paper by Libby and Teller urging testing lim
itations. Confidential; Personal and Private. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
General Memoranda of Conversation.
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Mr. McCone thought it would be very helpful for Murphy if he 
were stopping in Rome to talk with Cardinal Agaganiar who he thinks 
is better acquainted with problems in Lebanon than anyone else in the 
world. He is an Armenian and has lived in Lebanon.

JFD

Attachment

Teletype Message to McCone From Libby and Teller

TELETYPE MESSAGE TO JOHN MCCONE FROM
AEC COMMISSIONER WILLARD F. LIBBY AND DR. EDWARD 
TELLER, DIRECTOR OF THE LIVERMORE RESEARCH 
LABORATORY

A LIMITED TEST MORATORIUM

People everywhere feel a great concern about the possible effects 
of radioactive fallout from weapon tests. A most powerful objection to 
continued testing would be removed if radioactive fallout from future 
tests could be limited or eliminated. One of the following two plans 
would, therefore, seem reasonable.

We might propose to limit the offsite fission fallout per year to 
1 megaton equivalent each year released by the USA and the same 
amount by the USSR.

An alternative proposal would be to ban completely offsite fallout. 
This would permit underground testing by everyone.

The task of policing such a moratorium would be simplest in the 
latter case, but it does seem clear from our knowledge of radioactive 
fallout from weapons tests that it would be possible to conduct tests on 
the fallout ration basis.

It is of extreme importance at this time to put forth such a plan 
of test limitation. It would exploit the amount of agreement already 
obtained in Geneva. At the same time it would permit us to continue 
what kind of testing which is necessary to develop our tactical weap
ons, our clean weapons, and our lightweight warheads for interconti
nental ballistic missiles.

Limitation of fallout to 1 megaton a year would, furthermore, per
mit some effects shots, such as are needed in developing the anti ICBM 
system.

If we do not announce our willingness to accept a limitation such 
as the one given above we may be forced by public opinion into a 
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complete test cessation. According to the opinion of all reliable author
ities small shots below 5 kilotons can be effectively hidden. Methods to 
hide bigger explosions may well be discovered and such methods may 
already be available in the Soviet Union.

It is most important for the defense of our country and also for 
the development of the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives that contin
ued study of nuclear explosions take place. The proposed test limita
tion would permit continued testing in a calmer and more reasonable 
atmosphere. We believe, therefore, that it is important to put forward a 
proposal of this kind in the very near future.

346. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Goodpaster and 
Herter1

August 4, 1958, 3:10 p.m.

3:10—General Goodpaster phoned to say that Dr. Killian met with 
the President today. After the meeting the President asked the Gen
eral to tell CAH that we should have a statement ready following the 
present Geneva talks on nuclear testing. The President suggested we 
say that these negotiations now having been discussed satisfactorily 
the U.S. is considering what might be done in these areas to promote 
peace and stability. The President thought it should have the clearance 
of Defense, AEC, CIA and Gordon Gray. CAH told the General that a 
paper had been prepared by Mr. Farley on this subject and word was 
received from the Secretary that he approved it. He said it carried a 
covering letter to Dr. Killian. It was agreed that at the OCB luncheon 
on Wednesday CAH would get the clearances of the other Agencies as 
requested by the President. General Goodpaster said he would inform 
the President it would be taken up in OCB.

1 Source: Statement following Geneva discussions. No classification marking. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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347. Memorandum From Killian to Herter1

Washington, August 6, 1958

I read with great interest your letter of August 5, together with 
a staff paper proposing a suggested revision of our policy on nuclear 
testing. As you know, I have also had from John McCone a description 
of the proposal under consideration by the Atomic Energy Commission 
for a limited test moratorium.

First of all, let me note that the recommendation that there be a 
group brought together, as suggested in your staff paper, to discuss the 
nuclear provisions of U.S. disarmament policy, is desirable. I would 
raise this point with respect to what your staff paper suggests: Will it 
not at some point be necessary to have these proposals formally con
sidered by the National Security Council? Should not the procedure be 
determined by the President?

I do not feel it possible to reach a conclusion on either the test ces
sation proposals in the State Department staff paper or in the memo
randum from the Atomic Energy Commission without first being clear 
on certain national policy objectives. I think, in other words, that the 
specific suggestions in regard to test cessation or a limited test agree
ment must be appraised in the light of national policy.

If our national policy objective is to ease tensions or if this policy 
calls for freezing the Soviet nuclear capability at its present level or if 
our objective is to move in the direction of an agreed cessation of pro
duction of nuclear materials, then it seems that we would tend in our 
conclusions about nuclear test cessation to lean in the direction of the 
State Department’s paper.

If, however, our national policy objectives provide for uninter
rupted research and development to achieve every possible military 
refinement in nuclear weapons, while meeting at least partially the 
public clamor for reduction of fallout without at the same time stop
ping tests, then clearly a test moratorium might take the form of that 
under consideration by the Atomic Energy Commission.

It seems to me, then, that these basic issues must be discussed in 
order to reach conclusions about a specific form of test moratorium. 
There are other considerations affecting the selection of a specific plan: 
One of these is the value to the United States of having an inspection 
system in operation which would involve a massive penetration of the 

1 Source: Need for basic policy decision before deciding between test cessation or 
limitation. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–658.
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Iron Curtain and consequent benefits in intelligence and exchange of 
information. Another such consideration is whether we want to give 
the Russians further opportunity to renounce their announced test ces
sation policy.

Without guidance with respect to these matters, I would person
ally at this stage find it very difficult to take any position with regard to 
one plan in contrast with the other.

J.R. Killian, Jr.

348. Letters From Farley to McCone, Quarles, and Allen Dulles1

Washington, August 7, 1958

Dear Mr. McCone:

At the request of Mr. Herter I am sending herewith a proposed 
revision of present U.S. Policy on nuclear testing, together with a brief 
explanation of the arguments which we believe make this proposed 
policy preferable to the limited test moratorium which is outlined in a 
memorandum which you recently left with Secretary Dulles.

Mr. Herter’s office is now seeking a suitable time for an early meet
ing to consider the various policy proposals, and how a Presidential 
decision on nuclear testing policy can best be obtained.

Sincerely yours,

Philip J. Farley

1 Source: Transmits a proposed revision of U.S. nuclear testing policy. Secret. 7 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–758.
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Washington, August 7, 1958

Dear Mr. Quarles:

At the request of Mr. Herter I am sending herewith a proposed 
revision of present U.S. policy on nuclear testing, together with a brief 
explanation of the arguments which we believe make this proposed pol
icy preferable to the limited test moratorium which has been recently 
proposed by AEC Chairman McCone.

Mr. Herter’s office is now seeking a suitable time for an early meet
ing to consider the various policy proposals, and how a Presidential 
decision on nuclear testing policy can best be obtained.

Sincerely yours,

Philip J. Farley

Washington, August 7, 1958

Dear Mr. Dulles:

At the request of Mr. Herter I am sending herewith a proposed 
revision of present U.S. policy on nuclear testing, together with a brief 
explanation of the arguments which we believe make this proposed pol
icy preferable to the limited test moratorium which has been recently 
proposed by AEC Chairman McCone.

Mr. Herter’s office is now seeking a suitable time for an early meet
ing to consider the various policy proposals, and how a Presidential 
decision on nuclear testing policy can best be obtained.

Sincerely yours,

Philip J. Farley
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Enclosure

Proposed Revision of NSC Policy Paper on Disarmament

5. a. All parties will agree, independently of agreement on other 
provisions of section I,

(1) to refrain, as of the effective date of the agreement, from nuclear 
testing until 36 months thereafter. (The suspension would not continue 
beyond a 12 month period unless satisfactory progress was being made 
in the installation of the inspection system in (2) below.)

(2) to cooperate in setting up during the first 24 months, or earlier if 
mutually agreeable, an effective international inspection arrangement 
to monitor tests.

b. The U.S. will announce that it will resume nuclear tests at the 
end of 36 months if agreement to an adequately inspected cut off of the 
procution of fissionable materials for weapons purposes has not been 
achieved.

c. The U.S. will announce that it will refrain indefinitely from 
nuclear tests if the monitoring system referred to in paragraph 5a(2) is 
operating to the satisfaction of each party concerned and if the inspec
tion system for the cut off has been put into effect.

d. The U.S. will announce that if tests are resumed, it will give 
notification in advance of dates and approximate yields of such tests; 
provide reciprocal limited access to tests; and conduct such tests 
underground.

e. Provision will be made for the continuation, under international 
auspices, of any nuclear explosions necessary for the development of 
peaceful application of such explosions.

Enclosure

Proposed Policy on Nuclear Tests

Discussion:

1. We believe that with the Geneva talks approaching a conclu
sion, early policy decisions must be taken on the question of nuclear 
tests. Dr. Fisk, Ambassador Thompson and Embassy London have 
also expressed this view within the past week. In your letter to Prime 
Minister Macmillan on June 13 you indicated that we hoped to be able 
to approach the UK shortly on this matter in the light of information 
developed in the Geneva talks; and the UK reminded the Department 
last week of its desire to discuss the question with us upon conclusion 
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of those talks. The approach of the United Nations General Assem
bly, the release of the United Nations Radiation Committee [report] 
scheduled for early August, and the possibility of the question of tests 
arising indirectly in connection with the proposed Special Security 
Council Session are additional factors which demand consideration 
of this question.

2. On July 30 Chairman McCone handed you a message sent to 
him by Commissioner Libby and Dr. Edward Teller (TAB B). The mes
sage suggests that to avoid our being forced by public opinion into a 
complete test cessation we might propose (1) to limit the offsite fission 
fallout per year to one megaton equivalent each year released by the 
U.S. and the same amount by the USSR, or alternately (2) to ban com
pletely offsite fallout and permit underground testing by everyone.

3. While any measures which notably reduced fallout would 
lessen public concern about the health hazards of continued testing, we 
believe the AEC proposal is insufficient from the political standpoint 
and that it has the following specific disadvantages:

(a) It would be viewed as a retreat from previous Western propos
als which have called for suspension of tests rather than test limita
tions, and would seem an illogical sequel to the Geneva talks directed 
toward methods for enforcement of a possible test suspension.

(b) It would not be accepted and hence would enable the USSR to 
continue to exploit the testing issue and its own unilateral suspension 
in world wide propaganda and to avoid the question of a production 
cut off by continuing to hide behind the issue of a test suspension.

(c) By the same token, it would be an easy way for the USSR to 
avoid the inspection to which it has otherwise become largely commit
ted as a result of the Geneva talks.

(d) It would not inhibit the development of nuclear weapons capa
bilities by fourth countries, a problem which has been of some concern 
to the U.S. and one which is of apparently increasing concern to the 
USSR as well.

(e) It would not have the effect of a test suspension in freezing 
weapons development of the U.S. and USSR at a time when we retain 
some important advantages in weapons technology (according to tech
nical studies prepared by the Science Advisory Committee).

(f) A limitation of fallout to a fixed amount would, according to 
past technical consideration of similar limitation proposals, be difficult 
to enforce by inspection.

4. The policy recommendations which you discussed in general 
terms with the panel of disarmament advisors and approved for dis
cussion with other agencies in April, we believe, afford the best basis 
for decisions at this time. In summary, the nuclear test proposal we 
have discussed with the other agencies and revised in the light of their 
comments, is the following: The nuclear provisions of our present pro
posals (test suspension and cut off) would be made separable from the 
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other elements of the package, but testing would remain limited, as 
far as the U.S. is concerned, to the cut off which would become a con
dition subsequent. Nuclear tests would be suspended for three years 
beginning as of the effective date of the agreement.2 The suspension 
would not continue beyond twelve months unless satisfactory progress 
was being made in the installation of the inspection system. The U.S. 
would declare at the outset that testing would be resumed if agreement 
on an adequestly inspected cut off of production of fissionable mate
rials for weapons purposes had not been reached at the end of three 
years. Conversely, we would announce that the suspension would be 
extended for an indefinite period if agreement is reached on the instal
lation of a control system to assure that no further fissionable material 
is proposed for weapons purposes. The U.S. would announce that, if 
it became necessary to resume testing, the U.S. would henceforth test 
only underground.

5. This proposal would, we believe, turn to our advantage each 
of the factors mentioned in paragraph 3 above which weigh against 
the AEC proposal. It would be a logical follow up to the Geneva talks, 
deprive the Soviets of the propaganda advantages of the testing issue, 
enable us to begin arms inspection within the USSR, inhibit fourth 
country programs, and could freeze our present weapons advantage. 
It would, by removing the test issue, enable us to place more effec
tive emphasis in the nuclear cut off as the condition subsequent. Most 
important, it would be evidence of United States willingness to go the 
“extra mile” to help achieve more meaningful measures of disarma
ment and thus go far to counter the image which is all too prevalent 
abroad of an overly militaristic United States.

6. Attached as TAB A is a proposed revision of the paragraph 
on nuclear tests in present NSC policy which would incorporate the 
changes recommended above. The other disarmament policy recom
mendations discussed in the interim report to the Cabinet Committee 
(TAB B) need not, in our view, be decided until the studies on surprise 
attack now underway under the leadership of Dr. Killian have been 
completed.

2 A three year period is a minimum for a meaningful inspected agreement since 
from 18 to 24 months will be required for installing the inspection system. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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349. Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and John 
Foster Dulles1

Washington, August 12, 1958, 10 a.m.

1. We discussed the prospective meeting of the General Assem
bly on the Near East and the President’s prospective participation. It 
was agreed that we would ask that the President should be the first 
speaker before credentials and like matters might be raised, and that if 
this could be arranged, the President would plan to speak at the open
ing, i.e., 10:30, Wednesday morning. It was agreed that after talking 
with Lodge I would phone the President. He said he would probably 
come up late in the day possibly for dinner and spend the night at the 
Waldorf.

With respect to the speech, it was felt that it was still about three 
pages too long. It was agreed that CD Jackson would attempt the revi
sion and cutting while going to New York with me and that he would 
phone the revised text down to Mrs. Whitman. I pointed out the desir
ability of getting a definitive text in time for translation, duplication 
and circulation.

2. I noted that Bob Murphy would probably come to New York and 
report to me there en route to Washington.

3. I spoke of the Quemoy Matsu situation and of the fact that it 
might be necessary to give a further warning to the Chicoms about this 
situation. I said that during the past four years the integration of these 
two islands into the Formosa Penghu complex had been such that I 
doubted whether there could be an amputation without fatal conse
quences to Formosa itself. The President pointed out that this was not 
true from a military standpoint, and I indicated my agreement with 
that but did say that the connection from a political and psychologi
cal standpoint had become such that I thought now it would be quite 
dangerous to sit by while the Chicoms took Quemoy and Matsu. I said 
that I had the feeling that the Communist bloc might now be pushing 
all around the perimeter to see whether our resolution was weakened 
by the Soviet possession of nuclear missiles, but I felt confident that if it 
appeared that we were standing firm, then they would not take action 
that would risk precipitating a large scale war.

The President indicated that I might say something along these 
lines with reference to Quemoy and Matsu at a press conference.

1 Source: Need to resolve nuclear testing policy; Quemoy and Matsu; U.N. session 
on Near East. Top Secret; Personal and Private. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
Meetings with the President.
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4. I said that another matter that was urgent was the reaching of 
a policy decision on nuclear testing. It seemed likely that there would 
be an agreement at Geneva and that coupled with the United Nations 
Commission Report made it urgent that we arrive at a new policy. I 
said that State was working actively with Defense and AEC on this sub
ject and that I thought some split would develop which the President 
would have to resolve. The President said he was thinking in terms of 
a total suspension except of underground tests. I said I thought that 
the Defense Department would not like this because in a confined area 
some characteristics of the explosion could not be accurately estimated. 
The President said that he did not think that this should be a reason 
against limiting the test to underground areas.

I suggested to General Goodpaster that he try to arrange a 
restricted meeting of those directly interested as soon as I could be 
back in Washington. The President said he had already asked Good
paster to plan for this.

5. I said I received his note about George Whitney, that he was a 
good personal friend of mine and I thought highly of him. I observed 
however that Mrs. Whitman had indicated his age somewhat exceeded 
the President’s estimate. I added however that I was not one who 
believed incapacity automatically came at 73.

John Foster Dulles

350. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Herter1

New York, August 13, 1958, 1:14 p.m.

The Sec said on the whole it went well. The atmosphere is less 
tense than he thought it would be. Fawzi is a slick performer and made 
a smart conciliatory speech. The Sec said he talked with Gromyko yes
terday and for the first time he did not recite boiler plate stuff and it 
looked as though he would be interested in getting something. Their 
res is pretty moderate. If the order were reversed it would not be too 
bad. This may be the lull before the storm and it may get worse but it is 
off to a fairly mild start with a reasonable prospect of getting a res most 

1 Source: Cessation of nuclear testing. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1405

would agree on. Probably that is over optimistic and is due to the Pres’ 
being here.

H said nothing too exciting is going on there. He is going up at 2 
on EURATOM. It looks as though they have two reasonable bills if we 
could get them to report them out.

At 4 there will be another discussion on cessation of atomic tests. 
The Sec though H could push that along without waiting for him to 
come back. H said the Sec has to make the decision. Someone notified 
the man in Geneva re the difference and they have expressed them
selves in a telegram which the Sec said he has not seen. H summarized 
it. It did not come from State—AEC or IAEA. He will try to find out 
shortly. The Sec is concerned about the French here and notices this 
formulation talks about parties to the agreement. Who are they? H said 
so far they are talking in bilateral terms. H replied he assumes it would 
not include the UK unless they want to join. They agreed they would 
want to join. The Sec said as you envision it just the UK, US and USSR 
make an agreement to suspend and the French would be free. H said 
there has been no real discussion with the French. The Sec said Couve 
will probably be here Monday and it might be useful to talk then. H 
will arrange this p.m. to move on it. The Sec said the area would not 
be limited to the 3 and H said it would be all the world. The Sec said 
that would require agreements with them. The consent of the others 
would be second stage agreements. Agreed. The Sec said you don’t 
know if the French will agree to set it up in the Sahara or the Chinese 
Communists— that would all be later on. The Sec mentioned our mak
ing a unilateral declaration and then will that be a treaty at first? H is 
not sure of it. The Sec thinks first there would be an Executive Agree
ment. The Sec mentioned again H’s pushing it—if he gets into trouble 
he could come there for an hour or so if H wanted him to,—at the WH 
tomorrow or Friday. The Pres said the Columbine would stand by to 
get him. The Sec said the preliminary thinking along the lines he has 
indicated should be thought through.

H said at NSC tomorrow Gray has questions for discussion that 
may bring on discussion re Taiwan. H said he did not see the Sec’s 
memo of conv with the Pres about that. The Sec referred to what he said 
and added he does not think what the Pres said re a statement before 
a press conf was his final considered opinion. H said they are drafting 
something to come here tonight for consideration and will send a copy 
to the WH. The Sec is reluctant to see it dealt with by a formal decision 
at NSC and H does not think it can be. The Sec said it is all right the 
way it stands.
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351. Memorandum of Conversation Between Lovett and John 
Foster Dulles1

August 14, 1958

Mr. Lovett brought up the continuance of the advisory group on 
disarmament matters and asked whether it still served any useful 
purpose. He said that he was perfectly glad to carry on if it did serve 
a purpose. I said that while events had taken a turn somewhat differ
ent from what had been anticipated when the group was appointed in 
that there seemed no early likelihood of high level disarmament talks 
with the Soviet Union, one could never tell what would happen, and 
I felt that both the President and I felt it a comfort to be able to call 
on the four individually or collectively and talk matters over. I said I 
did not want them to serve if they felt they were being in any sense 
used as a cloak in respect of matters where they were not adequately 
informed. Mr. Lovett said he had no such concern, and indeed after 
the first announcement the existence of the group had largely been 
ignored or forgotten by the press. He said that in view of what I had 
said he thought the group should continue in being. I expressed sat
isfaction at this.

He said that Beedle Smith had raised the question with him and 
that Beedle had felt that the differences exhibited at the meeting with 
Macmillan were unfortunate. I said they would have been unfortunate 
with anybody but Macmillan but that he was practically a member of 
the family. Lovett said he agreed.

We talked about many other matters of a general character.

John Foster Dulles

1 Source: Continuation of the disarmament advisory group. Confidential. 1 p. Eisen
hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation.
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352. Memorandum From Bromley Smith to Gray1

Washington, August 14, 1958

SUBJECT

Disarmament Working Group Meeting

The Disarmament Working Group met this morning to review the 
State and Defense proposals for revision of the U.S. position regarding 
the suspension of nuclear tests, as stated in para. 8 of the first phase of 
disarmament.

State presented a draft (copy attached). Defense presented a revi
sion of its earlier draft (copy attached). AEC representatives did not 
attend because they were engaged in attempting to reach agreement on 
an AEC draft revision.

The Defense Department has reorganized its proposal in such a 
way that the Working Group was unable to marry the State and Defense 
drafts using either brackets or parallel columns. Thus it will be neces
sary to prepare an additional paper summarizing the policy differences 
between the two drafts.

In summary, the major differences in the proposed revisions are as 
follows:

a. State rejects the Defense concept of agreeing to refrain from such 
nuclear weapons testing as can be monitored by the agreed inspec
tion system. State believes we should refrain from testing if we obtain 
agreement for the installation of an “effective international system of 
inspection”.

b. State rejects the Defense provision (8–a–(3)) which would add 
as a condition to acceptance of the suspension of testing an agreement 
to cooperate in the design of an effective international inspection sys
tem to monitor the cessation of the production of nuclear materials 
for weapons purposes, and to seek agreement on the installation and 
operation of such a system. State believes the Defense condition is so 
close to existing policy that to make an offer to suspend testing on this 
basis would be inadequate to meet the political situation. State would 
introduce the concept of arrangements for the cut off of production 
of nuclear materials for weapons purposes as one of the conditions to 
agreement to refrain indefinitely from nuclear tests at the termination 
of the 24 month period.

c. Defense has deleted from its draft the State provision which 
would permit the continuation, under international auspices, of nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes.

1 Source: Record of the Disarmament Working Group meeting. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of Nuclear Testing.
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The Defense representative, General Byers, appeared to agree, 
during the course of the meeting, to present both State and Defense 
drafts to the Joint Chiefs formally so that work could be started in the 
Joint Staff on the JCS views.

The Group discussed the extraordinary complexity of attempt
ing to deal with the question of “peaceful uses” of nuclear dynamite. 
Dr. Killian’s representative called attention to the fact that the atomic 
exhibit to be opened in Geneva this summer would include a section 
on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. He restated the Geneva scien
tists view that an effort to distinguish between peaceful explosions and 
weapons tests had not been discussed, and would be practically impos
sible to accomplish under any kind of a monitoring system.

The discussion also made clear that the system being devised in 
Geneva will not work if stations are not established in Communist 
China. If other states will not accept monitoring stations in their terri
tory, the number of stations in the USSR and in the U.S. will have to be 
greatly increased if the system is to have a significant capability.

As far as I could learn, the State Department has not attempted to 
list the policy issues involved in a decision to modify existing policy on 
nuclear testing. There was some feeling expressed by the State repre
sentative that Dr. Killian’s points, as summarized during Wednesday’s 
meeting, were so broad as to involve issues which need not be decided 
immediately.

Bromley Smith

353. Telegram Denuc 163 From Geneva1

Geneva, August 14, 1958, 10 p.m.

Denuc 163. At further three hour informal session today, para 
by para review of WestDel and SovDel draft conclusions continued 
and there appeared to be further meeting of minds on most signifi
cant points other than number of posts, discussion of which Fedorov 
obviously postponing until last. Exact degree agreement achieved dif
ficult determine until redrafts based on today’s session prepared and 
exchanged. At end session, Fedorov gave Fisk redraft organization 

1 Source: Report of meeting with Soviets in Geneva on detection of nuclear explo
sions. Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–1458.
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conclusions paper, which appeared on quick reading to omit politi
cal issues we had previously claimed inability discuss. (WestDel will 
transmit text when translation completed.) However, Fedorov made 
further plea that we explicitly recognize need for “parity” in govern
ing organization in view of important powers it would exercise and 
stated that no control organ could be set up until this issue settled. He 
implied he wished us seek instructions this matter, but did not raise 
it again when Fisk reiterated that we would not under any circum
stances be able discuss this matter.

Fisk gave Fedorov WestDel draft final report (Denuc 156) and 
requested comment.

Group will meet again informally 3:00 PM August 15.

Villard

354. Letter From Kistiakowsky to Killian1

Washington, August 15, 1958

Dear Dr. Killian:
On July 14 the President sent a memorandum to the Secretary of 

State suggesting that he join with the Secretary of Defense and yourself 
in having a careful study made “to further our preparations for possible 
negotiations on measures to detect and discourage surprise attack.” He 
further directed that this study should be made after appropriate con
sultation with other government agencies and officials, that the Work
ing Group actually charged with the study be kept quite small, and that 
it take “full advantage of the analyses and studies of a technical nature 
bearing on this matter that are being developed within Dr. Killian’s sci
entific and technical group.”

The Inter Agency Group that was brought together in accordance 
with these instructions to the Secretary of State herewith presents its 
report with Appendices I to IV attached. In addition there is included a 
J.C.S. document referred to in the report and a memorandum from the 
Chairman of the Watch Committee.

1 Source: Conveys report of Inter Agency Group on Surprise Attack (not included). 
Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for 
Science and Technology, Disarmament, Surprise Attack.
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The Working Group functioned as individuals, rather than as rep
resentatives of their agencies. The Group confined itself to an analysis 
of the problem and to conclusions about what further studies could 
most effectively be undertaken in order to prepare adequately in the 
time available for discussions with the Soviets which may open during 
the first week in October. The Working Group wishes to stress the fact 
that it is not making any recommendations in regard to positions which 
should be taken by the United States in these proposed discussions.

We do venture, however, to add to the conclusions and comments 
in our report our conviction that the U.S. Government faces a task of 
great complexity and difficulty in preparing adequately for the discus
sions, and that the time available is very short.

Yours sincerely,

G.B. Kistiakowsky
Chairman

Inter- Agency Group on Surprise Attack

355. Memorandum From Keeny to Goodpaster1

Washington, August 15, 1958

Attached for your information are three documents on the Nuclear 
Test Cessation problem. Dr. Killian thought that you might find them 
useful as background for the Monday afternoon meeting with the Pres
ident on this subject.

Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr.

1 Source: Forwards three papers on nuclear test cessation. Top Secret. 10 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Nuclear 
Testing.
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Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Office of Science and Technology

POLICY QUESTIONS RAISED BY DISCUSSION  
OF TEST CESSATION OR LIMITATION

In weighing the pros and cons of some form of test cessation 
announcement or agreement, it seems desirable first to examine certain 
questions of basic national policy. The decisions with respect to these 
matters of national policy may be conclusive in determining whether 
we depart from our present policy of testing, and if so in what way. 
Some of the policy questions involved are:

1. If the NSC policy on disarmament seems to be unachievable, 
is the U.S. prepared to seek some partial solution in an effort to ease 
world tensions?

a. Should the nuclear provisions of our present disarmament pol
icy (test suspension and cut off of production of fissionable materials 
for weapons production) be made separable from the other elements of 
the disarmament package?

b. Should the suspension of nuclear testing remain linked, as far 
as the U.S. is concerned, to the cut off of weapon materials production?

c. Present policy states that the acceptability of any international 
system for the regulation of armaments depends primarily on the scope 
and effectiveness of the safeguards against violations and evasions. 
What degree of reliability of detection is required for a “safeguarded” 
system for the detection of nuclear tests?

d. What should U.S. policy be toward agreement on suspension 
vs. limitation of nuclear testing: (1) “complete suspension” of nuclear 
testing (although there would not be a good probability of identifying 
underground tests of less than 5 kilotons); (2) cessation of all testing 
except for devices of very few kilotons’ yield below the limit speci
fied by the monitoring agreement, such tests to be conducted without 
radioactive fallout; (3) cessation of such nuclear testing that can be sat
isfactorily monitored by the agreed system, contingent on progress for 
the cut off of production of fissionable materials for weapons; or (4) a 
restricted testing agreement limiting the amount of annual offsite fis
sion fallout or banning offsite fallout.

2. Would a nuclear test cessation operate to the net disadvantage of 
the U.S. considering its military, political and economic implications? Is 
it to U.S. advantage to seek to hold at present levels the nuclear weap
ons capabilities of the U.S. and the USSR; or should the U.S. strive to 
achieve every possible military advance and refinement in nuclear 
weapons while the USSR does the same?

3. Is the U.S. willing to accept political arrangements necessary to 
extend the nuclear test detection and identification system to Red China?
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4. Are we willing to accept an international inspection system in 
the U.S.? Are there constitutional questions?

5. Is it our conviction that a sound and adequate inspection system 
would be of advantage to the U.S. by bringing about a massive pene
tration of the iron curtain and subsequent benefit in intelligence and 
exchange of information?

6. What should be U.S. policy with respect to the international 
means required for monitoring a nuclear test cessation agreement, 
including organization and personnel?

7. Should the U.S. “seek to prevent the development by additional 
nations of national nuclear weapons capabilities” by means of a nuclear 
test suspension agreement?

8. Should the U.S. agree to abide by a test ban prior to the installa
tion and operation of an adequate detection system?

9. Should our policy anticipate Soviet acceptance of the inspection 
concepts agreed at Geneva and seek to make it difficult for the Sovi
ets either to resume nuclear weapons testing or to derive world wide 
acclaim for unilaterally practicing a test ban?

10. Is it a national U.S. policy objective to seek now to diminish 
world wide fears about the hazards of radioactive fallout and to take 
action which will reassure those who hold these fears?

Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Office of Science and Technology

PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS FOR A TEST CESSATION

1. Military Security of the USA: Relative Position vs. the USSR

Test cessation now or in the near future would be to the military 
advantage of the U.S. At the conclusion of the Hardtack tests, the U.S. 
will possess a tested series of nuclear warhead prototypes covering a 
very wide range of application, and probably with superior perfor
mance in all categories compared to the USSR. While it is evident that 
continued U.S. tests would increase U.S. nuclear weapons strength in 
an absolute sense, further tests will not increase our relative strength, 
and may even decrease it in the light of rapid Russian advances and 
the increasing maturity of nuclear weapons technology on both sides.

[text not declassified] According to intelligence estimates, USSR does 
not have a warhead in this weight class and is, therefore, restricted to 
very much larger ICBM’s and may encounter difficulties developing a 
submarine launched IRBM.
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Similarly, there is no evidence that the Soviets possess tactical 
weapons of small size and yield comparable to those possessed by the 
U.S. Evidence on the Soviet test program indicates that it has not fol
lowed the most promising avenue for the development of weapons of 
small size and good yield.

If one looks back over the history of U.S. and Soviet weapons 
development, one has to conclude that a test cessation at an earlier date 
would have left the U.S. in a position of much greater relative military 
advantage. It is likely that the Soviet Union will continue to progress 
more rapidly than the U.S. and will approach the capability of the U.S. 
in nuclear warheads if testing is continued.

2. Military Security: Actual Requirements

a. The Hardtack test series has been very successful and has met 
essentially all important military requirements. [text not declassified]

b. In defending the U.S. against attack, particularly a ballistic 
missile attack, the major technological problems are not in the area of 
nuclear weapon development, but in the non nuclear aspects of these 
defensive weapons—particularly electronics. If we can solve the elec
tronics problems of these weapons systems, we can construct effective 
systems around nuclear weapons available after the Hardtack tests. In 
the case of ballistic missiles, while an increase in yields would be use
ful, we could gain much more by the improvement of guidance and 
thereby accuracy of delivery.

c. Although we do not now have small yield “clean” weapons 
which unquestionably would have tactical applications, there are 
now available conventional weapons or air burst fission weapons to 
accomplish equivalent objectives. It is also significant that radioactivity 
induced by “clean” weapons in ground burst is substantial and may 
produce radioactivity equivalent to 20% of fission yield.

3. Detection of Clandestine Nuclear Tests

There appears to be little question that it is technically possible 
to design a control system to monitor a test cessation agreement. The 
current Geneva Conference will probably result in agreed upon con
clusions concerning a control system which can effectively detect and 
identify nuclear explosions of between one and two kilotons and above 
in the atmosphere and above five kilotons underground and which 
would have at least deterrent value for lower yields. In addition, recent 
theoretical calculations have indicated that it is considerably more dif
ficult to hide underground weapons tests by reducing the coupling to 
seismic waves than had previously been believed.

4. Test Cessation is an Important Step in Disarmament

A test cessation would be an important step in easing world ten
sions. It would create an atmosphere in which further disarmament 
missions which are considered more important from our point of view 
could more easily be negotiated. We must start somewhere seeking 
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ways to slow down this armaments race and it is unrealistic to expect 
the early achievement of over all disarmament agreements. It will be 
easier to reach agreement on a small problem, like test cessation, than 
on a large one, like prevention of surprise attack. Unless we reach 
agreement on this small problem, we cannot expect to be successful in 
concluding agreements on the larger problems.

The Geneva Conference will probably result in agreement that both 
control posts and the right of rapid, unimpeded inspection are required 
in an effective control system. The Soviets have also agreed to limited 
overflight of the USSR in case there is suspicion of nuclear explosion 
on its territory. Even though these concepts will require clarification in 
a political agreement, they constitute a precedent for the acceptance of 
inspection by the Soviet Union.

5. Nuclear Disarmament

U.S. policy calls for a cut off of fissionable material production 
for weapons as a second step in nuclear disarmament. A test cessation 
agreement could be tied to a future agreement on the cut off of produc
tion. It will be our choice whether we wish to proceed further in nuclear 
disarmament.

6. International Relations

a. General—The position of the United States in the society of 
nations will deteriorate if we continue testing. We will increasingly be 
considered as warlike and as obsessed with aggressive military objec
tives, while the Soviets will seek to gain support as a nation with peace
ful objectives.

We are now engaged in a technical discussion with the Soviets to 
determine if an agreed upon system of effective inspection of nuclear 
explosions can be achieved and the make up and capability of such a 
system. If there are agreed upon conclusions upon the control of test 
cessation and if the U.S. then fails to seek a test cessation agreement, it 
may well subject us to world wide criticism for bad faith, even though 
we carefully stated before the start of the Geneva talks that such talks 
did not commit us to any policy with respect to cessation.

b. Fallout—Even though the actual radiation hazards from fall
out from nuclear tests may be relatively small, the uncertainties and 
warnings that have been expressed by scientists on radiation hazards 
have caused fear and apprehension throughout the world and a strong 
emotional opposition to testing. We cannot ignore or escape this grow
ing world apprehension and/or escape damage to our position in the 
world which will result from our disregard of worldwide fears.

7. Peaceful Applications

If peaceful application tests are excluded by the test cessation 
agreement, it may be possible to re introduce tests for peaceful appli
cation, after the issue of tests has lost its present controversial nature. 
Such a delay would be acceptable since these applications are of small 
importance compared with the stopping of the armaments race.
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356. Letter From Kistiakowsky to McElroy1

August 15, 1958

Dear Mr. Secretary:
On July 14 the President sent a memorandum to the Secretary of 

State suggesting that he join with the Secretary of Defense and Dr. Kil
lian in having a careful study made “to further our preparations for 
possible negotiations on measures to detect and discourage surprise 
attack.” He further directed that this study should be made after appro
priate consultation with other government agencies and officials, that 
the Working Group actually charged with the study be kept quite small, 
and that it take “full advantage of the analyses and studies of a techni
cal nature bearing on this matter that are being developed within Dr. 
Killian’s scientific and technical group.”

The Inter Agency Group that was brought together in accordance 
with these instructions to you herewith presents its report with appen
dices 1 to 4 attached. In addition there is included a J.C.S. document 
referred to in the report and a memorandum from the Chairman of the 
Watch Committee.

The Working Group functioned as individuals, rather than as rep
resentatives of their agendcies. The Group confined itself to an analysis 
of the problem and to conclusions about what further studies could 
most effectively be undertaken in order to prepare adequately in the 
time available for discussions with the Soviet which may open during 
the first week in October. The Working Group wishes to stress the fact 
that it is not making any recommendations in regard to positions which 
should be taken by the United States in these proposed discussions.

We do venture, however, to add to the conclusions and comments 
in our report our conviction that the U.S. Government faces a task of 
great complexity and difficulty in preparing adequately for the discus
sions, and that the time available is very short.

Yours sincerely,

G.B. Kistiakowsky
Chairman

Inter- Agency Group on Surprise Attack

1 Source: Conveys report of Inter Agency Group on Surprise Attack (not included). 
Top Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel, Surprise Attack.
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357. Memorandum From Twining to McElroy1

Washington, August 15, 1958

SUBJECT

Nuclear Testing (U)

1. Reference is made to your memorandum of 15 August 1958, 
which enclosed a copy of the Department of State’s draft proposal on 
the revision of the U.S. Position on the First Phase of Disarmament, and 
an alternate proposal prepared by the Department of Defense.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined the two proposals, in the 
light of their memoranda to you of 13 March 1958 and 30 April 1958. 
They wish to re emphasize and reaffirm their views expressed in their 
previous memoranda to you on this subject, that a nuclear test suspen
sion or cessation should not be agreed to apart from a larger disarma
ment proposal which would include the termination of the production of 
nuclear weapons and weapons material. They consider that an essential 
prerequisite to any agreement to test suspension or cessation is an oper
ational inspection and monitoring system in being. In addition, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff desire to point out that, in the foreseeable international 
political situation, any agreement to suspend nuclear testing would be 
tantamount to a permanent cessation, and that any escape clause that 
would seem to permit the resumption of testing would probably be inef
fective in the light of world opinions, even if the United States was satis
fied that the Soviet Union was not abiding by the agreement.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that the present military posi
tion of the United States, in the light of recent world developments, 
fully justifies a continuing requirement for nuclear testing. The results 
at HARDTACK demonstrate the absolute necessity of testing weapons 
both from the standpoint of furthering development and also from 
the standpoint of proof testing prior to stockpiling. [text not declassi-
fied] This is but one example of the need for testing in the develop
ment of warheads for new applications. In the area of weapon effects, 
additional data concerning the optimum kill mechanism for AICBM’s 
are required. Also, experiments concerning new and important high 
altitude phenomena were conducted for the first time at HARDTACK 
and are only in the exploratory stage. It is increasingly clear that in 
the national interest nuclear testing must continue. Without testing, the 
inevitable result must be stagnation in the effectiveness of our present 
weapons systems. In addition, cessation of testing would preclude the 

1 Source: Conveys negative JCS views on cessation of nuclear testing. Secret; 
Restricted Data. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Nuclear Testing.
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introduction of essential new weapon systems requiring new warheads 
and lead to the stockpiling of unproven weapons.

4. Nothing that has taken place in the recent past has, in the opin
ion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, been cause for a basic change in the mil
itary factors which influenced the views expressed by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in earlier memoranda. Rather, a strong adherence to the present 
United States position on the subject of Nuclear Testing seems plainly 
indicated. Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff request that you convey 
the views expressed in this memorandum to the President.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

358. Letter From the President’s Science Advisory Committee Panel 
on Surprise Attack to Killian1

August 15, 1958

Dear Dr. Killian:
We are transmitting herewith a report of a Panel of the President’s 

Science Advisory Committee concerned with the problem of surprise 
attack. This report is entitled, “Some Technical Aspects of the Problem 
of Surprise Attack.”

Since July 15 when you initiated the work of our Panel, we have 
given as intensive study to the problem of surprise attack as we were 
able to give in the time available. Our report discusses some of the 
technical aspects of this extraordinarily complex subject, and has bene
fited materially from briefings which were heard jointly with the Inter 
Agency Working Group studying this same subject.

We especially wish you to note that our study has indicated sev
eral problem areas, both technical and military, that will require further 
intensive study. Some of these problems could not be carefully consid
ered because of the limits of time. Others, it was felt, went beyond the 
charter of our activity.

1 Source: Transmits the Panel’s report (not included). Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assist
ant for Science and Technology.



1418 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

At your request we have forwarded copies of our analysis to the 
Inter Agency Working Group studying this problem, and we are pre
pared to provide any additional assistance that you may deem helpful.

Respectfully,

R. R. Bowie
G. B. Kistiakowsky

E. M. Purcell
I. I. Rabi

J. H. Sides, VAdm., USN
J. B. Wiesner

J. R. Zacharias
Panel Chairman

359. Draft Presidential Statement1

Washington, August 18, 1958

DRAFT PRESIDENTIAL STATEMENT AT TIME OF RELEASE OF 
REPORT OF GENEVA MEETING ON NUCLEAR TESTS

We welcome the successful conclusion of the Geneva discussions 
on technical requirements for monitoring testing agreements. The sub
stantial agreement which has been reached on the technical aspects of 
this problem is cause for encouragement that disarmament negotiations 
can be fruitfully resumed. Since effective inspection is an essential ele
ment of any meaningful disarmament agreement, progress toward dis
armament measures should be facilitated by this agreement of experts 
as to the technical requirements of a nuclear test monitoring system.

Important questions remain to be resolved before such a test mon
itoring system can be established. These include the organization of the 
control system and its relationship to the United Nations and national 
governments, the implementation of staffing, and on the spot inspec
tion, and the participation of the authorities on whose territories con
trol posts should be located. We stand ready to join in negotiations on 
these questions. We hope that such negotiations can be speedily com
menced and carried through to a successful conclusion.

1 Source: For release after successful conclusion of Geneva talks on detection of 
nuclear tests. Confidential. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles–Herter Series.
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We have constantly pointed out during the course of recent dis
armament negotiations that a suspension of nuclear tests in itself will 
not end the present arms build up or the ability of the nuclear powers 
to wage devastating war. The heart of the nuclear armament problem 
is the tremendous destructive power now at the disposal of both sides, 
together with the means of delivering this destructive power. Unless 
the production of additional fissionable material for the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons is halted, and a gradual equitable reduction of pres
ent armaments is begun, the threat of mutual nuclear destruction will 
continue to mount. For these reasons we have urged that action should 
be taken simultaneously on nuclear testing, nuclear weapons manufac
ture, and other major arms control steps.

There is the possibility that mutually monitored suspension of 
tests might be a first step which would make it possible to reach other 
and more substantial agreements relating to nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery and to other essential phases of disarmament. We are 
encouraged also by the statements of Soviet leaders indicating that a 
nuclear testing agreement might be an important first step toward halt
ing the arms race and toward agreements in other areas of disarmament.

The United States is prepared to join with the Soviet Union and the 
United Kingdom, the other nations which have tested nuclear weap
ons, in negotiating an agreement for an effectively inspected cessation 
of nuclear tests. There could be drawn in on an ad hoc basis others who 
would assume obligations under the agreement, including those hav
ing authority over areas within which control posts are to be established 
in accordance with phased arrangements. The progress and results of 
these negotiations might be duly reported to the United Nations and its 
organs with disarmament responsibilities, through the intermediary of 
the Secretary General.

For our part we are prepared, unless testing is resumed by the 
U.S.S.R. or the U.K., to withhold further testing of nuclear weapons for 
a period up to one year beginning October 1, 1958, while agreement 
is being reached both as to the terms of the cessation and the detailed 
arrangements for inspection. Further, if agreement on the terms of an 
effectively inspected cessation of nuclear tests can be achieved, we 
are prepared to suspend testing on a year by year basis, subject to a 
determination at the beginning of each year of extension that satisfac
tory progress is being made (a) in installing and operating the agreed 
inspection system, and (b) in reaching agreement on and implementing 
major and substantial arms control measures.



1420 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

360. Telegram 1913 to London1

Washington, August 19, 1958

1913. Deliver following message from President to Prime Minister 
Macmillan soonest. Advise time and date of delivery.

QTE August 19, 1958
Dear Harold:
I have just heard of Foster’s talk with Selwyn concerning making 

a unilateral statement about cessation of testing provided the Protocol 
at Geneva is signed in a completely satisfactory form. In view of some 
doubts expressed by Selwyn to Foster, I want to assure you that it is our 
purpose to be as completely generous with your Government in the 
matter of passing information as the law will permit. I am sure you will 
understand the need for something being done promptly in the event 
that the Geneva Protocol is signed as expected.

With warm regard.
D.E. UNQTE

Herter
Acting

1 Source: Transmits letter from Eisenhower to Macmillan on public statement on 
cessation of nuclear testing. Confidential; Presidential Handling; Niact. 1 p. NARA, RG 
59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–1958.

361. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and John 
Foster Dulles1

New York, August 20, 1958, 8:55 a.m.

H returned the call and The Sec asked if he talked to McCone. 
H had and also with Killian and they agreed it is desirable to use the 
same wording as the Russians. McCone’s reaction was to have nothing 
at all rather than giving the Russians veto power. The Sec and H agreed 
this is all right. The Sec read from a Supreme Soviet decision in the SU 

1 Source: Statement on nuclear testing; offshore islands. No classification marking. 
3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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and said he just would say all types of atomic and nuclear weapons and 
say nothing more about the subject at all. H said they are heading that 
way. The Sec said it may be possible the way it is worded they intend to 
do it themselves—the Sec indicated I think we would.

H said he got the telegram re the Sec’s talk with de Murville. They 
agreed it is good. H said they have not heard from Geneva. Macmillan 
has not sent word to the President.

The Sec said Couve wants to come to Washington and obviously to 
see the Pres though he did not say so. H will find out the Pres’ weekend 
plans. The Sec told Couve Friday p.m. would probably be better than 
Saturday a.m.

The Sec said the Pres may get a question re the offshore islands. 
H read a suggested reply from WSR. The Sec would have thought he 
could have gone further. H said it has been quieter the last few days. The 
Sec thought the Pres could say our position remains the same, namely 
under the Treaty and authority under Public Law 4, the US would act 
if it seemed that the attack involved Formosa and the Penghus and that 
during the 4 years since that time there has been increasing integration 
between Formosa and the offshore islands and that would have to be 
taken into account. H told of today’s Alsop story. If the Pres is asked re 
the ME he will say it is being actively discussed at the UN and it would 
be inappropriate to get into it in Washington. The Sec said speeches are 
supposed to end today and get down to real business tomorrow.

The Sec asked if the plan is to make a statement tomorrow. H said 
yes—they are signing at 11 in Geneva and he hopes the Pres will get it 
out about 10. Hagerty may want the Pres to step out of NSC to give to 
the Press. The Sec complained about all the jargon in the preliminary. H 
said it is to build up the idea it is only a small part of working towards 
disarmament. The Sec would suggest cutting down. It is essentially a 
propaganda exercise and the time it takes hemming and hawing peo
ple will wonder what we are up to and what it is. The Sec would think 
it could be put in more pungent terms though he realizes it is late. H 
said they can take a try and it would have to go through Defense, AEC 
etc. and H would hope we won’t end up tonight with an indecisive 
statement. The Sec said if he has time he might make a suggestion later 
in the day but realizes it is late to do it. H said it can always be looked 
over again.

H said the French came in and talked to Farley last night. They 
talked it over and said it sounds as if an ultimatum went to Geneva but 
we pointed out we have acted as a group. This was about signature—
not statement. The position here is mild compared with Geneva.
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362. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and John 
Foster Dulles1

August 20, 1958, 11:12 p.m.

The Sec said Lloyd was in the other room. The Sec has rewrit
ten the statement somewhat but the principle thing is the US taking 
account of the Geneva conclusions is prepared to proceed promptly 
etc. and he read. Lloyd is anxious in order to maintain the integrity 
of our position to have a requirement that the concept of the putting 
the experts’ report into effect should be accepted in principle by other 
nations—the SU and UK in our case. H said has it arisen in any way 
in regard to the French objection to have it submitted to govt—the Sec 
said no. We have taken the position we will not suspend unless there 
is a system to supervise—now we say we are going to stop testing for 
a year—we should insist the Soviets accept in principle there should 
be supervision and if we do that we have logic and integrity in our 
position. H thinks it has logic and the Sec thinks it has sense. The Sec 
said he talked to Farley about this. The Sec said he agreed to “the 
agreement should also deal with the problem of detonation for peace
ful purposes as distinct from weapons tests.” They discussed some
thing briefly I missed and H asked if we are free to continue during it 
and the Sec said yes, he thinks we are—we just agree to forego weap
ons tests. H said the logic is clear—the Sec said clear without spelling 
it out literally which we don’t want to do. H liked accept in princi
ple. The Sec said he just got the text of the Pres’ letter. H said it was 
complicated.

1 Source: Statement on cessation of nuclear testing. No classification marking. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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363. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 20, 1958, 11:15 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Herter
Dr. Killian
General Persons
Mr. Hagerty
General Goodpaster

The meeting was held to discuss the timing of the statement of 
test suspension, and the timing of notification to the Congress concern
ing the statement. Secretary Herter said that the timing problems are 
very difficult, and that much remains to be brought together before the 
statement is issued. It would be possible, he indicated, to take a calcu
lated gamble that the effect would not be lost by waiting another week 
until the report of the Geneva negotiations is filed and made public. 
The special significance of August 21st is the signing of the agreement 
in Geneva. If we should wait, however, we run the risk that the Sovi
ets would launch some sort of propaganda campaign which would 
deprive us of the effect we are seeking through our action.

The President asked if we had received any reply from the British as 
to their agreement with our proposed action, and Secretary Herter said 
we had not. The President said he understood that the item that is causing 
a great deal of difficulty in our own government is the ruling out of peace
ful detonations during the period while an agreement is being negotiated. 
He thought a reasonable solution would be to permit these to continue. 
Secretary Herter said he understood there were some scientific objections 
to this, in that it would open the way for possible cheating by the Soviets. 
He said that the period of unilateral suspension could be cut down to nine 
months and we could negotiate with the Soviets during that period con
cerning peaceful explosions. The disadvantage to the nine months period 
is that we would seem to be planning to discontinue simply until we were 
ready to start another test series the middle of next year.

There was then discussion as to the best means of notifying the 
Congress, and the President said he thought the best course was to 
ask Mr. Rayburn and Senator Johnson to get the appropriate leaders 
together, one group in the House and one group in the Senate.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Statement on cessation of nuclear testing. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on August 25.
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364. Telegram Secto 8 From John Foster Dulles at USUN1

New York, August 20, 1958, 1 p.m.

Secto 8. Personal from Secretary to Acting Secretary. I have again 
gone over the August 19 draft of Presidential statement to be made at 
the time of the release of report of Geneva Meeting on Nuclear Testing.

1. I understand that the language on one year suspension will read 
“to withhold further testing of atomic and nuclear weapons for a period 
up to one year beginning October 1, 1958”. This would in my opinion 
permit of the use of atomic and nuclear power for clearly civilian and 
peaceful purposes, and do so without loss of world propaganda effect 
because our statement would be in this respect substantially identical 
with the decision of the Supreme Soviet of March 31, 1958.

2. While accepting the foregoing draft as a statement of United 
States policy, I believe that the President’s public statement could with 
great advantage be substantially simplified. I am adding redraft at end 
of message to carry out this thought.

Let me emphasize that I am not seeking through this redraft to 
retract or modify in any way any of the previously agreed language 
so far as it is a United States policy position. However, since the public 
statement is primarily designed to influence world opinion and gain 
good will, I believe that it is desirable to emphasize the positive aspects 
and avoid expressing publicly some of the difficulties and complexities 
we foresee and which are inherent in the situation. Following is text of 
public statement I would suggest:

Begin text: The United States welcomes the successful conclusion 
of the Geneva discussions on technical requirements for monitoring 
testing agreements.

Important questions remain to be resolved before a test monitoring 
system can be established. These include the organization of the control 
system and its relationship to the United Nations and national govern
ments, the implementation of staffing and on the spot inspection, and 
the participation of the authorities on whose territories control posts 
should be located.

In an effort to resolve these questions, the United States is prepared 
to join with the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, the other nations 
which have tested nuclear weapons, in negotiating an agreement for 
an effectively inspected suspension of nuclear tests. Representatives 

1 Source: Draft Presidential statement on cessation of nuclear testing. Confidential. 
3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–2058.
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of other countries having authority over areas within which control 
posts should be established would of course be consulted. The progress 
and results of these negotiations might be duly reported to the United 
Nations and its organs with disarmament responsibilities, through the 
intermediary of the Secretary General.

The United States is also prepared, unless testing is resumed by 
the Soviet Union, to withhold further testing of atomic and nuclear 
weapons for a period up to one year beginning October 1, 1958, while 
agreement is being reached both as to the terms of suspension of testing 
and the detailed arrangements for inspection. Further, if agreement on 
the terms of an effectively inspected suspension of nuclear tests can be 
achieved, the United States is prepared to suspend testing on a year by 
year basis, subject to a determination at the beginning of each year of 
extension that satisfactory progress is being made (a) in installing and 
operating the agreed inspection system, and (b) in reaching agreement 
on and implementing major and substantial arms control measures, 
such as the United States has long sought.

As the United States has frequently made clear, it does not consider 
that suspension of testing of atomic and nuclear weapons is in itself a 
measure of disarmament or limitation of armament. The significance 
of an agreement for a monitored mutual suspension of tests is that it 
may lead to other and more substantial agreements relating to limita
tion and reduction of such weapons and to other essential phases of 
disarmament. This is our hope. End text.

Dulles

365. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and John 
Foster Dulles1

New York, August 20, 1958, 1:25 p.m.

Sec. said he gathered peaceful uses is still being batted about. H. 
said no not at all—President made decision this morning and McCone is 
very unhappy. Sec. said he thought it was a mistake to put peaceful uses 
in this statement. Sec. said what this public statement is is an exercise in 

1 Source: Statement on cessation of nuclear testing. No classification marking. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.



1426 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

public relations because we have been slipping so badly. H. said Pres. 
had gotten into a jam with McCone. H. was asked to go over (WH) before 
press conference. Sec. said re peaceful uses it is only a matter of inter
pretation. Killian says in document drafted in Geneva it very carefully 
covers all explosions. This statm. will have to be cleared today somehow.

H. asked Sec. if he had seen two messages from Macmillan. Sec. 
said no and H. read one to Sec. Goodpaster has it and will show it to the 
Pres. Sec. said we can’t go all the way with military—if we have to H. 
and Sec. might as well quit. H. said Pres. is prepared to go ahead on this 
statm. and get full value. Sec. said he could come down to Washington 
for meeting. H. will call Sec. back after he talks with Pres.

H. earlier said another way the statm. might be handled would be 
to take calculated risk on releasing this before report is submitted to UN.

366. Message From Macmillan to Eisenhower1

London, August 20, 1958

My Dear Friend,
I am greatly obliged to you for your letter of August 19 in which 

you gave me the assurance that it is your purpose to be as completely 
generous with us in the matter of passing information “as the law will 
permit”. I gladly accept this assurance and I need hardly say that I have 
every confidence that you are determined to do your utmost for us.

I am sure you will recognise that in this I have a very heavy respon
sibility. During the past twelve years, we have made immense efforts to 
develop the nuclear weapons capacity which would enable us to play 
an effective part in the defence of the free world. We have made good 
progress and the tests that we are about to hold will take us a further 
step towards the solution of the two problems of invulnerability and 
reduction of weight which we must achieve. If our earlier work is not to 
be wasted, we must have the answers to these two problems. If you can 
provide us with the information you already have or will obtain in the 
future, then I can agree to suspension of tests, which I feel really means 
abandonment, with a clear conscience. Can I be assured that “the law 
will permit” you to give us this information if we are prevented from 

1 Source: Seeks assurance on release of nuclear testing information. Top Secret. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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getting it for ourselves? If you tell me that I am justified in making that 
assumption, I can rest assured that the essential defence interests of my 
country are sufficiently safeguarded.

I am sending you a separate message on the political consider
ations which seem to me to arise on the timing and nature of any public 
statement on the results of the Geneva conference.

With warm regards,
Yours ever,

(Sgd.) Harold Macmillan

367. Message From Macmillan to Eisenhower1

London, August 20, 1958

My dear Friend,
My first reaction to your proposed statement was one of grave con

cern. I will not pretend that I was not influenced to some extent by the 
technical side of the problem, to which I have referred. My concern on 
that account has now been dispelled. But I should like to make it plain to 
you that I was influenced almost as much by the political consideration 
which I set out in my second message. Two factors, in particular, weighed 
heavily with me. First, I thought it would be a profound mistake to con
cede suspension without securing Russian acceptance of an international 
control system. Secondly, I was seriously apprehensive about de Gaulle’s 
reaction. On both these points I have been reassured by your messages 
of today. On the first, I think that Foster’s new draft is a great improve
ment. Though, even now, I am not sure whether the Russians will accept 
a truly international system of control. If they should take the line that 
each country should man the control posts within its own territory, we 
shall not have achieved our essential purpose. I hope we shall both keep 
a careful eye on this. On the second, I would feel happier if I knew what 
de Gaulle himself was thinking. But I am relieved to know that Couve, at 
any rate, seems to be taking this quite quietly. I think that I must send the 
General a personal message about this just before the announcement is 
made. Perhaps you would consider whether you could do so too.

1 Source: Agrees to statement on cessation of nuclear testing. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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Finally, I note your anxiety about the state of world opinion. I had 
thought that a statement on the lines originally proposed might seem 
to be a little precipitate and that there was time for us to proceed in a 
more deliberate way. This is after all a pretty serious step and it did not 
seem unreasonable that we should spend a little more time in consid
ering it. But I do understand, especially in view of what you say in the 
second paragraph of your message, that you think it important to pro
ceed more quickly in order to recover the initiative with world opinion; 
and, as you will have seen from the separate massage which I have sent 
to Foster, we are prepared to go along with you in this and to make a 
parallel statement in support of yours.

With warm regards,
As ever,

Harold Macmillan

368. Message From Macmillan to Eisenhower1

London, August 20, 1958

My dear Friend,
I promised a second message on the political considerations about 

the statement which you are thinking of making when the report of the 
Geneva Conference appears.

I fully agree that we must make some public response to that report 
but I doubt whether it justifies us in going as fast as you propose in the 
draft statement which Foster gave to Selwyn in New York. It is true that 
the report will demonstrate the theoretical possibility of controlling a 
suspension of tests, and we ought to welcome it on that account. But we 
cannot yet say that we can see our way through the practical difficulties 
of putting this theoretical system into operation.

There is an enormous prize to win. Both you and I have always felt 
that through the Geneva Meeting we might move towards the estab
lishment on Soviet territory of some system of international control. 
Even though that system might be unsatisfactory and inefficient, it 
would at least have gained us a foothold which we could exploit. If we 

1 Source: Urges postponement of statement on cessation of nuclear testing. Top Secret. 
3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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now suspend all tests, the Russians may well think that they have got 
substantially what they want without having to pay any price for it. 
What I mean by this is that they might refuse to agree to any genuine 
international control, calculating that the West would never be able to 
resume the tests which they had voluntarily suspended.

If we felt that we must make some forward move on tests at the 
present time, I would much prefer to see it limited to those tests which 
we know can be detected by existing national systems—say, everything 
above 25 kilotons. A proposal on those lines would be consistent with 
our past insistence on linking suspension to control and would also go 
a long way to meeting public criticism of tests on grounds of injury to 
health, since it would eliminate all tests which release fission products 
into the stratosphere.

A limited suspension of this kind would also make things much 
easier for the French. I am seriously troubled about their attitude. I feel 
that after all our difficulties with de Gaulle over recent events, while he 
is still suspicious of our intentions towards him, it would be a serious 
mistake to force the French Government into a position of dissociating 
itself from our proposals. The trouble which we are having with them 
already at Geneva shows how suspicious they are on this question. We 
really must consult them fully and give them time to come to a conclu
sion. But de Gaulle will be in Africa for at least a week from now. I do 
feel strongly that the whole economic future of Europe, and perhaps its 
political future too, may be jeopardized if we allow the French to feel 
isolated or roughly treated over this question.

For myself, I should much prefer that any statement we may agree 
to make on future policy in relation to nuclear tests should be related, 
not to the end of the Geneva Conference, but to the opening of the Gen
eral Assembly. We shall all be under acute pressure there to make some 
forward move with a view to getting the maximum benefit from it in 
the Assembly. If we play this card sooner we shall be bound to be asked 
for more when the Assembly meets.

Finally, I ought to tell you that the test series which we have just 
announced will not in fact be completed, at earliest, until the middle of 
October.

May I ask you, my dear Friend, to take these points into account. 
They seem to me to merit serious consideration. This is a very import
ant decision. I agree with you absolutely as to your purpose, but I am 
anxious that we should make no mistake as to method and timing.

With warm regards,
Yours ever,

Harold Macmillan 
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369. Telegram 1969 to London1

Washington, August 20, 1958, 9:22 p.m.

1969. Please deliver immediately to Prime Minister Macmillan the 
following message from the President:

QUOTE August 20, 1958. Dear Harold:
This cable replies to your first message, the one referring to certain 

technical matters. Foster is just now leaving for New York and during 
the trip will give to Selwyn his conclusions on the political side of the 
matter for immediate cabling to you. His cable will quote our statement 
as it has been revised, including such important points as timing.

My personal comment about the political side is merely that the 
week’s experience at the General Assembly clearly shows that much 
of the world opinion is shifting, if not toward the Soviets, at least away 
from the West because of our alleged intransigence about all aspects of 
nuclear testing and so on. I feel that the publication of the report of the 
technical experts at Geneva may mark an opportunity for us to regain 
some of this world opinion. If we are to do so, I think we cannot wait 
for some weeks or days during which time Russian propaganda would 
make it appear that we are being forced into a position that finally 
might become untenable.

Now with respect to the two questions of reduction of weight and 
invulnerability, under the law I am permitted to convey to you any 
information needed so long as that information will not endanger our 
security. The law requires that I make a certification to this effect. Since 
our joint purpose is to make certain that the weapons we both man
ufacture are for use by the free world in our common defense, there 
will be no difficulty in my making the necessary certificate for this type 
of exchange. I understand that British and American technicians are 
having their first meeting on next Wednesday morning, at which time 
there will be some agreement as to the kinds of information in which 
both sides wish to delve. Out of that meeting will come to me further 
suggestions as to the certificates that I need to make.

Incidentally, we do not see how we could establish and stand by 
a limit of 25 kilos for bomb testing. The findings of tests are not suffi
ciently exact to make this a feasible condition.

I think this gives you the technical assurance you need.

1 Source: Conveys message from Eisenhower to Macmillan on providing technical 
information and political necessity of making statement on cessation of nuclear testing. 
Secret; Presidential Handling. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–2058.
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I want further to say with respect to the whole matter that we are 
not trying to push you either politically or technically into an isolated 
or indefensible position. No matter what the exact language of the 
statement, which I think we will make no later than Saturday morning, 
we would hope that you could associate yourselves with it if you so 
desire. But in any event, we will do our best to make certain that our 
own action does not embarrass you.

When you have both the messages to which I refer, I hope that you 
will reply as soon as you can because we do believe we are up against 
one of those moments that we regard as psychologically correct.

With warm regard,
As ever,

Dwight D. Eisenhower UNQUOTE
Herter
Acting

370. Memorandum of Conversation1

New York, August 20, 1958, 9:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Statement on suspension of nuclear testing. Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 
59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

United States
The Secretary
Mr. Reinhardt
Mr. Greene

United Kingdom
Mr. Lloyd
Sir William Hayter
Mr. A. R. Moore
Mr. Dennis Lasky

SUBJECT

Statement on Suspension of Nuclear Testing

The Secretary showed Mr. Lloyd the draft of a statement proposed 
to be made by the President on suspension of nuclear testing. In a 
lengthy discussion Mr. Lloyd argued that unless there be established 
in the statement a relationship between our readiness to suspend test
ing and Soviet willingness to join in negotiations for an agreement to 
supervise suspension of testing, we would give away to the Soviets 
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without exacting any price an essential indeed fundamental part of our 
position.

As a result of this discussion, the Secretary agreed to insert at 
the beginning of the fourth paragraph the phrase “If this is accepted 
in principle”, so as to establish the link between the two parts of our 
statement.

371. Letter From Strauss to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 20, 1958

Dear Mr. President:
The letter from Prime Minister Macmillan is returned herewith.
Where he mentions the “two problems” of “invulnerability” and 

“reduction of weight”, I believe he means, in the first instance, weapons 
that are safe from pre initiation. In the second instance, I assume he 
refers to weapons of large yield where we have succeeded in reducing 
both size and weight. In both circumstances, the present law does permit 
the transfer of such information as does the present bilateral agreement 
which became effective on the 3rd of this month. It is not necessary 
to amend the bilateral to provide for the exchange of further weapons 
information but, in each case, it will be necessary that we make a find
ing that the exchange is needed and “will promote and will not consti
tute an unreasonable risk to the common defense and security”.

However, you should be aware that when the Department of 
Defense and the Commission witnesses testified before the Congres
sional Committee, they indicated that it was not contemplated that the 
most sensitive design information would be transferred in the initial 
exchanges but later when need could be demonstrated and information 
provided to you that such transfer “would promote and not constitute 
an unreasonable risk… etc.”.

Respectfully,

Lewis

1 Source: Assures Eisenhower U.S. can provide nuclear information sought by Mac
millan. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, Strauss, 
Adm. Lewis.
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372. Telegram Dulte 2 From John Foster Dulles at USUN1

New York, August 21, 1958, 1 a.m.

Dulte 2. For Acting Secretary for President from Secretary.
Following is text of letter I have handed Selwyn Lloyd for Har

old Macmillan: (Revised statement enclosed with letter in separate 
telegram.)

Dear Harold:

I have just returned from Washington where I went to discuss 
with the President your two messages of August 20. The message with 
respect to exchange of information is being handled from Washington. 
The other message I am answering through Selwyn Lloyd in line with 
the President’s views.

We feel that it is important, as you say, that there be “some pub
lic response” to the report of the experts. We believe, however, that 
unless this public response indicates a significant program, we shall 
be subjected to a serious propaganda barrage, and if as you suggest we 
only make our statement on suspension at the opening of the General 
Assembly, we will then appear to have surrendered to Soviet pressures 
rather than have taken ourselves an initiative.

Our standing in the world is at a point where there is real danger 
to us in [illegible in the original] adjudged militaristic. That danger can 
have consequences as serious as the foregoing of some nuclear weap
ons knowledge. The United States has already held back on this sus
pension matter for several months largely in deference to our desire not 
to confront you with a possible test suspension before we could give 
you the benefit of our own knowledge in this field. We have through 
great exertion obtained an amendment of the Atomic Energy Act in 
your favor and the President has undertaken to act generously under 
it. We really wonder in the light of this whether you should ask us to 
take further serious risks in relation to world opinion.

We do not share the fear you express that if we temporarily sus
pend testing we will never be able to resume, and therefore the Soviets 
will have gotten something for nothing. Of course this is a risk. But it 
seems to us that if we made clear that we are suspending only in order 
to get some constructive progress in the field of disarmament, that will 

1 Source: Transmits for Eisenhower text of letter from Dulles to Macmillan on sus
pension of nuclear testing. Secret; Niact; Eyes Only. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/8–2158.
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put the Russians under pressure to do something in this field, as oth
erwise they will carry the responsibility for the resumption of testing.

That is one reason why we do not want to qualify our suspension 
in a way which would imply acceptance of the health hazard. If we did 
that then indeed we might have burned our bridges behind us. Rather 
we should emphasize that we are suspending only in the hopes that 
this will prove an opening wedge which will permit of progress in the 
disarmament field.

As to the French, I wonder if your fears are founded. Last night 
I showed Couve de Murville the statement we proposed to make. He 
gave it as his first impression that it was entirely satisfactory and that 
it would leave the French free to proceed if they so desired because if 
the Soviets and we stopped testing then there can be no allegation that 
a small test by the French would be a hazard to world health. Of course 
that was only a first impression, but during the intervening 24 hours, 
I have not received anything to the contrary. Certainly a suspension 
statement in September would be no better from the French standpoint 
than one made now. For any test that they could make would probably 
not be until next year.

As to dates, we are willing in view of your preoccupations to indi
cate October 31st as the date for starting the trial period of test sus
pension and then on the assumption that the Soviets will by then have 
initiated with us a serious negotiation.

We have redrawn the proposed statement to reflect somewhat 
more fully the foregoing views and to make it, we hope, a more effec
tive public document. I enclose a copy of the redraft statement here
with. We will defer making it tomorrow morning, as we had planned, 
and hold it until Friday or Saturday morning, giving us time to hear 
further from you.

Faithfully yours,
John Foster Dulles.

Dulles
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373. Record of Telephone Conversations Between Eisenhower and 
Herter and John Foster Dulles1

August 21, 1958, 8:50 a.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO THE PRESIDENT (Washington)

Sec. told Pres. he had long talk until Midnight with Lloyd and Sec. 
thinks that the British are now satisfied with the testing statm. Sec. said 
he made one change in draft statm. which met their wants (Sec. read 
statm. to Pres.). Sec. said he also made phrase to meet John McCone’s 
wishes. Sec. now thinks it is in pretty good shape, and thinks Pres. will 
get approval from Macmillan today. Sec. also showed Lloyd Pres. letter 
to Macmillan which Sec. thinks will be all right to British. Sec. told Pres. 
we sent revised statm. to French but we haven’t heard from them yet. 
Pres. said he has Couve de Murville coming down at 5:00 p. m. today.

Pres. said papers show that Arab resolution looks pretty good—Sec. 
agreed. Sec. said only one thing bad and that is that it will rehabilitate 
and invigorate Arab League. Pres. said we can’t help that. Sec. said Israeli 
are very unhappy about it. Pres. said he thinks the resolution is all right. 
Pres. asked Sec. if he had talked to Herter re Congress. Sec. said he had 
tried to get him but he is at WH for NSC. Pres. said hold on he will get H.

8:56 a. m.

GOVERNOR HERTER

Sec. said he was saying to Pres. that we anticipate British will be 
happy about testing statm. H. asked Sec. re acceptance does he think 
we need Congressional action. Sec. said if it were treaty we would have 
to have Congressional action but merely to suspend testing it requires 
no action from Congress. Sec. asked H. to what degree of consultation 
do we have with Congress. H. said McCone is going on Hill today but 
will not go into substance of statm., however, if asked AEC’s view he 
will have to tell them.

H. asked Sec. re Arab resolution and Sec. told him same as he 
told Pres.

H. asked Sec. should we make statm. that US is for Arab resolution 
and Sec. said we would have to hold off on any such announcement for 
timebeing—maybe later.

H. said he noted from morning papers that at Lloyd’s back
grounder with the press last night he announced the British would give 
enthusiastic support to the Arab resolution.

1 Source: Statement on suspension of nuclear testing. No classification marking. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
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Sec. said he is about to meet with staff and they will discuss any 
such announcement and will call H. back. H. said he would probably 
be at NSC a long time—there were a lot of items. Sec. said he would call 
him out.

374. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 21, 1958, 10:50 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Libby
General Goodpaster

Just following NSC, the President met briefly with Dr. Libby, at 
Mr. McCone’s request, to express to Dr. Libby his philosophy regard
ing exchange of atomic information with the British. The essence of his 
view is that such exchange should be full and generous; any attempt 
to do otherwise with true allys is bound to alienate them. The Presi
dent cited the British assistance to us in World War II through making 
their intelligence available to us (when we had no intelligence of our 
own, not having maintained intelligence sections between the wars); 
he further cited their assistance to us in getting work started on atomic 
weapons, in providing us information about radar, and information on 
the design and development of jet engines.

Dr. Libby said that the Atomic Energy Commission has favored a 
“measured” approach, but he felt Congress is ready to go all the way, in 
measured fashion, in providing this information to the British. He indi
cated he thought he understood the President’s point of view, and that 
he was in agreement with it and would seek to carry it out. He recalled 
to the President that we have pressed the British, on their side, to make 
available information regarding certain lines of development having 
commercial significance which they have emphasized.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Eisenhower urges full and generous exchange of information with U.K. 
Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the 
Staff Secretary, AEC, Vol. II. Drafted on August 23.
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375. Telegram Secto 13 From John Foster Dulles at USUN1

New York, August 21, 1958, 4 p.m.

Secto 13. For Acting Secretary from Secretary. You may find it use
ful to have my views on the importance of the inclusion in our proposed 
draft statement on nuclear testing of the sentence: “The agreement 
should also deal with the problem of detonations for peaceful pur
poses, as distinct from weapons tests”.

I do not believe that any agreement to suspend the “testing of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons” should deny to mankind, perhaps for
ever, the possibility of using this vast new power for human betterment 
as in creating new harbors and waterways, making available under
ground sources of water, oil, minerals, etc. To attempt this would be to 
fly in the face of all human experience.

There may or may not be a mechanistic difference between the 
devices which are used for military purposes and the devices used for 
peaceful purposes. Surely there is an immense difference in the moti
vation. I believe that that difference in motivation justifies a distinction, 
although I recognize that there may be difficulty in implementing this 
criterion in a suspension agreement. Nevertheless it must, in my opin
ion, be attempted. Also I believe that during the period of self denying 
and unsupervised suspension, we should be allowed in good faith to 
exercise our own judgment as to whether the motivation of a nuclear 
explosion by us is militaristic or peaceful. I believe that the statement 
referred to is important because it recognizes that there is a distinction 
between the use of nuclear power for peaceful purposes and for the 
purpose of testing weapons.

Once a distinction is pointed out and so long as our voluntary 
denial is limited only to weapons, then I believe that we can in good 
faith conduct explosions for purposes which are demonstrably peaceful 
and economic.

I realize that this creates a possible loophole for the Soviets during 
the one year period. I understand, however, that it is the judgment of 
those who work in this field that they would rather take this chance 
than to forego the peaceful uses, and I, myself, would concur in this 
conclusion.

I should emphasize again my thought that this whole statement is 
designed as a public document which we hope will contribute to our 
prestige and influence in world opinion. It must therefore, in my view, 

1 Source: Transmits Dulles’ views on draft statement on suspension of nuclear test
ing. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700/5611/8–2158.
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be as simple as possible as to what we will and will not do in broad 
terms: It should not, as a policy document, set out all the complexities 
and considerations to be taken into account in giving effect to, or in 
negotiating, our basic position.

Dulles

376. Telegram Dulte 4 From John Foster Dulles at USUN1

New York, August 21, 1958, 6 p.m.

Dulte 4. Eyes Only for the Ambassador. Following is text of letter 
to Secretary from Macmillan handed Secretary by Lloyd in New York 
today:

“August 21, 1958. Dear Foster, thank you for your letter of August 20. 
I have now received the President’s further message and am most grate
ful for his clear assurances on the exchange of information. I should like 
to assure you that my concern in my messages to the President was not 
simply to protect this country’s nuclear weapons programme. Quite 
apart from this I felt real doubts as to whether your proposed action was 
calculated to extract the maximum advantage for the Western countries 
from the Geneva Conference. I was not thinking so much of world opin
ion, which I know is not fully with us on this issue, but of the risk of 
throwing away the prize we hope to gain by making the Russians accept 
an international control system on their territory.

As to the larger political problem, I welcome the revision of your 
proposed announcement, which goes a long way to meet my point. I 
still fear that the Russians may be able to escape paying the price for the 
suspension of tests, but I recognize the force of your arguments and I 
agree that the new procedure should reduce that risk. I am also grateful 
to you for accommodating us on the date from which a suspension of 
tests should begin. I am therefore ready to join you in the action now 
proposed. I am sending Selwyn some suggested amendments to your 
draft announcement which I hope you may feel able to accept.

My intention is to make a parallel announcement at the same time 
as yours. I am still not sure that we need make these announcements 

1 Source: Repeats telegram to London transmitting letter from Macmillan to Dulles. 
Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.6511/8–2158.
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quite as early as you suggest. May it not seem odd if we make our 
statements of policy before the world has seen the report of the Geneva 
Conference on which they are based? If nevertheless you feel it essen
tial to go ahead on Saturday we shall be ready to make our announce
ment then.

I still feel worried about the French. I wish it had been possible 
to ascertain De Gaulle’s personal views before taking this action. I am 
however greatly relieved by the news of your talk with Couve de Mur
ville, and I gather Selwyn has had a similarly reassuring reaction from 
him. Selwyn will continue to keep Couve fully informed of what we are 
doing, and no doubt you will do the same. With warm regards, As ever, 
Harold Macmillan.”

Lodge

377. Message From Macmillan to Eisenhower1

London, August 21, 1958

My dear Friend,
I have written directly to Foster about the text and timing of your 

proposed announcement. But I want, in addition, to reply to your per
sonal message of yesterday.

First, on the technical matters, may I say at once that I am very glad 
to have your assurance that you can and will give us the information 
needed, including the two points to which I referred specifically. I am 
completely satisfied with that assurance and most grateful to you for 
it. I have never for one moment doubted the sincerity of your desire to 
help us to play an effective part in maintaining the nuclear deterrent, on 
which the peace of the world at present depends. But this business has 
had a long and chequered history, and I know you will understand my 
anxiety that there should be no possible room for misunderstanding 
between us at this last stage. As I told you in my message of yesterday, 
I feel a heavy sense of responsibility over this, and I thought it was 

1 Source: Statement on suspension of nuclear testing. No classification marking. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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my duty to make sure that there was clear and explicit understanding 
between us. I am greatly relieved by what you have now said to me.

I am sending you a separate message about the political question 
as a whole.

With warm regards,
As ever,

(Sgd.) Harold Macmillan

378. Message From Macmillan to John Foster Dulles1

London, August 21, 1958

Dear Foster,
Thank you for your letter of August 20. I have now received the 

President’s further message and am most grateful for his clear assur
ances on the exchange of information. I should like to assure you that 
my concern in my messages to the President was not simply to pro
tect this country’s nuclear weapons programme. Quite apart from this 
I felt real doubts as to whether your proposed action was calculated 
to extract the maximum advantage for the Western countries from the 
Geneva Conference. I was not thinking so much of world opinion, 
which I know is not fully with us on this issue, but of the risk of throw
ing away the prize we hope to gain by making the Russians accept an 
international control system on their territory.

As to the larger political problem, I welcome the revision of your 
proposed announcement, which goes a long way to meet my point. I 
still fear that the Russians may be able to escape paying the price for the 
suspension of tests, but I recognise the force of your arguments and I 
agree that the new procedure should reduce that risk. I am also grateful 
to you for accommodating us on the date from which a suspension of 
tests should begin. I am therefore ready to join you in the action now 
proposed. I am sending Selwyn some suggested amendments to your 
draft announcement which I hope you may feel able to accept.

My intention is to make a parallel announcement at the same time 
as yours. I am still not sure that we need make these announcements 

1 Source: Statement on suspension of nuclear testing. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Dulles, 1955–59.
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quite as early as you suggest. May it not seem odd if we make our 
statements of policy before the world has seen the report of the Geneva 
Conference on which they are based? If nevertheless you feel it essen
tial to go ahead on Saturday we shall be ready to make our announce
ment then.

I still feel worried about the French. I wish it had been possible 
to ascertain de Gaulle’s personal views before taking this action. I am 
however greatly relieved by the news of your talk with Couve de Mur
ville, and I gather Selwyn has had a similarly reassuring reaction from 
him. Selwyn will continue to keep Couve fully informed of what we are 
doing, and no doubt you will do the same.

With warm regards,
as ever,

Harold Macmillan

379. Memorandum From Cumming (INR) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, August 30, 1958

SUBJECT

Intelligence Note—Khrushchev Statement on Nuclear Test Suspension

Khrushchev’s “interview” in today’s Pravda (attached) constitutes 
the first official Soviet response to the Western proposals of August 
22 for negotiations on nuclear test suspension. Presumably a note for
warding Khrushchev’s statement, or recapitulating its main points, will 
shortly be received in formal reply to our note of August 22.

Khrushchev accepts the date of October 31 for the beginning of 
negotiations and apparently also the participation of only the three 
powers (United States, Britain, Soviet Union) suggested by the West, 
although the latter point remains to be clarified. But he stipulates what 
in the Soviet view must be “the purpose” of the negotiations: the con
clusion of an agreement to end “for all time” tests of atomic and hydro
gen weapons “of all kinds” and “by all states.” References to “all” or 
“any” kinds of weapons and to “all states” or to a “universal ban” have 
been standard in Soviet statements since May, when the USSR agreed to 

1 Source: Intelligence Note: Khrushchev Statement on Nuclear Test Suspension. 
Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 711.5611/8–3058.
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hold technical talks on controls, and appear designed to cover France. 
Communist China would presumably also be affected.

Insistence on a cessation “for all time” would represent a change 
from last year’s Soviet negotiating position which provided for a sus
pension of “two or three years.” It also implies rejection of the Western 
view that each yearly extension of a test suspension would depend on 
the effective operation of an inspection system and satisfactory prog
ress toward major and substantial disarmament measures. Khrushchev 
states explicitly that “we cannot agree” with these Western “reserva
tions and conditions”, claiming that (1) controls can be easily estab
lished and (2) that the West itself has been responsible for failure to 
agree on disarmament measures and therefore advances the condition 
of “satisfactory progress” as a means of sabotaging a suspension of 
tests. (These points had also been made in Soviet propaganda reaction 
since August 22.)

It remains to be seen whether Moscow will insist on Western 
accept ance of the Soviet concept of the “purposes” of negotiations as a 
pre condition to the actual beginning of negotiations. It will be recalled 
that Moscow sought Western agreement to a similar set of “purposes” 
prior to the Geneva technical talks but sent its delegation despite West
ern failure to comply. At the same time, it has long been the Soviet 
position that a test ban must be “unconditional” and independent from 
other disarmament measures and Moscow can be expected to maintain 
this position in negotiations. Khrushchev’s suggestion in Pravda that 
the USSR will seek United Nations approval of a test ban at the 13th 
General Assembly and his demand that negotiations last only two or 
three weeks indicate his intention of generating maximum pressure on 
the West to agree to a “simple” test ban.

Khrushchev’s other major point was the statement that continued 
Western testing “relieve the USSR of the obligation it had assumed uni
laterally” regarding a suspension of tests. The Supreme Soviet decision 
of March 31 and several statements by Khrushchev and Gromyko had 
provided for such a move and strengthen the view that, knowing the 
United States had scheduled a series of tests during the summer, Mos
cow was exploiting a normal interval between Soviet tests for political 
purposes. August and the autumn months have traditionally been a 
Soviet testing season. Khrushchev did not state explicitly whether the 
USSR actually intends to resume testing; nor did he indicate whether 
Moscow would join the United States and Britain in suspending tests for 
one year once negotiations begin. Khrushchev’s acceptance of the Octo
ber 31 date for the opening of talks, despite earlier Soviet propaganda 
complaints that this date was too late, suggests an intention to conduct 
tests in the interim. In such an eventuality Moscow would apparently 
calculate that world opinion can be persuaded that the USSR is entitled 
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to further tests in order not to be left at a disadvantage by intensive 
Western testing this summer. It may also estimate that popular anxie
ties concerning the effects of testing would be further stimulated in this 
way and that hence pressures on the West to accept Soviet terms for 
immediate and permanent cessation would mount.

Khrushchev did not deal with the question of “peaceful” nuclear 
explosions. There has been only one Soviet comment since August 22 
criticizing the Western position on this point. The reference to ending 
tests of nuclear weapons of all kinds would appear to leave the Soviet 
position flexible.

In sum, the USSR appears ready to undertake negotiations with 
the West but appears intent by diplomatic means, through popular 
pressure and UN action to put the West under maximum pressure to 
meet Soviet terms in such negotiations.

A similar memorandum has been prepared for the Under Secretary.

380. Letter From Acting AEC Chairman to Eisenhower1

Washington, September 4, 1958

Dear Mr. President:
On August 19, 1958 a joint letter, which was signed by Deputy Sec

retary of Defense and by Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, was 
sent to you recommending an initial exchange of information with the 
United Kingdom for the promotion of weapons research, design and 
fabrication. This exchange was to be effected under the authority of the 
new Section 144c(1) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and 
the new bilateral agreement with the United Kingdom. The letter pro
posed to you the scope of the information to be exchanged in the initial 
meetings and requested your determination that the communication of 
the proposed Restricted Data would promote and would not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to the common defense and security.

I wish to report to you that the initial exchange meetings with the 
United Kingdom were held in Washington on August 27, 28 and 29, 1958.

1 Source: Initial U.S.–U.K. information exchanges. Secret; Restricted Data. 2 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Presidential Actions–Atomic.
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The information transmitted by the United States was within the 
scope authorized by you in your letter of August 21, 1958 to the Chair
man, Atomic Energy Commission. Certain of the information transmit
ted to us by the United Kingdom representatives generally paralleled the 
information which we transmitted to them. They, however, went further 
and gave us an indication of their general state of weapons development. 
The United Kingdom representatives also indicated to us their develop
mental requirements in the atomic weapons fields.

[text not declassified].
Attached for your information is a report on the joint U.S.–U.K. 

meeting which was signed on August 29, 1958 by the two leading rep
resentatives from each country. This report indicates the requirements of 
the British Government in atomic weapons and it indicates, in general 
terms, areas of exchange which are desired by both sides at the next joint 
meeting. Such a joint meeting has been tentatively scheduled to be held 
in Albuquerque, New Mexico starting September 15, 1958. The Restricted 
Data which the Commission and the Department of Defense will desire 
to communicate to the United Kingdom at that meeting is being pre
pared. Your determination that communication of such Restricted Data 
will promote and will not constitute an unreasonable risk to the common 
defense and security will be requested in the near future.

Respectfully yours,

H.S. Vance
Acting Chairman

Enclosure:

 Report of Joint U.S.–U.K. Meeting

381. Memorandum From Breithut (S/AE) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, September 8, 1958

SUBJECT

Your 4:30 p.m. Meeting with AEC Chairman McCone

We understand that Mr. McCone will raise the two topics discussed 
below. (Cf. Paris telegram 821, September 6—TAB A).

1 Source: Briefing for meeting with McCone: IAEA, U.S. French exchanges. Secret. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA–General.
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REVIEW OF HIS GENEVA TALKS ON THE IAEA

Talks with the U.K., French, Indian and Soviet representatives have 
reinforced McCone’s concern regarding the future of the Agency. The 
following have been cited as significant problems:

1. The slow progress of the Agency’s program: Although the Agen
cy’s functions embrace the entire field of the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy, public attention has focused to a significant extent on its role in 
the development of atomic power particularly in the underdeveloped 
areas. Expectations and aspirations in this field have greatly exceeded 
reasonable prospects for early progress. A growing realization that the 
Agency is unlikely to bring about the swift initiation of atomic power 
projects in underdeveloped areas has led to some slackening of the ear
lier ardent interest in the Agency of underdeveloped nations. The trend 
toward more conservative appraisals of the early prospects for atomic 
power in underdeveloped areas was reinforced by a number of techni
cal papers at the Geneva Conference. Although the Department does 
not wish the U.S. to make statements and take positions in the IAEA 
which will promote extravagant expectations doomed to disappoint
ment, Governor Herter has written Chairman McCone emphasizing 
the importance of making atomic power a principal theme of the U.S. 
representative’s statement at the Second Geneva Conference (TAB B).

2. Role of the IAEA and other U.N. organizations: Mr. McCone is con
cerned with regard to activities of the U.N. and the specialized agencies 
which appear to be potentially in conflict with the functions assigned 
the IAEA by its Charter, and speeches by some of the participants at 
the Geneva Peaceful Uses Conference have heightened his concern. He 
may also refer to Secretary General Hammarskjold’s report suggesting 
that the U.N. Radiation Committee might be given operating respon
sibilities and to resistance to the idea favored by the U.S. of the IAEA’s 
sponsoring future Peaceful Uses Conferences.

We believe that the question of IAEA relationship with the U.N. 
and the specialized agencies is not a major problem, in spite of certain 
current frictions. Relationship agreements with ILO, UNESCO, and 
FAO satisfactory to the IAEA have recently been negotiated and will 
be submitted to the Second General Conference for approval; and we 
believe the IAEA can expand its present activities or add new activities 
in the field of peaceful uses of atomic energy without running into any 
serious conflict with the specialized agencies. We consider that IAEA 
should sponsor any future Peaceful Uses Conferences, and that the U.S. 
should oppose in the Thirteenth General Assembly establishment of 
operational responsibilities for the U.N. Radiation Committee. IO is 
prepared to discuss these questions further with Mr. McCone in detail 
at his convenience after he has talked to you. The basic problem of the 
IAEA is to develop a significant program of its own. If this is done, the 
problem of the relationship of the IAEA to the U.N. and the specialized 
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agencies will be placed in proper perspective and the tension surround
ing these problems will tend to disappear.

3. Level and caliber of national representatives to the Agency: Many 
governments are sending medium or low level diplomatic personnel to 
Board meetings and are showing signs of reducing the caliber of future 
representation. We are pressing a plan to facilitate future high caliber 
participation by holding less frequent and shorter Board meetings in 
the future and have solicited appropriate capitals for support (TAB C). 
The level of the U.S. diplomatic and technical delegation is appropri
ate. The Soviet representative has long been pressing for an advisory 
committee to the IAEA consisting of scientists of international reputa
tion but the U.S. has resisted the establishment of such a committee as 
it might jeopardize the role of the Board of Governors and ultimately 
damage, rather than aid, the Agency.

It might be useful to emphasize the importance of Chairman 
McCone’s presence in Vienna during the opening days of the Second 
General Conference of the IAEA regardless of the positions the U.S. 
may find it necessary to take on the issues arising.

HIS TALKS WITH PERRIN, FRENCH HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR 
ATOMIC ENERGY

McCone reports that Perrin indicates that the French want (a) infor
mation on fuel to guide them in building a gaseous diffusion plant, (b) 
design information, or (c) alternatively, a submarine reactor which they 
feel was promised them last December. We have made it clear to the 
French that it is not legally possible for us to provide Restricted Data or 
a submarine reactor to them until a bilateral agreement has been con
cluded and has laid before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy for 
60 days. A U.S. team will visit Paris in mid September to survey French 
security. A technical team will also have exploratory discussions of the 
possible scope of a French agreement. However, State and AEC agree 
that we cannot now answer most of the technical questions submitted 
to us by the French.

You may wish to emphasize to Chairman McCone the high polit
ical importance of the successful completion of a bilateral agreement 
with the French enabling us to aid them with their nuclear submarine 
program, assuming security guarantees are adequate. Thus far the AEC 
and DOD have been fully cooperating with the Department in doing all 
that can be done to promote progress toward its completion.
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382. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, September 8, 1958

SUBJECT

International Atomic Energy Agency

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission
Mr. Vance, Commissioner of the Atomic Energy Commission

The Secretary
Assistant Secretary Wilcox, IO
Mr. Breithut, S/AE
Mr. Cargo, UNP

Mr. McCone, who had just returned from the Second Conference 
of the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy at Geneva, said that the Amer
ican contribution at Geneva was superb. He had heard nothing but 
favorable comment on it. It was a big operation, however. He thought 
that if such conferences were held in the future, it might be better to 
break them down by subject—health aspects in one year, power in 
another, etc.

The Secretary wondered whether Mr. McCone had the impres
sion that we had surpassed the USSR on atomic matters. Mr. McCone 
thought that we had in every area. The Soviets showed little advance 
over their position of three years ago except on the subject of thermo
nuclear fusion. On this they were working along parallel lines with us. 
In fact all four of the countries doing major research in this area were 
working along similar lines.

Mr. McCone said that he wished to report to the Secretary on the 
results of his discussions in Geneva with atomic leaders of other coun
tries on matters relating to the IAEA. He said that he had talked with 
Emelyanov and Bhabha, as well as the representatives from Western 
countries, and they all were concerned about the present position and 
future prospects of the Agency. Mr. McCone thought that there was 
legitimate reason for concern. Emelyanov had said that he would pro
pose a scientific council, with Director General Cole as chairman, to 
devote its time to the establishment of objectives and a program for 
the Agency, and Mr. McCone told Emelyanov he would support this 
proposal.

1 Source: IAEA. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 
688, IAEA–General.
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Mr. McCone said he had had long talk with Mr. Ralph Bunche. 
Mr. Bunche said that the Secretary General and the UN Secretariat felt 
responsible for the Agency and believed that its failure would be a black 
mark against the UN. Mr. Bunche believed, however, that the organi
zational structure of the IAEA had the effect of drawing it away from 
the UN. The Board of Governors was like a little General Assembly. As 
a result of the political character of the Board of Governors, there was 
a reluctance on the part of the United Nations and specialized agencies 
to give the IAEA major responsibilities. For example, Hammarskjold 
was reluctant to see the IAEA take over responsibility for further con
ferences on peaceful uses of atomic energy. He said there would be sim
ilar doubts with regard to work in the field of radiation, where the UN 
Radiation Committee is now active. Mr. Bunche doubted that the IAEA 
would be given any responsibility in relation to the verification of test 
suspension.

Mr. McCone added that each specialized agency was carrying out 
its own role in atomic energy matters. The IAEA did not seem to be 
serving the UN, whereas it should be a sort of “Atomic Energy Com
mission” for the UN.

The Secretary observed that this was not the original concept 
for the Agency and that the position of the Agency described by Mr. 
McCone was not an accident but was designed. What was sought was 
to create an atomic energy agency with only a tenuous connection to 
the UN, something like the International Bank. Mr. Breithut observed 
that the thought was that a direct connection with the UN might inject 
irrelevant political considerations into the resolution of IAEA problems.

Mr. Wilcox said that of course the specialized agencies should not 
jump in and deprive the IAEA of its proper functions. He noted that the 
Secretary General had a coordinating role in this respect.

Mr. McCone said that he believed that the question he had out
lined, the relation of the IAEA to other UN bodies and its position in 
the UN system, would be the subject of debate in Vienna. He said that 
he would need guidance on this.

The Secretary remarked that the IAEA did not get off to a good 
start. The Soviets had stalled in the establishment of the Agency. He 
recalled his own negotiations with Molotov, who had been evasive and 
difficult over a long period. The negotiations had in fact taken from 
1953 to 1957. Meanwhile, things had not been standing still. There had 
been bilateral atomic arrangements. EURATOM was conceived. The 
Geneva conferences were organized. The question was how the IAEA 
could get back into its hands various matters that it would have under
taken if it had been created earlier. The IAEA, for example, should be 
organizing the peaceful uses conferences held at Geneva. The Secretary 
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asked whether the answer to the problem was not to establish specific 
goals for the Agency and to pursue them.

Mr. McCone said that he was seeking specific objectives for the forth
coming conference but that he had not been able to get very far as yet.

The Secretary remarked that we certainly did not wish to see the 
IAEA fail. While Mr. McCone had referred to Mr. Hammarskjold’s con
cern about this, the United States had an even bigger investment of 
prestige in the Agency. The Agency had been created in response to a 
proposal of the President. There had been a major battle in the Senate 
over it. It would be a blow to the United States if the Agency collapsed 
or withered away.

Commissioner Vance thought that the Agency’s purposes, as 
stated in its Statute, were so broad that they were capable of almost 
any interpretation. He said that Mr. McKinney and Mr. Cole wanted 
the Agency to go into the power promotion business. He considered 
that the Agency did not have a place in this. All the plans that had been 
advanced implied that the United States would have to come up with 
very substantial funds to support power development. Commissioner 
Vance believed that the Agency should be a regulatory body and that it 
should also carry out some research. In the latter connection, Commis
sioner Vance believed that research contracts, supported by US funds, 
could be placed in other countries. He referred particularly to a “pool 
of talent” in atom research in Western Europe. In an exchange of views 
with Mr. McCone, Commissioner Vance indicated that we would need 
to know where these research contracts would be placed. Mr. McCone 
thought there might be some resistance to this idea by other countries 
and that the Agency would want to have some voice in how and where 
such research would be carried out.

Commenting on the possibilities of a nuclear power program, 
Mr. McCone remarked that there was now a much greater degree of 
realism about the possibility of nuclear power than heretofore. Com
missioner Vance observed that operating costs were very high. He 
said that he presumed that we should not be so willing to bolster up 
the IAEA that we would be willing for the United States to go into an 
extensive nuclear power development program. The Secretary indi
cated agreement.

At the end of the meeting, Mr. McCone again said that he would 
need guidance as to whether we wanted the Atomic Energy Agency to 
continue in a position like the World Bank or whether we would want it 
tied more closely to the United Nations. He felt that the Agency would 
be likely to be ineffective unless it were tied more closely with the UN.
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383. Memorandum From Minshull to Killian1

Washington, September 23, 1958

SUBJECT

Policy Decision re Terms of Reference for Surprise Attack Delegation

On Thursday, 25 September 1958, you are tentatively scheduled to 
attend a meeting with Secretary Dulles and Secretary McElroy to discuss 
the Terms of Reference for the U.S. delegation to the forthcoming sur
prise attack discussions in Geneva. The major question to be resolved at 
this meeting is whether the U.S. delegation will be instructed to discuss 
only the techniques and value of inspection per se, or whether they will 
also be allowed to consider limitations on force readiness as well as 
disposition and level of force as methods to safeguard against surprise 
attack.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have taken a formal position on this mat
ter, contending that the discussions must be limited to inspection per 
se. They argue that limitations or controls on readiness, disposition and 
level of force are problems of disarmament, a topic not under consid
eration at these meetings. In this regard it is interesting to note that 
although Mr. Quarles forwarded the JCS position on this matter to the 
Secretary of State on August 30th, he did not specifically endorse the 
JCS views as the position of the Defense Department.

The State Department, on the other hand, has taken the view—as 
did the Interagency Working Group—that it is also necessary to con
sider the effect of arms limitation or control in discussing safeguards 
against surprise attack if the meeting is to yield useful results.

The means for bringing this basic policy difference to the attention 
of yourself and the two Secretaries is a draft of the proposed Terms of 
Reference for the November Conference (Attachment A). This docu
ment was prepared by the State Department (after informal and pri
vate consultation with this office) and was the subject of a meeting of 
staff personnel from the State Department, the Defense Department, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, CIA and this office on September 
19th. At this meeting the participants came to general agreement on 
the contents of the draft with one exception: the Defense Department 
representatives (Lt. Gen. Byers and Col. Rhea of ISA) insisted that Items 

1 Source: Outlines JCS view that readiness, disposition, and level of forces not be 
included in Surprise Attack talks. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technol
ogy, Disarmament, Surprise Attack.
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III.C, IV.B.3, and IV.B.4 of the proposed agenda be deleted. (All of these 
items are on page 5 of the attached document and are starred in red.) 
However, the State Department representatives (Ambassador Holmes, 
Phillip Farley and Lawrence Weiler) insisted with equal determination 
that these items were essential to a productive discussion of the sur
prise attack problem.

In attempting to resolve this major policy difference, two points 
are particularly pertinent:

(1) The U.S. National Security Policy2 clearly states that this country 
should seek with particular urgency an international system for inspec
tion and regulation of armed forces and armaments. The NSC policy 
also states, almost parenthetically, that an inspection system within the 
Soviet Union assumes, in and of itself, significance to the U.S. security 
because of its intelligence value. Unfortunately, the JCS would like to 
recognize only the latter statement of U.S. policy as a basis for the forth
coming Geneva discussions. (Gen. Byers argued persistently during the 
staff level review of the Terms of Reference to have the entire statement 
of National Security Policy deleted, and was finally voted down by all 
others present at the meeting.)

(2) The Report of the Interagency Working Group on Surprise 
Attack should also be considered in resolving this major policy differ
ence. This report concluded that the Geneva discussions must consider 
limited arms control in order to deal effectively with the surprise attack 
problem. Specifically, comments on this matter are contained in para
graphs B 1 and B 2 (pages 6 and 7 of Document No. K–TS–2509) of this 
report, and it states in part:

“Our examination of the appendicies leads us to the view that 
a major reduction of the threat of massive surprise attack cannot be 
achieved by observation and reporting alone. Limitations on the dis
position and readiness of forces, or on size and type of forces, appears 
to be necessary to create more effective safeguards against the possi
bility of massive surprise attack. It is unlikely that the October talks 
can deal effectively with the threat of surprise attack unless they 
are extended beyond discussion of inspection and related limited 
measures. . . .”

This report was prepared by Richard M. Bissell, Phillip J. Farley, John 
N. Irwin, II, General Curtis E. LeMay, USAF, Gerard C. Smith, J. R. 
Zacharias, and G. B. Kistiakowsky, Chairman.

Although JCS has not to my knowledge made a formal defense 
of their position which precludes the discussion of any matter relating 
to disarmament, there are certain arguments that keep re appearing in 

2 NSC 5801/1, Paragraph 40, dated 5 May 1958 and quoted on page 1 of the attached 
document. [Footnote is in the original.]
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private conversations with military personnel on this matter. They run 
something like this:

This country depends upon great strength in a few types of weap
ons to deter the over all more diversified military threat of the Soviet 
Union. Thus, US–USSR bilateral arms control of a few weapon types 
(or to be more specific, manned bombers and ICBM’s) would leave this 
country at a severe military disadvantage. Furthermore, if this country 
discusses controls on individual weapon systems with the Soviets at 
Geneva, we are likely to be drawn into such an agreement by Soviet 
propaganda and public opinion. If such an unfavorable agreement 
were to materialize, the situation would probably become even more 
serious since Congress, as a result of a false sense of security, would 
probably reduce military funding.

If one tries to counter such an argument by stating that the 
forthcoming talks are only technical discussions, and that any actual 
agreement would be realized in later political negotiations where this 
country would pursue disarmament on a comprehensive basis, they 
answer: This is the same story that was given to us on technical test ces
sation discussions! They continue by noting that our policy prior to the 
Geneva test cessation talks stated that we would entertain test cessation 
only as part of a comprehensive program that included a monitoring 
system, the control of fissionable material and the ultimate abolition 
of nuclear weapons. They then point out that because of the “technical 
success” at Geneva and as a result of world opinion and Soviet pro
paganda, we have now been forced into a test cessation yet we do not 
even have an inspection system to monitor it.

I feel that the JCS are sufficiently dogmatic in their position on this 
subject that they are likely to exercise their prerogative to take this basic 
policy decision to the President. In the light of this possibility, I wonder 
if it would be advisable to invite Gordon Gray to the meeting on the 
25th so that he may be apprised of the situation at the earliest possible 
date.

Over and above the major policy question that needs to be resolved, 
there are three other minor points that you may wish to bring up for 
discussion. The first involves the identification of “space vehicles” as 
instruments of surprise attack. Inasmuch as this country does not have 
such an exotic weapon capability, it does not seem reasonable to dis
cuss an inspection system for space vehicles at the Geneva meeting. 
The technical discussions should point out, however, that modifica
tions of the inspection system may be necessary as weapon technology 
changes.

The second item involves the wording of the footnote on page 3 
of the attached document. I believe the footnote should read: “At this 
point, it is not essential that agreement be reached among the two 
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delegations as to the objects of control as long as the ability to discuss 
the objects of control of interest to both delegations is assured.”

The third point is a suggested change in wording for agenda 
item II.4. I believe it should read: “Acoustic and infra red detection 
techniques” rather than “Acoustic and infra red detection, rocket 
launchings.”

W.H. Minshull, Jr.

384. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, September 30, 1958, 9:30 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian first showed the President draft minutes of the first 
meeting of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. The President 
indicated they were satisfactory to him.

Dr. Killian next said that Dr. Glennan will shortly be bringing up 
the question of the future status of ABMA. With the establishment of 
NASA, the Redstone group will not have a full mission in the future on 
military projects. The President said that the proposal to shift ABMA to 
NASA would seem to be reasonable to him; he anticipated that there 
would be opposition from the Army, however. Dr. Killian agreed, but 
said he and his group thought the shift would be a good one. Some 
provision would have to be made for continuation of Army work by 
ABMA.

The President said he would like to see a central agency heading 
up the whole scientific missile operation. He thought the transfer could 
be made with a “charter” to the Army permitting the Army to keep 
certain facilities, and have the right to the performance of certain activ
ities when it needs them. The main function of the group would be in 
the “space” field, but with such a charter provision, since the Army has 
need for certain applications of the more basic research activity. He said 

1 Source: ABMA move to NASA, Geneva Conference on Atoms for Peace, surprise 
attack study. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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he would like to see the Secretary of Defense, with the agreement of his 
subordinates, come up with a recommendation. To do this a combined 
study would be needed, and the Army should be given an opportunity 
to state its case.

Dr. Killian referred briefly to the Atoms for Peace meeting in 
Geneva. He said the U.S. performance and exhibit were first rate. He 
mentioned that the Russians had top flight scientists present, who 
went out of their way to be cordial. He mentioned that their top scien
tist, named Topchev, invited him to visit Russia next spring. He said 
he has replied that he does not see his way clear to doing so because 
of his schedule; he commented that in the present state of difficul
ties with the Soviet Union such a visit does not seem advisable. The 
President said he thought that if Dr. Killian had a chance to go, and 
if relations with the Russians improved, such a trip would be a good 
thing to do.

Dr. Killian said that the study group is having a very hard time 
on the Surprise Attack project. It is very difficult to get prepared for 
the discussions. One key question is as to the scope of the project, i.e., 
as to what should be monitored, and specifically as to whether limita
tion of arms and control of size of forces should be among the things 
being monitored. The President thought the first step is to determine 
what are the fields or areas wherein by certain actions we could limit 
or eliminate the danger of surprise attack. Then, what are the means 
of doing this, i.e., through observation or inspection; then what pro
grams should be carried out to establish these means; then finally in 
what areas or in what respects could these measures be expected to 
be effective. Dr. Killian concluded by saying that the President may 
have to decide, before the matter is resolved, as to whether to include 
limitation of arms and inspection of such limitation in the Surprise 
Attack proposal.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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385. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, October 7, 1958, 9:15 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Chairman McCone
General Goodpaster

Mr. McCone said he wanted to report to the President on a few mat
ters of recent interest in his field of responsibility. The Atoms for Peace 
meeting at Geneva had gone extremely well. Following this Mr. McCone 
had visited AEC installations within the United States. He then returned 
to Vienna for the IAEA discussions. These had gone well until the Soviet 
representative delivered a diatribe against the United States—apparently 
entirely for propaganda effect, and to obscure the generous support by 
the United States for this project, and the total lack of Soviet support. 
Mr. McCone said the IAEA had experienced growing pains in its first 
year. In his judgment it should now be drawn much closer to the United 
Nations. There had been an idea that it could keep free from political 
overtones by being more independent; this has not, however, proven 
true. Our representative, Mr. Cole, has had his problems and has been 
under fire by the Canadians, British and Indians, among others. Also 
the Deputy, Mr. McKinney, has probably not given as much help as was 
needed. He is now resigning. The President asked Mr. McCone to work 
out with State very quickly a successor for McKinney.

Mr. McCone said that the current test series in Nevada is going 
forward very successfully. He said that some of these tests are show
ing great potentialities in the field of nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes. The President asked whether the AEC is making prepara
tions for the experimental explosion in the Athabasca oil sands, aimed 
at releasing the oil now locked in the sands. Mr. McCone said he is 
trying to see if it can be gotten ready this winter; probably the hole 
can be drilled this winter, with the explosion more likely in 1960. He 
stressed the tremendous importance of these oil sands in international 
affairs—the reserves are apparently equal in magnitude to the total 
proven reserves in the Middle East. He said he was very anxious that 
the “plow share” program go forward, and wants to be sure that the 
test suspension agreement does not prejudice it.

The President commented that if the heat of these tremendously 
big explosions could be captured, it was evident that it could bring the 
oil sands to a very high temperature. Mr. McCone also mentioned the 

1 Source: IAEA problems, Plowshare, uranium requirements. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen
hower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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heat application to be developed by experiment in one of the Carlsbad 
salt domes. The President commented that we ought to be quite careful 
while negotiations are going on. We will reserve the right to conduct 
these tests. Once the techniques have been proved out he was confi
dent the world would demand that they be utilized, so that civilization 
could obtain the benefits of this activity.

Mr. McCone said it is clear that we are overcommitted on the pur
chase of uranium during the period between now and 1962. He would 
propose to lengthen the term of the commitment, while holding its total 
unchanged, thus lopping off the “peak” now in prospect. The President 
commented that if these experiments turn out successfully, and large 
demands for peaceful uses arise, we could use a lot of uranium. He felt 
we should keep up long range interest in providing this product. He 
would see no objection to going to 1970 in order to bring the procure
ment into a better schedule.

Mr. McCone concluded by saying that he is working with Mr. 
Quarles to reach agreement on the problem of long range requirements 
for atomic weapons—out of which needs for plutonium and hence for 
added plutonium capacity can be determined. The President thought 
this was a good project and hoped that it would forestall a reoccurrence 
of this year’s situation when the individual Chiefs gave testimony at 
variance with the over all Defense position.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

386. Note From Gray to Goodpaster1

Washington, October 11, 1958

GENERAL GOODPASTER:
I thought you might like for your files a copy of the Memoran

dum of Conversation with Dr. Edward Teller, which has been reworked 
a little further since you saw it. I have sought to incorporate your 

1 Source: Conveys memoranda of conversation between the President and Teller 
and Bradbury, dealing with detecting nuclear tests. Top Secret enclosures. 11 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, 
Nuclear Testing.
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suggestions. Also attached is a copy of the Memorandum of Conversa
tion with Dr. Bradbury.

Gordon Gray

Enclosure

Memorandum of Conversation

October 9, 1958

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH  
DR. EDWARD TELLER  

(in the company of General Goodpaster and Captain Morse)

In accordance with a request made of me by Chairman McCone 
on Friday morning, October 3, in connection with the NSC OCB visit 
to the Nevada Test Site, I arranged for General Goodpaster and me to 
spend some time with Dr. Teller. This was primarily accomplished by 
driving with Dr. Teller from Las Vegas to the NTS on Saturday morn
ing, October 4, and by sharing a car with Dr. Teller throughout the day’s 
activities. Captain Morse was in almost constant attendance.

I indicated to Dr. Teller that I was particularly interested, in con
nection with the question of nuclear test suspension or moratorium, in 
loopholes, both from the point of view of the “threshold concept” and 
from the point of view of the reservation of testing for peaceful uses. 
There follows a summary of various points made by Dr. Teller:

1. Dr. Teller indicated that there was no disagreement as to the facts 
and that the difference came in interpretations, which he felt in individ
ual cases were largely based on motivation.

2. Atmospheric tests. Dr. Teller pointed out that at Geneva there had 
been no attempt to work out a system of policing these tests under 
1 KT. Down to 5 KT the system proposed would present good chances 
of detection of atmospheric tests, but not down to 1 KT. Atmospheric 
tests are not essential for development of weapons, but are important for 
weapons effects.

3. Underground Tests. The chances are not good of detecting an 
underground shot of the magnitude of 5 KT, and it is virtually impossi
ble to detect an underground shot of 1 KT.

Originally in the Geneva conference we asked for 650 stations 
(even this number in Dr. Teller’s opinion might not be enough to give a 
high degree of assurance against evasion). We finally agreed upon 160 
to 170 stations with the statement that these could detect underground 
shots down to 5 KT, with some small chance below 5 KT, but not down 
to 1 KT.
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In the course of a year there are approximately 100 natural events 
which, with present detection systems, would not be distinguishable 
from a [text not declassified]—20 or 30 of them in the Soviet Sino bloc.

The Geneva report says that inspection groups investigating a sus
pected nuclear explosion would be provided with equipment and appa
ratus “appropriate to its task.” What the report does not say is that such 
instruments do not now exist. The only way to prove an event to have 
been of a nuclear character is to locate radioactivity. In such a case the 
detection machinery would have been effective only with respect to an 
area 10 × 10 miles, and a detection been would then have to seek the 
specific radioactive area and the precise locale of the shot. (Dr. Teller’s 
estimate is that for an underground shot, drilling would be required and 
the chances of success on any one drillhole would be about 1 in 40,000.)

If one is thinking in terms of [text not declassified] the number of 
such events in the course of a year is about [text not declassified] in the 
Sino Soviet bloc. This, from the point of view of sheer members, would 
present a physical impossibility to inspection teams.

In the matter of underground testing, there is some reason to 
believe that it is more difficult to detect an underground explosion if 
it is fired in hard rock, unlike the test conditions at the Nevada Test 
Site. Also, it is believed that an appropriate structure around the devise 
could, in effect, decouple the transmission of shock waves to the earth.

Dr. Teller believes that a series of underground tests, [text not 
declassified] progressively pursued, could enable the development of 
weapons of increasing yield without the great risk of detection. Thus, 
Dr. Teller believes that the largest loophole in the test control system 
developed at the Geneva meeting is the [text not declassified] especially 
involving experimentation with decoupling. He feels that this loophole 
is so great as to eliminate fears about loopholes arising from the reser
vation of explosions for peaceful purposes.

[text not declassified]
4. Generally, underwater shots can be detected with effort and if one 

is willing to spend the sums of money involved for patrol ships, etc. As 
far as ocean shots are concerned, whether atmospheric or underwater, 
they probably can be detected and indentified but it is very difficult to 
prove the source. In other words, if there were a test moratorium and if 
there were an ocean shot, the Soviets could have been responsible but 
could seek to place responsibility upon the U.S. with very little possi
bility on our part of disproving the charge. If the shot were under 1 KT 
it would be very difficult to detect and identify.

5. High- altitude Tests. At Geneva it was agreed that no known sys
tem can detect and identify shots above 70 miles (the U.S. has now had 
25 and 50 mile tests). However, the use of a number of satellites could 
detect radiation. High altitude testing was not seriously discussed 
at Geneva and two methods of evasion of detection are: one, testing 
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behind an object, such as the moon, and the use of distance. It is possi
ble to go one third of the way to the sun.

6. The significance of a violation involving high altitudes would 
be that big weapons could be made lighter and of a violation under-
ground that weapons below 1 KT and be below 5 KT (which have been 
neglected) could be developed; also that “clean” weapons could be 
developed.

7. Dr. Teller feels that a moratorium would not be to our advantage 
in any case. However, assuming a moratorium, the question is, how 
best to go about it. He suggests banning all shots that can be policed:

a. Forbid all atmospheric shots (thus getting rid of fall out).
b. Forbid all oceanic shots (this assumes that we will be prepared 

to put sufficient money into patrol ships, etc.)
c. Forbid all underground shots above the agreed level of detection. With 

respect to this point, Dr. Teller acknowledges the difficulties and sug
gests two ways in which it could be done, the first being more easily 
explained, but the second preferable in his opinion.

(1) Prohibit all shots above 5 KT. If one wishes to make a shot, give 
notification to the international organization and have observers pres
ent although not telling them what is inside the device. These observers 
could detect the yield. This would be a form of international inspection.

(2) Prohibit all shots causing an earthquake equivalent above a 
certain magnitude—say 4.5. This means that if we make a shot which 
gives a 4.5 reaction or less, we can announce the shot and no inspection 
is indicated. However, if the shot produces greater than 4.5 then the 
inspection teams go into action.

d. High altitude shots. If high altitude shots are to be reserved from 
the Treaty, it could be provided that they be allowed above 30 miles until 
a system was devised to detect them down to a certain size. Then if the 
treaty were to be revised each year it could be progressively tightened.

8. Explosions for peaceful purposes. Dr. Teller urges that if there is to 
be a moratorium, we should reserve explosions for peaceful uses. He does 
not feel that peaceful uses open up any loopholes which are not already 
in existence because of the “threshold concept.” He acknowledges that 
we might consider opening up peaceful tests completely to international 
inspection. He also feels that we should make clear that we reserve 
nuclear experiments that are not tests of weapons, citing specifically 
nuclear reactions at the level of low yield explosions, or just below.

9. Dr. Teller said that in recent exchanges with the British we found 
that although they had devoted a fraction of time and money to their 
program as compared with the U.S. program, their developments sub
stantially parallel our own. Nothing of special significance has escaped 
the British and on the other hand the British have learned nothing of 
special significance that we do not know.

Gordon Gray
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Attachment

Memorandum of Conversation

October 7, 1958

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH DR. BRADBURY

The following points were developed in a conversation with 
Dr. Bradbury, with General Goodpaster and Mr. Harr present, Sunday 
morning, October 5:

1. Dr. Bradbury feels it is extremely important to continue experi-
mentation. As an example, he alludes to the current work in rocket pro
pulsion (Rover). He believes that this process should continue although 
in the experimentation there could develop a situation in which a fis
sion action could blow materials out of the nozzle which would appear 
to have been a nuclear explosion.

2. Dr. Bradbury thinks that it is important to continue high altitude 
activity primarily for scientific purposes.

3. Dr. Bradbury feels that it is very important to reserve explosions 
for peaceful uses.

4. It is Dr. Bradbury’s view that although it can be said in a tech
nical sense that we are ahead of the Russians in weapons development 
this actually means nothing. His point is that although we seem to have 
developed weapons of high yield in smaller packages than the Rus
sians, this is substantially meaningless if one makes certain assump
tions about Russian war strategy and accepts the best information one 
has about delivery systems. Whether the Soviets have weapons of as 
high a yield as some we have tested is relatively unimportant because 
we know that they have weapons large enough now to destroy our 
largest cities. Incidentally, Dr. Bradbury feels that we have erred in 
insisting upon developing weapons of a precise size, and that there is a 
margin of error of from 10 to 15 to 20% in any case.

5. With respect to peaceful uses. Dr. Bradbury thinks that we could 
stand almost any kind of inspection although it would be a consider
able nuisance.

6. Dr. Bradbury indicated that we now know that the British have 
little to learn from us and that we have little to learn from them. This is 
comforting, he feels, in the sense that their efforts have corroborated the 
correctness of ours, although disquieting from the point of view that it 
may be assumed that the Soviets have made equivalent progress.

Gordon Gray
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Attachment

Memorandum for the Record

October 10, 1958

Memorandum for Record regarding Trip to Nevada Atomic Test site—
3–5 October

Discussions regarding the project for suspension of atomic tests 
brought out that the “equation” can be written in three major terms:

A. Military Security

1. Technically, there is no clear or substantial advantage either to 
the Soviets or to the United States in suspending.

2. Militarily, although there is some reservation on this point, the 
suspension is to the considerable disadvantage of U.S. security.

3. Should the Soviets continue in testing under exceptions to the 
suspension, or in evasion of it, while the United States did not, then 
(irrespective of whether the U.S. knew of Soviet action or not) extremely 
serious—possibly even fatal—damage to U.S. security could occur; 
there is a division of opinion as to the likelihood of such action by the 
Soviets and the U.S.

B. Foreign Affairs—Defensive Objectives

The Secretary of State has considered that world public opinion 
regarding testing has come to such a point that the United States diplo
macy cannot be satisfactorily conducted without the suspension of tests 
or a demonstrated effort to nuclear agreement to suspend.

1. World opinion has been successfully brought to a state of alarm 
by propaganda regarding the genetic effects of nuclear tests.

2. World opinion, as expressed in the efforts and attitudes of sev
eral governments, is demanding a suspension of tests as a means of 
“lessening world tensions,” an objective on which they place a high 
value; as a corollary they call for agreement with the Russians on any 
significant subject as a means of lessening such tensions.

3. World opinion in many areas, and particularly those which have 
undergone heavy serial bombardment in past wars, attaches the horror 
of atomic warfare to the testing of nuclear weapons.

C. Foreign Affairs—Positive Goals

1. It is possible that agreement on suspension of testing, if achieved 
and if faithfully carried out, might prove to be a step to more significant 
measures of disarmament and reduction of the over hanging armed 
threat of the Soviet Union to the United States, and vice versa.

2. It is possible that the inspection operations incident to the sus
pension of testing may “open” the Soviet bloc in such a way as to 
introduce liberalizing and democratizing effects, which may lessen the 
threat of use of armed force at totalitarian decision and direction.
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D. Influential groups in the United States, both inside and outside 
the Government, are desirous of test cessation on a variety of grounds, 
largely represented as moral, humanitarian, etc.

Discussion

Of the considerations listed under A above, it may be said that they 
represent a substantial, though not fully agreed and not fully evalu
ated, cost and danger to the United States.

Of the considerations listed under B above, it may be said that the 
genetic effects are extremely small (most recent scientific findings indi
cate that the products of testing are below the threshold at which genetic 
effects would appear) and that the Soviets and those who have helped 
them have thereby achieved the end of influencing policy through false 
propaganda; with regard to the lessening of tensions, question exists 
whether partial suspension, or suspension that can be only partially 
policed, will achieve this end; also whether in an era of protracted 
conflict waged by the Communists against the West, in which tension 
arises from the conflict of Soviet aggressive aims with free world intent 
to defend and maintain itself, the lessening of tension is an objective 
that has validity for the free world. These considerations represent a 
propaganda defeat for the United States, which may well require to be 
retrieved by concessions at the cost of our security, if our diplomacy is 
to have satisfactory results.

The considerations listed under C above, to the extent we may 
have expectation that they will in fact be achieved, represent a true off
set to the costs of suspension to our security.

It seems a fair summary that the United States has proposed action 
which, if taken, balances on the one hand a net cost and risk to U.S. 
security against, on the other, the necessity for some relief from Soviet 
propaganda successes, some hope of further disarmament steps and of 
tendencies toward liberalization in the Soviet bloc, and the satisfaction 
of the desires and objectives of certain influential groups within the 
United States.

There is some belief in some quarters that the Soviets may not 
accept an agreement on cessation of testing which satisfies the min
imum terms acceptable to the United States, and that as a result of 
this whole exercise, the United States will have scored gains in world 
opinion and in propaganda without security cost to itself. Such gains, 
arising from a recognition of Soviet intransigence as the cause for fail
ure to reach agreement, would have to be offset by any world opinion 
that may exist that the United States should have lowered its require
ments in order to reach agreement. The danger must be foreseen that 
the United States, confronted with such later strands in world opinion, 
might progressively reduce its requirements and thereby incur greater 
danger of Soviet test evasion and other costs to U.S. security.
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Finally, it is probable that the interest of the United States in its 
own security, in national solidarity, and solidarity with our allies, will 
require that, whatever the balance of the equation written above, it be 
represented to the world as a net gain or “triumph” for U.S. policy. At 
some level in government, however, the truth must be recognized, or 
the dangers will be compounded.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

387. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, October 16, 1958

SUBJECT

Surprise Attack Negotiations and Nuclear Test Suspension Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Terms of reference for surprise attack delegation, nuclear test suspension 
negotiations. Secret. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 
64 D 199.

Dept of State
Under Secretary Herter
Mr. William C. Foster
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AF
Mr. Haker—S/AF
Mr. Weiler—S/AE
Ambassador 

Wadsworth

White House
Dr. Killian
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Bromley Smith
Mr. Keeny
Mr. Minshull

CIA
Mr. Dulles
Mr. Brent

Atomic Energy Commission
Mr. McCone
General Starbird
Dr. Kavanaugh

Dept of Defense
Mr. Quarles
General Byers
Mr. Irwin

Mr. Herter said the issue to be decided regarding the terms of refer
ence paper for U.S. delegation to the Surprise Attack Safeguards Con
ference was whether the delegation should be completely barred from 
discussing the question of limitations on armaments as it affects the sur
prise attack question. He said there was no disposition in the Depart
ment of State to discuss limitations in the form of specific numbers.

Mr. Quarles expressed the thought that once we engaged in any 
discussion of what additional protection might be gained from lim
itations on armaments, or generally any changes from the present 
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arms situation, we give the Soviets opportunity to discuss all their old 
proposals such as “ban the bomb”, and this would sow the seeds of 
destruction of the Conference, as well as place the U.S. at a propaganda 
disadvantage. He said it was quite true that disarmament measures 
with inspection would gain greater security for the U.S. but this Con
ference should not get into such questions. He commented that, in this 
regard, the language on Page 3 of the terms of reference paper was too 
broad.

Mr. Herter said the issue centered particularly in the wording to 
be used for Section III C of the agenda. He had hoped that it would be 
possible to have developed some specific suggestions from the delega
tion with respect to limitations that might be discussed but this had not 
proved possible.

Mr. Foster said he was the servant of whatever the Committee 
of Three decided, and that the possibility of some fruitful discussion 
with the Soviets existed even if we did not get beyond Section II of the 
agenda. However, he said, Sections III A and B are progressive in nature 
and when you get to qualitation discussions, we can assess the value to 
the surprise attack problem of various types of hypothetical limitations, 
and this could be of real value to subsequent political negotiations. He 
said you could discuss variables in general terms or as percentages, or 
as “minimum cuts” and “substantial cuts”.

Dr. Killian inquired as to views of the delegation on any exclusion 
of a discussion of limitations, and said that any technical analysis he 
had seen shows that as far as missiles are concerned, there would be 
little value in more observation and inspection. He noted the views of 
the Interagency Working Group which expressed this view.

Mr. Quarles said he did not believe there would not be some value 
in observation and inspection.

Mr. Foster said we should aim at an assessment of the effectiveness 
of measures relating to various levels of armaments.

Mr. Quarles said he did not object to the technical discussion hav
ing a range of conditions which must be faced, but that this Conference 
should not get into a discussion of the value of reaching agreements on 
various disarmament measures.

Mr. McCone said we might start in the discussions at a zero assump
tion for certain armaments, such as missiles, and work upward rather 
than back in terms of reductions and limitations.

Mr. Foster commented that he had never liked the word “limita
tion” for use in the terms of reference paper and perhaps another word 
could be found.

Mr. Herter said there was always a danger that public opinion 
would view any technical recommendations of the experts as some
thing that should be adopted by their governments, considering related 
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political or military factors. However, he said, we have an able delega
tion and while he would be surprised if the talks ever got beyond Sec
tions I and II, the fact remains that the Soviets have proposed the talks 
and a mutual interest does exist in reducing the dangers of surprise 
attack. If we refuse to consider the problem of nuclear weapons, both 
sides will be faced with it, and if we restrict the delegation in a way 
that will hamper their exploration of Soviet thinking, we will restrict 
the potential value of the Conference and will also place ourselves in a 
disadvantageous propaganda position.

Mr. Foster noted that there was a possibility of fruitful exploratory 
discussion on methods that might reduce the likelihood of accidental war.

Mr. Quarles said the propaganda victory we had gained at the 
Geneva technical talks on nuclear testing resulted from our standing 
firm against Soviet efforts to make the Conference political in nature.

Dr. Killian expressed the view that the delegation should be allowed 
maneuverability in the talks, and Mr. Foster said it must at least have 
the opportunity during the preparatory work to look at the question of 
the effects upon the surprise attack problem of limitations and of vari
ables in armaments.

Mr. Quarles said the delegation could study the question of the 
effects of limitations in their preparatory work, but that discussion of 
limitations in Geneva should not be undertaken without reference back 
to Washington. Mr. Quarles then proposed that Section II be changed in 
a manner that would limit discussion to technical problems that would 
have a range of variables to be concerned about. He said he would not 
object to the terms of reference paper stating that if the delegation felt 
that it had to discuss limitations, it should request instructions from the 
Committee of Three.

There was then some discussion to the effect that perhaps there 
was a meeting of minds on the issue of what should be discussed. It 
was agreed that the Department of State would redraft Section III, with 
appropriate changes in other parts of the terms of reference paper, in an 
effort to reflect the apparent agreement. The Committee of Three would 
then review the redraft.

Nuclear Test Suspension Negotiations

The meeting next considered questions relating to the nuclear test 
suspension negotiations scheduled to begin on October 31 in Geneva. 
The Third Report of the Working Group on Disarmament Policy 
(TAB A) served as a basis for the discussion.

Mr. Gray inquired whether there was yet a statement of the U.S. 
objective in the forthcoming negotiations; was it, for example, to elim
inate tests, was it to get off the propaganda hook or was it to eliminate 
fallout as a potential health hazard.
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Mr. Herter said that he considered the U.S. objective was not to 
eliminate testing per se as this was not very important one way or the 
other. It was instead to test the bona fides of the Soviets in following 
through on the recommendations of the Geneva experts and thus to test 
their willingness to subject themselves to inspection, which is the sine 
qua non for disarmament. There was, of course, much public sentiment 
on the basis of possible health hazards but this factor is not basic from 
the U.S. point of view.

Dr. Killian added that there was of course a public opinion factor to 
be taken into account.

Mr. Gray asked if agreement could have been reached in Geneva 
by the experts without a Soviet political decision to reach agreement. If 
such a decision were taken by the Soviets in August he wondered why 
their present attitude toward agreement had changed.

It was generally agreed that the Geneva experts’ report was based 
upon a political decision by the Soviet Government that it desired to 
reach this agreement.

Mr. Farley suggested that one possibility that might account for a 
change in Soviet position was that our August 22 statement of willing
ness to proceed to political negotiation took the Soviets by surprise. 
They may have hoped by reaching agreement at the expert level to 
increase pressure upon the U.S. position rather than move toward real 
agreement. Another factor that might be responsible for a change in 
their attitude could be that the Soviets came to realize in the course of 
the Geneva discussions that they still had much to learn about nuclear 
weapons and their effects. This might account for their resuming tests 
promptly after the Geneva talks.

Mr. Herter raised first for discussion the threshold question. He 
said he understood the Secretary’s position to be that the U.S. would 
take no stand at the beginning of the Geneva talks on the threshold 
question but that if the Soviets came to see the disadvantages to them of 
the extensive inspection required for a full cessation of tests, the alter
native of a threshold might be introduced.

Mr. McCone said that he agreed with the Secretary that we let this 
evolve and begin by discussing the geometric rate at which  on site 
inspection increases as the threshold is lowered. He understood, 
for example, that in the case where a hundred inspections would be 
required for a 5 kt threshold, 1800 would be required at 1 kt level.

Mr. Quarles said he agreed that we should leave the threshold ques
tion to be handled in this way. He thought: 1) that we should leave no 
ambiguity as to what the capabilities and threshold of any agreed sys
tem would be; 2) that we should agree to discontinue all tests above the 
threshold; and 3) that we might unilaterally renounce, subject to certain 
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conditions, tests below the threshold of reliable detection. Then, if we 
catch the Soviets testing, we could withdraw our unilateral renunciation.

Dr. Killian said he agreed in general but would raise the question 
of whether we should in fact renounce even unilaterally tests below the 
threshold.

Mr. Gray said that the approach the Secretary had suggested and 
Mr. Quarles had emphasized of making clear the limits of any agreed 
inspection system would have considerable educational value. It would 
point up the idea not generally understood that the system agreed at 
Geneva would not reliably monitor all tests.

Mr. McCone said that for purposes of discussion we might separate 
the problem into two components:

(a) what is the importance of tests below 5 kt and what would we 
give up by unilaterally renouncing all such tests.

(b) what is the importance of our public posture in the propaganda 
aspects of the negotiations.

Leaving aside the second field, he had no doubt as to the import
ance of tests below 5 kt. So long as U.S. military plans anticipate the 
use of ground forces, small tactical weapons would seem to be required 
and there is in this area a large field not yet explored.

Dr. Killian said he would be reluctant to forego tests below the 
threshold, and in this connection, he read the following sections from a 
staff paper incorporated as ANNEX 3 of the Third Report of the Work
ing Group.

This problem could be resolved directly by permitting continued 
“safeguarded” testing below 1 kt or 2 kt by all nations. One method 
of “safeguarding” such testing would be to have Commission repre
sentatives make yield determinations of each test to determine that it 
was in fact below the permitted threshold. If the Commission retained 
the right of inspection which was not limited to a particular minimum 
yield, there would be little incentive to conduct clandestine tests below 
the threshold of the system. The incorporation of this concept in a test 
cessation agreement would have the following advantages:

1. It would close a significant loophole in the proposed system 
which could be exploited much more easily in the USSR than the US.

2. It would maintain the concept of fully “inspected” agreements.
3. It would permit the US to continue small yield weapon devel

opments which are of particular interest to the US for limited war and 
defense applications. The US is now probably in a period of more rapid 
development in this field than the USSR.

4. It would tend to establish a differentiation between small yield 
nuclear weapons for tactical purposes as opposed to large yield nuclear 
weapons for mass destruction.

5. It would make the overall system more workable by greatly 
reducing the number of inspections required to give an acceptable level 
of confidence in the capabilities of the system below 5 kt.
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Mr. Quarles said he preferred the position mentioned in the staff 
paper but in his previous comments stated his preference on the basis 
of the Secretary’s proposal as outlined by Mr. Herter. At this point Mr. 
Herter was called to another meeting.

Mr. Farley said that the Secretary’s position was simply that he did 
not want to go into the negotiations appearing to add to the two con
ditions in the President’s statement of August 22 a third condition as to 
the size of explosions which would be suspended. This question could 
better be handled at a later stage of the negotiations on the basis of the 
extent of inspection the Soviets were willing to accept.

Mr. Farley raised the question of whether an authoritative study 
had been made on the military value of tests in the various ranges 
below 5 kt.

Mr. Quarles said he had heard no disagreement on technical 
grounds to the position that if one side tests below 5 kt and the other 
side doesn’t, a significant military advantage would be lost. He said 
he believed the first proposition of the U.S. position should be that we 
should not agree to stop tests we can’t monitor, that we would agree to 
stop those above the threshold of reliable detection. As a second prop
osition we should say that if the Soviets would stop tests below the 
threshold on a unilateral basis, we would do likewise.

Mr. Farley said he believed this position was reconcilable with the 
one he had expressed. We should try to define capabilities of any sys
tem under discussion and thus we might find a common interest with 
the Soviets in eliminating smaller tests than the system could cover 
within practical limits.

Mr. McCone said we may find that the system can be improved 
with experience and that the testing limit could then be progressively 
lowered as the threshold of reliable detection was lowered.

Ambassador Wadsworth said he understood it would be the consen
sus that we would not go into the negotiations with the threshold as a 
prominent feature of our position and that we would not have to put a 
hard and fast threshold into the treaty itself.

Mr. Quarles said we say, depending upon circumstances, want to 
put the threshold in the treaty.

Ambassador Wadsworth asked how you would write it in since, as 
Mr. McCone stated, the system might evolve in capabilities. Mr. Quarles 
said one might define the stations and locations and define the capabil
ity of the system described, for example, as 90% above 5 kt.

Dr. Killian asked what would then be written in as to tests below 
5 kt. Mr. Quarles said this might be handled by unilateral statements 
and kept out of the agreement.
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Mr. Farley said we could now attempt to work out a draft position 
on this point on the basis of the discussion. He suggested that we pro
ceed to the question of how the conditions in the President’s August 22 
statement might be dealt with in the treaty. He thought there would 
be no negotiating problem in writing in the first condition, that is, sat
isfactory installation and operation of the control system. We would 
need, however, to discuss tactical variations in dealing with the second 
condition of progress in disarmament.

Mr. Quarles said that an enforceable agreement on testing separate 
from other disarmament measures in the view of the Department of 
Defense, would be to our national disadvantage. Defense feels that a 
minimum condition beyond the test suspension would be satisfactory 
progress toward limitation of armaments and particularly the produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. We could from a 
legal standpoint handle this by an annual renewal clause alone; but fail
ure to renew would carry such an onus from a political standpoint that 
we would be unlikely to do it. For this reason he would like to see the 
treaty bear on the face of it a requirement for progress in disarmament, 
at least as a starting position in negotiations.

Mr. Farley said that he agreed this should be done as a starting 
position. However, to deal with the Soviet position on a permanent ces
sation it would probably be necessary be define our requirements for 
progress on disarmament. The question is only one of not having such 
rigidity in these requirements as to give the Soviets an advantage.

Mr. Gray said that a treaty which failed to mention the disarma
ment condition would be a departure from national policy; and would 
in effect be a separate test agreement.

Mr. McCone said that the more specifics there were in the treaty 
as to progress required the more defensible our position will be if we 
find it necessary to walk away from it. Specific conditions would also 
improve our position with Congress and with many elements of pub
lic opinion. Moreover, a tie to disarmament stated in the treaty would 
facilitate progress in disarmament.

Mr. Farley raised the question of who would decide when progress 
toward objectives defined in the treaty was substantial: would it be the 
Control Commission? If not, we would be back to a unilateral determi
nation by each party.

Mr. McCone said that we should search for language that would 
define necessary progress as far as possible.

Returning to the threshold question, Mr. Brent asked if we should 
go into the negotiations seeking the lowest possible threshold.
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Mr. Farley raised the question whether military interests suggest 
a desirable threshold or whether the threshold should be determined 
solely on the basis of inspection capabilities of the agreed system.

Mr. McCone said that we could not approach the problem on the 
basis of what level was to our advantage, since we could not have our 
cake and eat it on the threshold problem. We would not, however, want 
to approach it in a way which would give an important advantage to 
our adversary. If a system could be implemented on a 1 kt level, we 
should accept it. The area between 1 and 5 kt is of considerable military 
importance but we should not make an effort in the negotiations to 
reserve that area, since inspection capabilities can be brought below it.

Mr. Irwin said that he agreed.
General Starbird said that from a technical standpoint there would 

be a tremendous advantage in having a 1 kt exception, that there would 
be some additional advantage in an exception up to 5, but it was not 
a situation in which a 5 kt exception would be twice as good as 2 kt. 
The exception was progressively of less advantage as you move up the 
scale.

Mr. Irwin said the threshold should be as low as practicable in 
order to introduce as much inspection as possible in the Soviet Union.

Dr. Killian agreed, and said this was true also because we have at 
present a military advantage in the lower ranges.

Mr. Gray asked whether the improvement in the inspection to 
which Mr. McCone had referred would result in opening up the Soviet 
Union more. Mr. Keeny said that improvement in the system would, on 
the one hand, detect more events which might then be inspected but 
on the other hand, it would identify more events on the basis of instru
ments alone and thus reduce the need for on site inspection.

Mr. Gray asked whether the threshold question applied to tests 
in outer space or at high altitudes. Mr. Farley said that a special study 
group was at work on this problem.

Mr. Keeny said that preliminary studies indicated that these would 
be good down to 1 kt at several hundred thousand kilometers and that a 
detailed report on this subject was scheduled for completion next week.

Mr. Gray emphasized the need for early decisions and it was agreed 
that the group should reconvene at the earliest possible time.
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388. Memorandum From Wilcox (IO) to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, October 27, 1958

SUBJECT

Telephone Conversation with Ambassador Lodge

Ambassador Lodge has indicated he will call you on Tuesday to 
discuss: (1) the proposal for an 81 nation Disarmament Commission; 
(2) resolutions on testing which are pending in the First Committee. 
The following comments may be useful in your discussion:

1) 81- Nation Committee
The Department has strongly opposed the establishment of an 

81 nation Disarmament Committee since it is believed that such a 
committee would not serve a constructive purpose. The 81 nation 
committee would have the same problems that the First Committee 
has encountered in establishing even a moderately satisfactory nego
tiating body since such a body would have to be both small and repre
sentative. The enlarged Disarmament Commission would constitute 
in effect a continuing session of the General Assembly in which little 
of substance could be accomplished. It would supplant the present 
DC. Meetings of the 81 nation DC would probably deteriorate into a 
propaganda battle. Such a group would provide an opportunity for 
constant meddling by a number of countries. Attached (TAB A) is a 
statement which the Department has previously transmitted to USUN 
on this point.

On the other hand, it is recognized that acceptance of this pro
posal by the US would be responsive to the small power interest in 
maintaining a continued UN role in disarmament and would, as 
Ambassador Lodge believes “have important psychological value as 
an overall UN umbrella.” Moreover, it is true that at such time as such 
Commission met it undoubtedly would have to set up sub groups in 
order to function. We agree also that it is not possible in the words 
of Ambassador Lodge “to dream up another truncated Disarmament 
Commission.”

Ambassador Lodge indicated there is “widespread support” for 
the idea of an 81 nation Disarmament Commission. We have been of 
the opinion up to now, based on information made available to us 
by USUN, that this proposal could be defeated if we continued our 

1 Source: Proposal for 81 Nation Disarmament Conference, nuclear testing reso
lutions in the U.N. General Assembly. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
320.11/10–2758.
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opposition and that this could be done without placing us in a seri
ously untenable position, since part of the onus for denying the UN a 
role would rest on the USSR for boycotting the 25 nation Disarmament 
Commission.

On balance, we believe it still is preferable not to support the 
81 nation DC proposal. Since USUN has not made a systematic can
vass of the strength of this proposal, it would be desirable for you to 
suggest to Ambassador Lodge that they provide us with a tabulation 
of the expected vote on this proposal. You might wish to add that if the 
systematic count confirms his view that there is widespread support for 
the 81 nation DC proposal, Ambassador Lodge would have discretion 
to support it.

2) Resolutions on testing
As Ambassador Lodge has indicated, the 17 power resolution 

(TAB B) with the US as one of the co sponsors has somewhere between 
45–50 votes in favor of it. Ambassador Lodge has not made any recom
mendations in his letter for further modifications of specific language. 
In response to Ambassador Lodge’s previous recommendations, he 
has already been authorized to make certain changes in the 17 power 
resolution, if necessary. The 17 power resolution with such changes is 
attached (TAB C).

The Indian draft resolution to which Ambassador Lodge refers in 
his letter has since been superseded by an Indian Yugoslav resolution 
(TAB D). We believe this formulation is not acceptable since it still tends 
to treat the subject of nuclear testing in isolation. However, we have 
authorized Ambassador Lodge to discuss certain modifications with 
the Indians and Yugoslavs which would make the resolution acceptable 
to us (TAB E).

In these circumstances, we believe you should indicate to Ambas
sador Lodge the following: (a) We would be able to support the 
Indian Yugoslav resolution provided they accept the changes we 
have suggested; otherwise we believe (b) he should stand firm on the 
 17 power draft resolution with such modifications in it as Ambassador 
Lodge has already been authorized to accept; and (c) if the modified 
17 power resolution does not have the necessary support or it seems 
desirable for other reasons, we could accept the procedural resolution 
suggested by the British as the concluding action of the Committee in 
lieu of any substantive resolution (TAB F).
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Tab A

Excerpt From GADEL 61

undated

2. DELGA 209

Department continues strongly oppose establishment 81 nation 
disarmament committee. It is unlikely serve useful purpose and in 
essence it is GA itself, which now debates disarmament annually and 
which can call special session if it desires. 81 nation committee would 
have same problems as First Committee in establishing moderately sat
isfactory negotiating body, and which would have to be small and rep
resentative. It would provide opportunity for constant meddling and in 
effect would constitute more or less a continuous session of GA on dis
armament where little of substance could take place and propaganda 
battle would make serious negotiation more difficult, if not impossible. 
While we recognize that part of onus for opposing such proposal would 
be placed on US, we nevertheless believe Soviets would come in for at 
least equal criticism in view their irresponsible boycott of DC during 
past year. We doubt that 81 nation DC proposal could be adopted if US 
and UK continue vigorous opposition.

389. Memorandum of Conversation1

New York, October 28, 1958, 5:50 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary of State
Thomas E. Murray

The Secretary said he was glad that Mr. Murray would be going to 
the Geneva conference on nuclear testing. He said he was counting on 
Mr. Murray’s cooperation, stressing that we could not afford a show of 
division in these very delicate negotiations. He noted that they would 

1 Source: Geneva Conference on Nuclear Testing. Confidential; Personal and Pri
vate. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation.
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now be made all the more difficult by the fact that the Soviets appeared 
to be taking a new look at their position.

Mr. Murray assured the Secretary of his cooperation. He said he 
would not “speak out” when he disagreed, but would express his view
point privately to Senator Gore. He said he had long favored stopping 
the testing of large weapons, but thought it essential to continue mak
ing small yield tests. He thought we could satisfy everyone’s needs, the 
scientists and military together, by underground tests.

The Secretary pointed out that we needed not only weapons but 
public good will and the support of our allies as well. He thought 
therefore that the main question would be one of tactics at the Geneva 
conference to insure that the blame for any breakdown was laid to the 
Soviets. We should not ourselves appear militaristic. The Secretary said 
that if we could work it out without jeopardy to our foreign relations, 
he would favor small underground testing. He said he did not think the 
conference would be a success; that the Soviets would continue testing 
and therefore we would then resume our own testing.

JFD

390. Telegram Supnu 45 From Geneva1

Geneva, November 11, 1958, noon

Supnu 45. Following summary appraisal first ten days nuclear 
weapons test conference.

1. Soviet position. Soviet delegation after quickly coming terms 
on minor points such as private rather than public sessions, and use 
of “discontinuance” in conference title, immediately assumed rigid 
position on agenda. Soviet position on agenda has remained consistent 
that first act of conference be “conclusion” agreement on “cessation” 
weapons tests. This p.m. informal meeting three delegations proved 
inconclusive in changing Soviet position. Soviets have indicated wish 
continue informal discussions on agenda.

In spite of Soviet delegation rigidity on agenda Soviet position 
in meetings has not been one of complete avoidance substance. They 
have, of course, focused on their own draft treaty, but from time to time 
have engaged brief discussions on controls. Soviet challenge to U.S. 

1 Source: Summary of first 10 days of nuclear test conference. Confidential; Priority. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/11–1158.
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and U.K. delegations to table own versions draft agreement obviously 
calculated further center attention conference on first item of Soviet 
agenda, i.e., conclusion of agreement. Nevertheless may have had some 
element of attempt get substantive discussion going without formal 
adoption agenda. Moreover, generally low key at which Soviets have 
conducted conversations and meetings, even in face of occasional fairly 
stern lectures from Western delegations seems indicate Soviet delega
tion interested in prolongation of conference rather than early break, at 
least prior arrival Kuznetsov, and probably for some time.

2. U.K. position. U.K. delegation reflects preoccupation U.K. Gov
ernment with securing treaty even if this means corners have to be cut. 
U.S. delegation gets general impression U.K. delegation will from time 
to time try to act as “honest broker”. However, to date, cooperation of 
U.K. delegation has been good. Agreed tactics have been carried out 
with minimum of free wheeling, and agreed positions maintained. 
U.K. delegation is noticably silent in defending link with disarmament 
leaving this to U.S. delegation but we were on notice as to U.K. attitude 
before we reached Geneva.

3. U.S. position. Heaviest Soviet attack has been on “year by year” 
element of U.S. position, link with disarmament, and link with effective 
performance of controls. We expect attack on “year by year” and disar
mament link to continue without let up. One element of U.S. position 
already made public in President’s August 22 statement has drawn no 
fire, namely reference to peaceful uses. Agreement by Soviets that con
ference should deal “weapons tests” and use of same term in Soviet 
draft treaty have made it possible consider peaceful uses item as means 
plugging loophole in commitment stop weapons tests rather than 
exception. Tactical position on this item therefore improved although 
U.S. delegation has yet to discuss it.

4. Conclusions. It is far from clear this stage whether Soviets have 
come under instructions find best propaganda method avoiding treaty 
and inspection or whether they are under instructions seek some sort of 
agreement with minimum of controls and these preferably more or less 
left to wither on vine after agreement actually signed. Actions Soviet 
delegation thus far seem indicate only that Russians did not come here 
looking for immediate break. Agenda deadlock does not give com
pletely accurate picture of conference in which there has been some 
give and take on matters of substance. Our best guess on outlook is 
for protracted negotiations with or without adoption final agenda and 
with outcome very much in doubt.

Villard
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391. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, November 17, 1958

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

Senator Albert Gore, Member, Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy

The Secretary
William B. Macomber, Assistant Secretary—Congressional Relations
Philip J. Farley, Special Assistant for Disarmament and Atomic Energy

The Secretary said that the President had been greatly interested in 
this discussion with Senator Gore and had suggested that the Secretary 
talk with the Senator.

Senator Gore outlined his reactions to the negotiations on nuclear 
test suspension under way at Geneva and his proposal for a U.S. 
statement calling for agreement on cessation of atmospheric tests 
and announcing a unilateral threeyear U.S. suspension on such tests 
regardless of the Soviet position. Senator Gore said that he did not 
think there was much prospect of success in the Geneva negotiations 
and the move he was proposing would be highly effective since it 
would offer the prospect of an end to the “anti social” fallout effects 
from atmospheric tests.

The Secretary said that Senator Gore’s proposal was very similar 
to what was being considered as a possible course of action in event the 
Geneva talks break down. He stressed the importance of a U.S. position, 
both in pressing the present negotiations and in any unilateral steps 
which might be taken in the event of a deadlock, which would show 
the moral and political soundness of the U.S. approach to nuclear test
ing. The present negotiations with the Russians was in many respects a 
“poker game” in which we would not want to show our hand too soon. 
Instead we wanted to expose the real attitude of the Russians toward 
acceptance of commitments for inspection and control.

Senator Gore spoke favorably of the performance of Ambassador 
Wadsworth and the U.S. Delegation.

1 Source: Gore proposal on atmospheric testing. Confidential. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/11–1758.
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392. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, November 18, 1958

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Tests Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

The Under Secretary
Mr. Philip J. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers—S/AE

Dr. James Killian—Special Assistant to the President
Dr. Hans Bethe—President’s Science Advisory Committee

Dr. Killian explained that he had asked Dr. Bethe to report to the 
Under Secretary about developments in Geneva and his views on pos
sible next steps. Dr. Bethe said he thought it would be particularly use
ful for Mr. Herter to have a first hand account of the atmosphere in 
the negotiations. He said that the meetings were substantially different 
from the summer technical sessions and that things were moving quite 
slowly. He said that until the U.S. had put in its “excellent” treaty out
line, there had been no movement on the part of the USSR. At this point 
the USSR was forced to discuss the control problem to some degree, 
since they could not let our statements go unchallenged. Consequently, 
we have received same clarification as to what the USSR does want and 
does not want. He remarked that the most hopeful point is that both 
the Russians and the U.S. have emphasized their commitment to the 
Technical Experts Report, which has now become a “sacred” document. 
It has become clear that the USSR strongly objects to our concept of 
organization of a control system and that they want the system orga
nized on a basis of parity. They are particularly opposed to the idea of 
an administrator “who would be able to tell the U.S. and USSR what 
to do.” Dr. Bethe thought that our best tactic was to continue to put in 
papers dealing with substantive points and to proceed to talk about 
them, thus bypassing insofar as possible the agenda issue. The Dele
gation felt strongly that we should not accept the Russian agenda. The 
Delegation was unanimous in its opinion that the USSR did not want 
to break the meetings off, although they might do this ultimately if the 
breaking issue is favorable to them. He emphasized that we should be 
willing to give the Delegation flexibility in determining tactics and in 
dealing with details of the control system, such as the division of the 

1 Source: Bethe’s views of nuclear test suspension conference. Secret; Limit Distribu
tion. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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authority between the Commission and the Administrator. A particu
larly important point for us to insist upon, in his view, is the automatic
ity of the mobile inspection in response to carefully defined geophysical 
signals.

Dr. Bethe said that the Delegation had been encouraged at the fact 
that the Soviet Union had not made a big point out of the peaceful uses 
testing problem and that their reference throughout the meeting has 
been to barring “weapons” tests.

The main Soviet fire is focused on our one year position and our 
insistence on the link to disarmament, according to Dr. Bethe. The Del
egation feels that the Soviet Union is in a strong position on this point 
and that their opposition would be sustained by public opinion. The 
Delegation had been happy to see the evidences of Washington flex
ibility on this point. Dr. Bethe recounted a conversation that he had 
had with Dr. Feodorov who had agreed, in a private conversation, that 
governments should be free to withdraw from the treaty if the con
trol system was not installed and operating, although this was not the 
officially stated Soviet position. However, the USSR would never agree 
to a loose provision leaving it to U.S. judgment whether satisfactory 
progress was being made in disarmament as a basis for treaty termi
nation. He felt that the USSR was firm on this point and that he, him
self, felt that it would be “monstrous” to have a treaty dependent upon 
other treaties not in existence.

Mr. Herter inquired whether it would be in our interest to have 
an open ended commitment for cessation of nuclear tests and whether 
or not, in ten years, we would find that the Soviets had been able to 
improve their weapons position, even without testing, to such a degree 
that our security would be jeopardized. Dr. Bethe said that in the 
absence of testing, the U.S. would be in a far better position to con
tinue nuclear weapons development than the Soviet Union. Our past 
tests have gone a lot further into diagnostics then we have any evi
dence to that the Soviet Union has and, consequently, we understand 
the interior workings of the nuclear weapons much better than they do. 
Therefore, we are in a better position to make further progress without 
testing than the Soviet Union. Dr. Killian said that a consideration on 
the other side is that the Soviet system might be better able to main
tain good weapons laboratories in the absence of testing than the U.S. 
would. Dr. Bethe said that he was not convinced of this point, but that 
an important factor would be the ability of the USSR to cheat in the face 
of any system of control.

In this connection, Mr. Herter asked about the validity of the point 
which is often made about our need to improve our small weapons posi
tion, and what the Soviet small weapons capability was. Dr. Bethe said 
that we have little firm knowledge about Soviet very low yield tests, but 
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that what we know about their capabilities in the 10 to 20 kiloton range 
indicates that they have not highly developed abilities in this area. With 
respect to our requirements in the small weapons field, Dr. Bethe admit
ted that there was much that would still be done to improve our position, 
but that we did have something of “every type in every yield.” For us it 
is not a question of having or not having, but rather a problem of further 
refinements. Dr. Killian pointed out that you could go on endlessly mak
ing weapons refinements and that the Soviet Union could also. In view 
of our relative position in this field, the Soviet Union would have more to 
gain by continued testing.

Dr. Bethe said he wished to make two final points. The first was to 
emphasize that since the Soviet Union has not kept the privacy agree
ment in the meeting, it would be to the advantage of our Delegation if 
the “right things” could be said in Washington, particularly in clarifica
tion of our position on controls. If we could abandon disarmament link, 
we would be in a strong position from the propaganda stand point. 
Secondly, he wished to say that whereas the UK had been at pains 
to maintain a united front with the U.S. in the open meetings, their 
position essentially was quite different and sooner or later this would 
come out. The British believe that cessation of nuclear tests is inevitable 
under any circumstances and that any controls we could get from the 
Soviet Union would be “gravy”. Consequently, the UK will, in the last 
analysis, be willing to settle for substantially less than we will.

393. Telegram Supnu 77 From Geneva1

Geneva, November 21, 1958, 11 a.m.

Supnu 77. US delegation has been giving close study to problem 
of how to (A) move negotiations forward into actual discussion con
trols, or (B) clearly establish Soviet unwillingness to deal seriously with 
controls and thereby place on Soviet onus for failure make progress 
towards treaty.

General Soviet position as reflected both inside and outside confer
ence now seems clear. Soviets for present, and we believe for indefinite 
period, are willing stay on position that there must be some agreement, 
at least in principle, on QTE cessation UNQTE before Soviets will move 

1 Source: Proposes change in negotiating position in nuclear test conference. Secret; 
Niact; Limited Distribution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/11–2158.
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to serious discussion, let alone acceptance of, arrangements for control. 
Delegation appraises Soviet position as firm. We believe firmness stems 
from probability Soviets believe public attraction their call for agree
ment in principle cease tests for all time contrasts favorably with US–UK 
position of conditioning duration of treaty on year by year determina
tion not only of satisfactory progress in installing control system but 
also of progress in the field of disarmament. Given this Soviet position, 
US delegation does not rpt not place much stock in tactical approach 
such as that proposed by UK (ref Nusup 73) as device for bringing Sovi
ets to grips in discussion of controls. Any tactical approach, whether 
that proposed by UK or for that matter tactical approach preferred by 
US delegation itself, such as trying to operate without agenda or trying 
eventually to reach compromise agreed agenda appears likely fail to 
bring serious negotiation controls so long as Soviets stand on position 
agreement in principle cessation tests must first be achieved. This is not 
to say conference will not be dealing with matters of substance. As del
egation has already pointed out, conference, under guise agenda dis
cussion, has already been dealing with central substantive question of 
whether Soviets willing have treaty which includes effective controls. 
We believe public acceptance this fact well enough established so that 
there is little danger imminent break by Soviets occasioned by devel
opments connected with present state negotiations within conference.

US delegation has concluded that most profitable general approach 
now would lie in sharpening contrast between Soviet and US–UK 
attitude toward controls and at same time weakening over all Soviet 
position on “cessation” by removing vulnerable points in present US 
position. Vulnerability US–UK position rests on short term implication 
of phrase year by year determination and in particular on this deter
mination as applied to progress in disarmament, which seems to many 
people extraneous to problem of assuring end of weapons tests.

In private discussion with UK delegation, US delegation has 
gained clear impression that move to simplify and bolster public sup
port of US–UK position by making this position rest clearly but solely 
on inseparability of obligation to cease tests from establishment of effec
tive controls would give UK delegation, and presumably UK Govern
ment, confidence for strong negotiating line with Soviets. We believe 
this would be the best way to remove temptations for UK to adopt tacti
cal approaches which we believe are dangerous and unproductive. UK 
delegation has from time to time expressed hope that we could meet 
present situation by simplifying and clarifying US–UK position. UK 
views on disarmament link are already known to Department. Accord
ingly, delegation recommends strongly that careful consideration be 
given to immediate move to make US position on agreement to stop 
tests rest solely on satisfactory establishment, extension and operation 
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inspection system. If such US position is adopted, we believe it should 
be set forth publicly in joint US–UK statement.

Possibility of dealing with disarmament link by mention in a “pur
poses” article of treaty and further mention in duration clause of treaty 
has been suggested by Department in Nusup 69.

Delegation has already submitted (Supnu 71) recommednation 
that disarmament link be dealt with by statement or purpose in pream
ble only for reasons given in reference message. We believe this posi
tion sound and can be explained convincingly in public statement.

US delegation realizes necessity of assuring periodic review of 
control system and of retaining US unilateral right of determining 
whether control system being established satisfactorily, coming into 
effect in satisfactory stages and operating satisfactorily thereafter. We 
believe such periodic determination can be adequately provided for 
by negotiating agreed phases within which specific parts of control 
system should be set up, and agreed standards in accordance with 
which control system must operate. Position can be publicly pre
sented without short term implications of “year by year” while at 
same time retaining right of periodic unilateral determination as to 
effectiveness of system.

In immediately following telegram delegation suggests draft 
public announcement by US and UK Governments which could give 
effect to recommended initiative with reference US policy on disar
mament link. We believe issuance of such a statement would greatly 
strengthen relative public position of US–UK as against Soviets, 
would encourage UK to cooperate fully in probably prolonged and 
difficult negotiation, and would increase whatever possibilities there 
may be that Soviets can be brought to serious negotiation of treaty 
including controls.

US delegation has informed UK delegation of general nature of 
recommendation made this telegram.

Villard
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394. Telegram Supnu 78 From Geneva1

Geneva, November 21, 1958, 11 a.m.

Supnu 78. Following is suggested draft referred to Supnu 77.
The negotiations at Geneva for a discontinuance of nuclear weap

ons tests are not making progress. The principal obstacle appears to be 
Soviet unwillingness to discuss, let alone accept, an effective system of 
controls to assure that an obligation to stop tests is honored. The Sovi
ets claim that they cannot discuss controls until they have an agreed 
understanding on an obligation to cease tests. The United States and 
United Kingdom delegations have repeatedly made clear that as far as 
their governments are concerned the essential requirement to ensure a 
lasting agreement to cease tests is an effective system of controls. The 
Governments of the United States and United Kingdom believe that, 
if the Soviets will cooperate fully in establishing and operating such 
a system, an agreement to stop nuclear weapons tests will surely last. 
Moreover, they believe that the changed attitude toward controls which 
such Soviet cooperation would signify would remove the greatest sin
gle obstacle to progress in agreeing on and implementing measures of 
real disarmament. Therefore, to make their position crystal clear and 
to assist the negotiations, President Eisenhower and Prime Minister 
Macmillan have decided to make the following joint declaration: “The 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom will agree 
to stop nuclear weapons tests once and for all, provided only that an 
effective international system of control is agreed, comes into operation 
by agreed stages, and operates satisfactorily in accordance with agreed 
standards.”

The President and Prime Minister hope that the Soviet Union will 
accede to this declaration and will instruct its representatives in Geneva 
to proceed promptly, together with the delegations of the United States 
and United Kingdom, to negotiate and sign an agreement to stop tests 
that has proper provisions for effective international control.

Villard

1 Source: Proposed U.S.–U.K. public statement. Secret; Niact; Limited Distribution. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/11–2158.
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395. Record of Telephone Conversation Between McElroy and John 
Foster Dulles1

November 26, 1958, 12:53 p.m.

The Sec told of Nixon’s cable. It would involve a change in our basic 
position. Should the Sec talk to Q or does M want to handle himself. M 
will be willing to get Q in it but he thinks for us to make that kind of 
step back should be after a lot of conversation. Our protection against 
big countries is our atomic strength. If we can’t tie it in with restrictions 
on atomic weapons we are in trouble. M does not get the British point 
on this and does not think N on a TV program should announce this 
change. The Sec read the cable. The Sec referred to a message he got last 
night from Lloyd pressing us to move in this direction. The Sec does 
not think we should do this over the phone because N wants to have 
a press conf. M agreed. The Sec agreed it is a serious question and we 
should take adequate time to thrash it out among ourselves and bring 
the Pres in. The Sec replied he is not sure he agrees with what M said 
but is not going to try to rush for a contrary decision because N is hav
ing a press conf in London. We should be thinking about this and he 
suspects our people are because we had what appeared to be a unani
mous recommendation from our del that we should accept this change. 
He believes Fox sent a telegram to Defense. M said maybe that is the 
way it should come but only after deliberation. The Sec will respond 
the Pres is in Augusta and it should be discussed among ourselves and 
him and not all can see him together.

1 Source: Response to Nixon cable pushing for rapid change in U.S. negotiating 
position. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Tele
phone Conversations.
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396. Telegram 5175 to London1

Washington, November 26, 1958

5175. Personal for Vice President from Secretary. Your 2888. Have 
discussed this with McElroy. He is strongly of opinion that we should 
maintain tie up with QTE major and substantial arms control measures 
UNQTE as stipulated in President’s statement of August 22 and which 
now constitutes agreed US policy except that we have since agreed 
to drop the QTE year by year UNQTE basis and need for annual 
determinations.

Under circumstances it is not practical to bring about a new policy 
before your press conference. McCone is in San Francisco, President 
is in Augusta, and in view of McElroy’s views we could only change 
our position after a deliberate re examination by all US elements largely 
concerned and presentation of views to the President.

It occurs to me that you might say that if adequate controls are 
accepted and installed for purposes of monitoring agreement to 
suspend testing, this would of itself go far to pave the way toward 
broader arms control measures so that the relating of suspension of 
testing to these other measures would not be apt in practice to con
stitute a serious qualification. Therefore, the first thing to find out is 
whether or not the Soviets will agree to an adequate control system. 
This goes to the heart of all aspects of limitation of armament. This 
issue they so far evade.

Dulles

1 Source: Conveys view that there must be full deliberation on proposed change in 
U.S. position at nuclear test suspension conference. Secret; Priority; Limit Distribution.  
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 033.1100–NI/11–2658.
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397. Memorandum of Conversation Between John Foster Dulles 
and Gray1

Washington, November 26, 1958

On 26 November, I met with Secretary Dulles. For the first portion 
of the meeting Mr. Philip J. Farley was in attendance.

The first subject for discussion was Senator Gore’s memorandum 
to the President which I had circulated to the Secretary of State and 
others under date of 26 November. I suggested to the Secretary of State 
that, with his approval, we might make use of the interdepartmental 
machinery, which had previously been set up by Mr. Farley, to deal 
with problems arising out of the Geneva Conferences. I indicated that I 
had earlier received Mr. Farley’s agreement to such a procedure.

The Secretary felt that this was altogether appropriate. He said, 
however, that inasmuch as the Gore proposal was something timed for 
an impending breakup of the conference, he felt that there was no great 
rush because he believed that the conference would not break up very 
soon.

He indicated, however, that a more pressing problem which the 
interdepartmental machinery should address itself to was the question 
of a link with other disarmament measures. He indicated that the Brit
ish were eager to destroy this link for their own domestic political pur
poses and that we might have a very difficult time holding them with 
us. I agreed that this matter should have top priority but that the Gore 
memorandum should be considered as an auxiliary problem. The Sec
retary instructed Mr. Farley to proceed.

I had pointed out to Mr. Dulles that Mr. McCone was out of town 
until December 1 and that Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles were imme
diately unavailable because of Defense budget problems. Mr. Dulles 
then pointed out to me that he would be absent from Washington from 
Sunday, November 30th until Friday, December 5th.

At this point Mr. Farley departed the meeting.
I then discussed with Secretary Dulles my concern of not having 

been involved in the decisions reached at his house on Sunday, Novem
ber 16. The Secretary assured me that this was an oversight and apolo
gized, saying that he felt that it was more of an operating decision, but 
agreed with me that high policy had indeed been involved. He then 

1 Source: Use of interdepartmental machinery to deal with issues arising from 
nuclear test suspension conference. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Project Clean Up. Drafted December 5.
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indicated that he has never invited General Cutler to such meetings at 
his house but it was his intention to make a change for the future.

We then discussed briefly the forthcoming Defense budget confer
ence at Augusta which was to take place on Friday, November 28. The 
Secretary expressed a desire that, in his behalf, I report at the meeting 
his feeling that as long as we maintained an adequate deterrent, our 
greatest threat in the foreseeable future was not of nuclear war but of 
local aggression and the requirement for such actions as we have taken 
recently in Lebanon and in the Taiwan Strait. He therefore asked me 
to say that from the point of view of his responsibilities in the conduct 
of foreign policy, he hoped that budget decisions would not impair or 
cripple our capacity to deal with local situations.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

398. Telegram Supnu 121 From Geneva1

Geneva, December 9, 1958, 10 a.m.

Supnu 121. Following is verbatim text of basic provisions tabled 
by SovDel at today’s meeting. Copies being pouched London, Moscow, 
Paris for USRO.

Begin verbatim text.
Basic provisions determining the establishment and activities of 

the control organization for the control over compliance with a treaty 
on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests

1. A control organization for the control over compliance with a 
treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, hereinafter referred to 
as the Control Organization, shall be established, on the basis of tech
nical methods recommended by the Geneva Conference of Technical 
Experts, by the initial parties to the treaty, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
and the United States of America, hereinafter referred to as the founder 
states of the Control Organization.

2. The Control Organization shall consist of a commission for con
trol over compliance with a treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapons 

1 Source: Basic provisions text tabled by Soviet Delegation. Official Use Only. 12 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/12–958.
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tests, together with the technical system at its disposal (departments, 
laboratories), necessary for carrying out its functions, hereinafter 
referred to as the Commission, as well as of ground control posts, con
trol posts on ships, and specially equipped aircraft provided by the 
founder states of the Control Organization for the collection of radioac
tive debris over the high seas.

3. The direction of the entire Control Organization shall be vested 
in the Commission which must direct and coordinate the activities of all 
the elements of the Control Organization in such a way that it ensures:

(A) The carrying out by ground control posts and ships of con
tinuous and effective observations over possible nuclear explosions, 
providing for the timely detection of violations of the Treaty on the 
Cessation of Nuclear Weapons tests.

(B) The carrying out of regular flights over the high seas by specially 
equipped aircraft provided by the founder states of the Control Organi
zation for the collection of radioactive debris for the same purpose.

(C) The timely processing of documentary data on observations 
and the information by the governments of the states parties to the 
treaty concerning violations of this treaty.

(D) The organization and the carrying out of the on site inspection 
of unidentified events suspected of being nuclear explosions the com
position and functions of the Commission.

4. The Commission shall be established by the founder states of the 
Control Organization. The Commission shall carry out the following 
basic functions:

(A) It shall direct the entire activity of the Control Organization, 
approve instructions and control provisions and types of equipment

(B) It shall review all cases where data provided by the technical 
system of the Commission give evidence of the existence of events sus
pected of being nuclear explosions.

(C) It shall adopt decisions on the existence of sufficient ground 
for suspecting that a nuclear explosion has been carried out in an area.

(D) It shall inform the government of the state on whose territory 
a nuclear explosion has been suspected of having taken place and shall 
request its opinion thereon. Upon considering the reply of the said gov
ernment, it shall adopt a decision as to the necessity or the lack of neces
sity for carrying out an inspection of the area where the explosion is 
suspected of having taken place, by despatching a ground or maritime 
(by ship) inspection team and by organizing an aircraft flight along the 
routes agreed upon in advance with the government of the state con
cerned for the purpose of air sampling radioactive debris.

All decisions of the Commission on the above mentioned and 
other important questions shall be adopted by agreement among the 
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founder states of the Control Organization. In the event of disputes, the 
Commission shall inform the governments of the states parties to the 
treaty and the Security Council of the United Nations.

The technical system of the Commission referred to above in para
graph 2 shall comprise appropriate departments for processing and 
analyzing data received and for providing the Control Organization 
with the logistic and technical facilities and personnel. The person
nel of the various departments shall be selected and approved by the 
Commission on the basis of an equal representation of the two sides of 
founder states of the Control Organization.

5. The technical system of the Commission shall provide, in accord
ance with instructions from the Commission, for carrying out the fol
lowing basic functions by the Control Organization:

(A) The carrying out at control posts and on aircraft designated for 
collecting radioactive debris of continuous and effective observation 
of events which make it possible to detect nuclear explosions through 
methods recommended by the Geneva Conference of Technical Experts.

(B) The arranging for the timely analysis and processing of obser
vation data from control posts for the purpose of rapid detection of 
signs of possible nuclear explosions.

(C) The obtaining if necessary, through requests for observation 
information, of data from the existing network of seismic and meteoro
logical stations for the identification of natural events which, according 
to readings at control posts, could be taken for nuclear explosions.

(D) The arranging for, by decision of the Commission, an inspec
tion on the site of a suspected nuclear explosion.

(E) The arranging for the development, testing, and acceptance of 
measuring instruments and equipment used by the control post network.

(F) The arranging for reliable communications with control posts 
as well as with the bases from which regular flights by specially des
ignated aircraft for air sampling of radioactive debris are carried out, 
through the means of communication existing in the territories of the 
states where control posts are located.

(G) The arranging for trips to and from the control posts for per
sonnel thereof as well as for visits by the Commission personnel to con
trol posts when the latter are considered necessary by the Commission, 
using the existing means of transportation.

(H) The utilization of results of new scientific achievements for the 
purpose of raising the effectiveness and the scientific level of the Con
trol Organization.

6. The administrative, logistic and representation expenses of 
the Control Organization shall be financed with funds allocated by 
the states parties to the treaty, in accordance with an estimate to be 
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approved by the Commission. The amount of the contributions by 
states shall be determined by special agreement.

Ground Control Posts
7. The tasks of the ground control posts shall include the following:
(A) The arranging for a continuous round the clock, observation 

over nuclear explosions by means of technical facilities recommended 
by the Geneva Conference of technical experts.

(B) Regular, original processing of documentary data obtained by 
means of all types of equipment of the posts to detect signals character
istic of a nuclear explosion.

(C) Submission, under an established procedure, of reports to the 
Commission and to the government of the state on whose territory the 
control post is located on observation data and nuclear explosions.

(D) Timely carrying out of calibration and maintenance work 
ensuring that all technical equipment of the posts is in continuous oper
ating condition and the maintenance of accurate relative time and of 
accurate measuring equipment.

8. Each ground control post shall be equipped with seismic and 
accoustic apparatus, with equipment for registering radiation from 
nuclear explosions, and instruments for sampling radioactive debris 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Geneva Conference of 
technical experts.

Certain coastal posts shall also be equipped with hydro accoustic 
equipment. In this connection, the personnel of the control posts may 
not use measurement instruments which have not been provided for 
the equipment of such posts.

9. The personnel of a control post shall consist of no more than 
thirty specialists and of several supporting personnel. With the excep
tion of controllers from either side, the personnel of the control posts 
shall be selected from among the nationals of the country on whose 
territory the post is located.

Each post shall include controllers designated by the founder 
states of the Control Organization on the basis of the two sides, with 
one or two persons from either side. The post shall be directed by a 
Chief of Post, a representative of the country on whose territory the 
post is located, and by a Chief Controller, representing the other side. 
In countries which are not members of NATO, SEATO and the Warsaw 
Pact organization, the posts shall have two Chief Controllers, repre
senting both sides.

Foreign controllers shall enjoy diplomatic immunity equal to that 
of personnel of foreign embassies and missions.

Controllers shall place their seals on all self recording registering 
instruments and on means of access to instrument data records, shall 
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be present when documentary records are removed and processed, and 
shall supervise proper use of post instruments.

The right of extra territoriality shall not extend to the territory and 
the premises of the control posts.

The security personnel of the control post, who shall be subor
dinate to the Chief of the Post, shall be the responsibility of the local 
authorities.

Movement of foreign personnel of the posts in the territory of the 
state must take place on regular terms and conditions in accordance with 
the procedure existing for foreigners. Any missions of foreign states in 
the state concerned must not interfere in the work of the control posts.

The provisions of this paragraph as well as those of paragraphs 10 
and 11 shall also apply to control posts on ships.

10. Each control post shall maintain a special log book for the reg
istration of seismic oscillations, radiation, accoustic waves and data on 
the analysis of radioactive debris samples and, in the event of detection 
of a PAL which may be suspected as being caused by nuclear explo
sions, shall submit a report to the commission.

The reports of a control post shall be signed by the Chief of the 
Post and by the Chief Controller (or both Chief Controllers). In the 
event that the Chief Controller (or one of the Chief Controllers) does 
not agree with the conclusions of the Chief of the Post, he must state his 
dissenting opinion in the report.

Control posts must also submit the results of their observations at 
the request of the Commission.

In all cases, a copy of the control post’s report shall be transmitted 
to the appropriate government agencies of the state in whose territory 
the post is located.

All documentary records of the registering instrument and other 
observation data shall be preserved by the control post for three months, 
after which they shall be made available to the agencies concerned of 
the country in whose territory the post is located, to be used for scien
tific and technical purposes.

11. The communication between the Commission and the con
trol posts, and between the control posts and the Commission, shall 
be through existing communication channels. Where control posts are 
located in remote areas, the governments of the states in which these 
regions are located must arrange for the construction of appropriate 
means of communication which would ensure a reliable, round the 
clock transmission of data from the control posts. The mail of the con
trol posts shall be carried by airmail via existing airlines.

12. In the event that a state cannot with its own resources organize 
and staff a control post, the organization and the staffing of the post 
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shall be carried out by decision of the Commission with the resources 
of both sides of the initial states parties to the treaty.

Control Posts on Ships
13. Control posts on ships shall be equipped with hydro acoustic 

and acoustic instruments, radiation registration instruments, as well as 
with facilities of a maritime type for collection and analysis of radioac
tive debris.

14. Each ship control post shall be assigned a specific area of the 
ocean to cover.

15. The ship control posts shall be staffed by personnel of the 
state which owns such equipped vessel. The ship shall have on board 
one or two controllers of the other side (including one controller for 
navigation).

The Collection of Air Samples of Radioactive Debris
16. For the regular air sampling of radioactive aerosols, weather 

reconnaissance aircraft shall be used which make regular flights along 
routes in the open air space over oceans.

The said aircraft must be equipped with special instruments for the 
purpose of the detection and collection of radioactive aerosols.

At each base of these aircraft there shall be one or two controllers 
from the other side, whose functions shall include control over collec
tion of samples and over their timely analysis at the radio chemical lab
oratory of the base. One of the controllers must be on board the aircraft 
during air sampling. Air samples, the analysis of which indicates the 
existence of fresh radioactive debris from a nuclear explosion, shall be 
sent to the Commission, together with the conclusion on the results of 
the analysis of such samples as well as with technical documentation 
obtained on board the aircraft.

Arrangements for On site Inspection of a Suspected Nuclear 
Explosion

17. An inspection team shall be despatched to the site of a sus
pected nuclear explosion by a decision of the Commission to be agreed 
in each individual case after careful examination of all available data on 
the identification of natural events. The adoption of a decision concern
ing the despatch of an inspection team must be preceded by a manda
tory study of the data from the existing network of seismic stations and 
of other data which can contribute to the identification of the events 
under study.

An inspection team shall be created and supplied with the appro
priate equipment in each individual case by decision of the Commis
sion, depending upon the task of the team before it. The size of the 
group shall also be determined by decision of the Commission.
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The supporting and technical personnel of an inspection team, 
transportation, and equipment shall be provided by the state on whose 
territory the inspection is to be carried out. In the event that such state 
is not in a position to provide the necessary equipment and the sup
porting and technical personnel, the procedure to ensure the inspection 
shall be determined by the Commission.

An inspection team shall include controllers designated by the 
founder states of the Control Organization on the basis of two sides. 
The size of inspection teams must be determined in each individual 
case in accordance with the FBYB assigned to the respective team.

An inspection team shall be under the Commission, and shall carry 
out all its instructions.

An inspection team shall submit to the Commission and to the 
government of the state where inspection is carried out a report on the 
investigation carried out on site.

18. Flights in the air space of sovereign states to collect air samples 
for the purpose of inspection shall be made, with the participation of 
a representative of the Commission, by decision of the Commission in 
aircraft of such states along routes determined in advance and agreed 
upon with the governments of such states.

The Relationship of the Commission with the Governments of the 
States Participating in the Control Organization

19. In order to ensure day to day mutual relations between the 
Commission and the appropriate authorities of the states on whose ter
ritory a control post is located, the government of each such state shall 
authorize one of its government agencies to have continuing contact 
with the Commission on matters which are within the competence of 
the Control Organization.

20. The Commission shall establish mutual relations with such 
agency on the following matters:

The selection of the location of control posts;
The construction of control posts;
The selection of personnel for the staff of the Commission and con

trol posts;
Transportation and means of communication for the Commission;
Assistance in the carrying out of inspection; and the provision for 

all other measures relating to the competence of the Commission.
Other Matters
21. The Commission and its technical system should be located in 

one of the European neutral states.
End verbatim text.

Villard
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399. Telegram Supnu 136 From Geneva1

Geneva, December 15, 1958, noon

Supnu 136. Following text tabled today by US del as draft treaty 
Articles VI, VII, VIII, and IX. (Which are numbered as VII, VIII, IX, and 
X in present US draft).

Begin verbatim text
Article VI—Functions of the Commission
1. The Commission shall establish procedures and standards for 

the installation, operation and improvement of the detection and iden
tification system in conformity with this treaty and its annexes.

2. The Commission shall appoint an administrator for the system, 
who shall serve for a period of two years and shall be eligible to suc
ceed himself. The Commission shall approve regulations governing the 
appointment, remuneration and dismissal of the staff of the Control 
Organization.

3. The Commission shall continuously review the actions of the 
administrator and the operation of the system under the terms of the 
treaty and its annexes.

4. The Commission shall approve the locations of control posts, 
ships, radiochemical laboratories, bases of operation of routine aircraft 
sampling flights (satellite tracking stations) and regional headquarters.

5. The Commission shall establish procedures and standards for 
the formation, equipping, maintenance and staffing of inspection 
groups, for the provision of adequate communications and transport 
facilities for such inspection groups, and for the expeditious despatch 
of such groups to the locality of events which could be suspected of 
being nuclear explosions. The Commission shall approve the number 
and base location of inspection groups in accordance with the criteria 
set forth in this treaty and its annexes.

6. The Commission, in establishing procedures for the staffing of 
the control organization, shall apply the following principles:

(A) No national of a state within which an inspection group is 
operating or a control post is located shall be included as a member of 
the inspection group or on the technical and communications staff of 
the control post.

1 Source: U.S. text for several treaty articles. Official Use Only. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/12–1558.
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(B) The composition of personnel at any component of the detec
tion and identification system shall be such as to minimize the possibil
ity of obstruction to effective operation.

7. The Commission may at any time decide, by a two third major
ity of all members, that a particular event qualifying under the terms 
of this treaty and its annexes for automatic on site inspection need not 
be inspected.

8. The Commission shall establish procedures for the despatch 
of special air missions in accordance with the criteria set forth in this 
treaty and its annexes.

9. The Commission shall prepare findings in accordance with Arti
cle (blank) and shall make recommendations in accordance with that 
article as to measures to be taken.

10. The Commission may conclude agreements with any state or 
authority to aid in the carrying out of the provisions of this treaty and 
its annexes.

11. The Commission shall establish procedures for dissemination 
of data produced by the control system to nations participating in the 
system and to interested scientific organization.

12. The Commission shall prepare an annual report to the confer
ence on its activities in carrying out its purpose as defined in Article II 
and such special reports as it deems necessary on its activities. It shall 
also prepare for submission to the conference such reports as the Com
mission may be requested to make to the United Nations. The Com
mission shall submit these reports, along with the annual reports to the 
parties to this treaty at least one month before the annual session of the 
conference following the period covered by the report.

13. The Commission shall establish procedures in accordance with 
Article (blank) for the surveillance of nuclear devices and observation 
of nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes.

Article VII—Conference
1. The conference consisting of representatives of parties to this 

treaty shall meet in regular annual session and in such special sessions 
as shall be convened by the administrator at the request of the Commis
sion or of a majority of parties to the treaty. The sessions shall take place 
at the headquarters of the organization unless otherwise determined by 
the conference.

2. At such sessions, each party to the treaty shall be represented by 
not more than three delegates who may be accompanied by alternates 
and advisers. The cost of attendance of any delegation shall be borne 
by the state concerned.

3. The conference shall elect a president and such other officers as 
may be required at the beginning of each session. They shall hold office 
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for the duration of the session. The conference, subject to the provi
sions of this treaty, shall adopt its own rules of procedure. Each party 
to the treaty shall have one vote. Decisions on budgetary matters shall 
be made pursuant to Article (blank) and decisions on amendments 
pursuant to Article (blank). Decisions on other questions, including the 
determination of additional questions or categories of questions to be 
decided by a two thirds majority, shall be made by a simple majority of 
the parties to the treaty present and voting.

4. The conference may discuss any questions or any matters within 
the scope of this treaty or relating to the powers and functions of any 
organs provided for in this treaty and may make recommendations to 
the parties or to the Commission or to both on any such questions or 
matters.

5. The conference shall:
(A) elect states to serve on the Commission in accordance with 

Article IV;
(B) consider the annual and any special report of the Commission;
(C) approve the budget recommended by the Commission in 

accordance with paragraph (blank) of Article (blank);
(D) approve reports to be submitted to the United Nations as 

required by any relationship agreement between the organization and 
the United Nations; or return them to the Commission with the recom
mendations of the conference;

(E) approve any agreement or agreements between the organiza
tion and the United Nations or other organizations as provided in Arti
cle (blank) or return such agreements with its recommendations to the 
Commission for re submission to the conference.

(F) approve amendments to this treaty in accordance with Article 
(blank).

6. The conference shall have the authority:
(A) to take decisions on any matter specifically referred to the con

ference for this purpose by the Commission;
(B) to propose matters for consideration by the Commission and 

request from the Commission reports on any matter relating to the 
functions of the Commission.

Article VIII—Administrator and International Staff
1. The administrator shall be the chief executive officer of the sys

tem and shall be responsible to the Commission in the performance of 
his duties.

2. The administrator shall implement procedures established by 
the Commission for the installation, operation and improvement of the 
system.
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3. The administrator shall be responsible in accordance with the 
provisions of Article VI, paragraph 2, for the appointment, organiza
tion and functioning of the international staff of the organization. He 
shall be responsible for including in the staff such qualified scientific, 
technical and other personnel as may be required to fulfill the purpose 
of the organization.

4. When the administrator is unable to identify as a natural occur
rence an event which has been detected by the system and which could 
be suspected of being a nuclear explosion in accordance with the terms 
of this treaty and its annexes, he shall so notify the Commission; and 
after 24 hours have elapsed he shall proceed forthwith to have an 
inspection of the locality of the event carried out (unless he is otherwise 
directed pursuant to Article VI, paragraph 7) in order to determine the 
actual nature of the event.

5. The administrator shall have authority to order special aircraft 
missions under procedures approved by the Commission in accordance 
with the criteria set forth in this treaty and its annexes.

6. The administrator shall determine, subject to the approval of 
the Commission, specific sites for land control posts, radiochemical 
laboratories, aircraft sampling stations, (satellite tracking stations), and 
regional offices and locate ships in accordance with the general prin
ciples set forth in this treaty and its annexes. The administrator shall, 
subject to the approval of the Commission, determine the specific flight 
patterns for routine sampling flights, and orbits of satellites.

7. The administrator shall determine, subject to the approval of 
the Commission, the number and base location of inspection groups in 
accordance with the requirements in this treaty and its annexes.

8. The administrator shall be responsible for undertaking a pro
gram to improve the operational capability of the system either by 
research and development carried out by the staff of the system or by 
appropriate external contracts. This program may, with the approval of 
the Commission, include experiments performed by the Control Orga
nization to test the effectiveness of the system, including experiments 
in connection with nuclear explosions carried under Article (blank).

9. The administrator shall prepare the budget of the Control Orga
nization in accordance with paragraph (blank) of Article (blank).

10. The administrator shall render to the Commission such advice 
and assistance as may be requested.

Article IX—Detection and Identification System
1. The system shall be established and shall operate in accordance 

with the provision of this treaty and its annexes.
2. The parties undertake to provide the necessary transportation 

from the port of entry, or within the territory of the party, to the site 
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of any element of the system or any area where an on site inspection 
has been initiated whenever adequate and expeditious transportation 
is not available or has been discontinued for any reason.

3. The parties undertake to enter into appropriate arrangements 
with the Commission for the utilization of national aircraft for the rou
tine collection of air samples when the administrator determines that 
existing routine meteorological or commercial flights of national air
craft are acceptable for this purpose. In such cases, the administrator 
shall specify the equipment to be utilized, and one or more observers 
from the system, none of whom is a national of the state providing the 
aircraft, shall accompany the flight.

4. The parties undertake to enter into appropriate arrangements 
with the Commission either to permit flights by system aircraft over 
their national territory or to have national aircraft immediately avail
able for flights over their own territory when the administrator deter
mines that special aircraft flights are required over national territory 
in accordance with the criteria in Annex I. In such cases, the admin
istrator shall specify the equipment to be utilized and one or more 
observers from the nuclear test detection and identification system, 
none of whom is a national of the state being overflown, shall accom
pany the flight.

5. The parties undertake to enter into appropriate arrangements 
with the Commission for the utilization of national vessels for use as 
elements of the system when the administrator determines that existing 
weather or geophysical exploration ships are acceptable for this pur
pose. In such cases, the administrator shall specify the equipment to be 
utilized and the operating specialists and technical staff.

6. The parties agree to give inspection groups immediate and 
undisputed access to the locality of any event for which an inspection 
has been ordered by the administrator. The parties further agree not to 
interfere with any of the operations undertaken by an inspection group 
and to assist the personnel of the inspection groups as they may require 
in the performance of their mission. Inspection groups may be accom
panied by representatives of the states concerned provided that the 
inspection groups shall not thereby be delayed or otherwise impeded 
in the exercise of their functions.

(Paragraph 7 will be drafted to make provision for high altitude 
detection after this matter has been further discussed.)

End vervatim text.

Villard
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400. Telegram Nusup 118 to Geneva1

Washington, December 15, 1958, noon

Nusup 118. USDEL authorized table Annex I as contained Decem
ber 10 draft with following changes:

Article 1: Replace with following text: “The Nuclear Test Detection 
and Identification System (hereinafter referred to as the “System”), pro
vided for in Article 10 of this Treaty, shall include the features set forth 
herein which are based upon the Report of the Conference of Experts to 
Study the Methods of Detecting Violations of a Possible Agreement on 
the Suspension of Nuclear Tests of 20 August 1958.”

Article 2: Insert after “shall” in para 1 words “when completely 
established and unless otherwise decided in accordance with the pro
vision of this treaty”, and replace “a system of satellites” with words 
“agreed methods for detecting very high  altitude nuclear explosions”. 
Replace present text para 2 subpara (f) with “(appropriate techniques 
as may be decided for detecting very high altitude explosions should 
be inserted here.)”

Article 3: Delete first sentence para 1. Delete paras 2 and 3.
Article 4: Delete all after word “from” in first sentence para 1 and 

substitute “elements of the system”. Replace present language para 1 
sub para (d) with “To examine continuously the work of the elements 
of the system to insure the maintenance of a high degree of technical 
proficiency”. Delete paras 2 and 3.

Article 5: Add to first sentence para 1 words “or other elements of 
the system”. Delete paras 2 and 3.

Article 6: In first sentence para 1 after “staff” add “equipment”, 
substitute “direct” for “supervise” and replace all after word “events” 
with “which cannot be identified as natural events and which could 
be suspected of being nuclear explosions”. Third sentence para 1: after 
word “responsible” add “at the direction of the Administrator”.

Article 7: Substitute “in accordance with the provisions of Arti
cle IX of this treaty” for words “subject to etc.” in para 1, and insert 
after word “concludes” words “cannot be identified as a natural event 
and”. Combine para 1 sub paras (a) and (b) in a new sub para (a) with 
last sentence of old (b) changed to read “in addition, any unidentified 
seismic events with an estimated equivalent yield less than 5 kilotons 
which the data from the system indicates have an unusually high 

1 Source: Textual changes to delegation’s proposal. Confidential; Priority. 4 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/12–1558.
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probability of nuclear origin shall be inspected”. Renumber sub para 
(c) as new sub para (b). Delete para 2.

Article 8: First sentence para 1 should read “The system shall, 
when completely established, have about ten regional offices each pro
viding logistic support and administrative supervision to elements of 
the system operating in its region.” Delete paras 2 and 3.

Article 9: Delete all after word “posts” in first sentence para 1 and 
substitute “uniformly equipped with apparatus satisfying the speci
fications set forth in the Report of the Geneva Conference of Experts 
of 20 August 1958.” Second sentence para 1 should end before word 
“however” and should be followed by new sentence reading “The 
exact number of control posts within the limits indicated above shall 
be determined as a result of actually distributing them, etc.” In para 2 
substitute “operation” for word “observation”. Delete paras 3 and 4.

Article 10: Delete “and Functions” in title of para 1. Delete paras 2 
and 3.

Article 11: Begin first sentence para 1 with word “Daily”. Substi
tute for present text para 2 sub para (b) “When geophysical data from 
the control posts indicate that an event has occurred which cannot be 
identified as a natural event and which could be suspected of being an 
uncontained nuclear explosion”. Correct reference to treaty in last sen
tence para 2. Delete para 4. Insert first three sentences present para 5 as 
last two sentences para 2. Final sentence para 5 should be inserted as 
final sentence present para 3.

Article 12: Add words “by the Central Inspection Office” to para 1 
sub para (h). Delete present para 2. Delete title para 3 and incorporate 
para 3 as part of para 1.

Article 13: Delete present text. Change title to “High Altitude 
Detection” and substitute following parenthetical text for this Article: 
“(appropriate techniques as may be decided for detecting very high 
altitude explosions should be described here.)”

Article 14: Replace all before word “immediately” in first sentence 
with words “all elements of the system shall”. Third sentence should 
read: “On request, all elements of the system shall provide additional 
data to the center.” In final sentence first para, substitute “shall” for 
“will” and delete last four words. Substitute “examined” for word 
“observed” in first sentence second para.

PART VI: (Time Schedule) Department confirms views expressed 
para 3 of NUSUP 112 on method of handling this problem.

Herter
Acting
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401. Memorandum From Herter to Gray1

Washington, December 17, 1958

SUBJECT

Evaluation of Test Suspension Proposal by Senator Gore

In response to your memorandum of November 26, to the Secretary 
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Director of Central Intelligence and Dr. Killian, there 
has been prepared by the Interdepartmental Working Group on Dis
armament the enclosed “Evaluation of Test Suspension Proposal by 
Senator Gore”. This report has the concurrence of this Department, the 
Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and Dr. Killian’s 
office. Chairman McCone has indicated he will transmit the comments of 
his agency in a separate memorandum.

/S/ Christian A. Herter
Acting Secretary

Enclosure

Memorandum From Gray to Multiple Recipients

Washington, November 26, 1958

MEMORANDUM FOR

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
Director of Central Intelligence
Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

There is inclosed a copy of a memorandum prepared for the Pres
ident at his request, by Senator Albert Gore, which summarizes a sug
gestion the Senator made to the President orally with respect to current 
negotiations in Geneva on the suspension of nuclear weapons tests.

The President, in requesting Senator Gore’s memorandum, assured 
him that his suggestion would be given most careful evaluation. I have 
been directed to obtain for the President a coordinated view to be used 
in preparing a responsive reply by the President to the Senator.

1 Source: Response of the Interdepartmental Working Group on Disarmament to a 
request for an evaluation of a test suspension proposal by Sen. Gore. Confidential. 3 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/11–2658.
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In considering the Senator’s suggestion it should be borne in mind 
that the proposal would involve a departure from existing U.S. pol
icy with respect to disarmament, in that it would completely divorce 
the cessation of testing of nuclear weapons from other disarmament 
measures.

The Senator advanced his suggestion to the President as one way 
to meet the situation that would develop were the Soviet Union clearly 
on the verge of breaking off the current negotiations in Geneva, rather 
than as a substantive proposal to be made during the course of the 
negotiations.

The President directs that special note be taken of the fact that the 
proposal would permit the continuation of both underground tests and 
tests in outer space, while ceasing only atmospheric tests for a stated 
period, as for example, three years.

I will be in touch with your respective offices very shortly with a 
view to determining a satisfactory and expeditious method of meeting 
the President’s requirement.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Enclosure

Memorandum From Gore to Eisenhower

November 19, 1958

In the Geneva Conference on Nuclear Tests, two essentials are 
involved: (1) the moral and political position of the U.S. and, (2) U.S. 
military strength vis a vis the Soviets.

The U.S. delegation would seem to be negotiating toward an unat
tainable goal. If so, we must face the prospect of a failure of the confer
ence, for which we would suffer propaganda blame, or an unfavorable 
agreement.

The Russians plainly seek to pressure the U.S. and the U.K. into 
agreeing to stop all tests for all time without accepting effective inspec
tion. If they fail in this, they will seek to blame the U.S. for failure of 
the conference. Soviet success in either respect would be detrimental 
to U.S. interest.

Mounting fears of radioactive contamination of the air is Russia’s 
most powerful propaganda weapon against us.

The U.S. can strengthen her moral and political position by seiz
ing the initiative to stop radioactive contamination of the world’s 
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atmosphere. This can be done without the establishment of the 
cumbersome, if not entirely impractical, system of inspection and 
control proposed by the experts. Presently installed systems have 
already demonstrated technical efficiency in detection of atmospheric 
detonations.

It is respectfully suggested, therefore, that the President announce 
the unconditional and unilateral cessation of all nuclear tests in the 
earth’s atmosphere for a specific period, say three years, ask similar 
action by other nuclear powers and suggest that the Geneva Confer
ence proceed immediately to negotiate a treaty among the nuclear pow
ers for a permanent stoppage of atmospheric tests.

Thereafter, the conference can proceed to negotiate for the discon
tinuance of other types of nuclear weapon tests—underground, outer 
space and sub oceanic—with an adequate system of inspection and 
control, making the necessary exceptions for “threshold” and space 
tests. Technicians have advised that it is possible to develop improved 
low yield weapons through underground tests and that it may be pos
sible to conduct tests beyond the earth’s atmosphere. The argument for 
cessation of these types of tests is essentially an argument for disarma
ment and can be considered as a part of the whole involved problem of 
disarmament.

The course of action herein recommended has the possibility 
of bringing three important advantages to the United States: (1) an 
improvement of the moral and political position of the U.S. in the 
world; (2) the drawing of a clear distinction between the anti social 
contamination of the atmosphere for which the United States is being 
sorely blamed, on the one hand, and other types of nuclear weapons 
tests, on the other; (3) possibly laying the groundwork for a successful 
conference at Geneva, or, at least, mitigating or saving the United States 
from blame for its failure.

Since the conference evolved from the President’s pronouncement 
of August 22, there is no way that the U.S. can be disassociated from 
either the success or the failure of the conference. Our prestige and 
responsibility are involved.

Moreover, one important forward step toward peace and interna
tional cooperation might lead to others in our time.
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402. Memorandum From Herter to Gray1

Washington, December 17, 1958

SUBJECT

Evaluation of Test Suspension Proposal by Senator Gore

In response to your memorandum of November 26 to the Secretary 
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Director of Central Intelligence and Dr. Killian, there 
has been prepared by the Interdepartmental Working Group on Dis
armament the enclosed “Evaluation of Test Suspension Proposal by 
Senator Gore”. This report has the concurrence of this Department, the 
Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and Dr. Killian’s 
office. Chairman McCone has indicated he will transmit the comments of 
his agency in a separate memorandum.

C.A.H.
Acting Secretary

Enclosure

Report by Interdepartmental Working Group on Disarmament

December 15, 1958

EVALUATION OF TEST SUSPENSION PROPOSAL  
BY SENATOR GORE

Report by Interdepartmental Working Group on Disarmament

On November 19, following a call on the President on Novem
ber 17, Senator Gore submitted a memorandum to the President outlin
ing a proposal for U.S. action on suspension of nuclear weapons tests. 
This proposal calls for a new U.S. position at the Geneva Conference 
on the Suspension of Nuclear Weapons Tests consisting of a Presiden
tial announcement of “unconditional and unilateral cessation of all 
nuclear tests in the earth’s atmosphere” for perhaps three years, a call 
for similar action by other nuclear powers, and a call for the Geneva 
Conference to proceed immediately with negotiation of a treaty for a 
permanent stoppage of atmospheric tests.

1 Source: Transmits an interagency evaluation of a test suspension proposal by Sen. 
Gore. Confidential. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean 
Up, Disarmament.
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Senator Gore’s proposal is based on the stated assumptions that:

1. Present U.S. goals at the Conference are unattainable.
2. Nuclear testing to date has caused an “antisocial contamination 

of the atmosphere” which has led to world wide fear of fall out which is 
Russia’s most powerful propaganda weapon against the United States.

3. Present detection systems are technically efficient in the detec
tion of atmospheric detonations.

The Working Group considers that the Gore proposal would not 
be a sound position for the United States to take at this time. Although 
the assumptions listed above are inaccurate, the proposal has some ele
ments which may be useful in developing a fall back position in the 
event that the current negotiations fail.

Comment on Assumptions. There is no reason to believe at this time 
that U.S. objectives in the Conference are unattainable. The basic U.S. 
objective is a two fold one: to obtain an agreement for suspension of 
nuclear tests under effective international control, or to expose the 
unwillingness of the Soviet Union to accept international control as 
the basis for failure to reach agreement if this is the result of the Con
ference. It is not possible at present to say that an agreement will not 
be reached despite current unacceptable Soviet positions, since seri
ous negotiation has just commenced and the Soviet Union professes 
to accept the report of the Geneva Experts on a control system. We 
remain confident on the basis of discussion so far that, if the Confer
ence breaks down, the blame will clearly rest on the Soviet Union.

While the Soviet Union has used fear of radioactive fallout as a 
propaganda weapon, world wide concern with nuclear testing is not 
confined to this one aspect. The discontinuance of nuclear testing is 
seen more and more as an important first step toward disarmament. 
A proposal for anything less than stopping all nuclear weapons tests 
would evoke an immediate Soviet charge that we were motivated pri
marily by a desire to evade a suspension, and would not serve as a basis 
for negotiation with the Soviet Union.

The present nuclear test detection system is not adequate for mon
itoring atmospheric tests. The Geneva technical conference clearly 
established the requirement for stations within the Soviet Union if 
atmospheric bursts down to 1 kiloton are to be detected.

The Gore Proposal as a U.S. Position Now. In view of these consider
ations it would be undesirable for the United States to advance the Gore 
proposals at this time. We would give the Soviet Union an excuse to escape 
from showing its true position on acceptance of international controls and 
it would be unlikely to have major propaganda value. It would almost 
certainly lead to a break in negotiations advantageous to the Soviet Union 
and would thus remove such chance as there is of obtaining international 
inspection within the Soviet Union. The USSR would accuse the U.S. of 
walking away from the stated positions in mid negotiation.
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The Gore Proposal as a Fall- Back Position. If the present negotiations 
do break down, the United States may well wish to announce a pol
icy of moderation in future testing. Such self imposed moderation may 
be prudent since, even if the blame for the break lies with the Soviet 
Union, increased pressure for a cessation of tests can be expected to be 
directed against the U.S. and the Soviet Union alike and unilateral U.S. 
action would cut the ground under proposals to this effect.

Further study must be given to the proper course of action. It is 
not clear at present that underground testing will permit satisfactory 
diagnostic measurement, including yields, to meet all important future 
test requirements. Testing in outer space will present even greater and 
more complex diagnostic problems.

403. Letter From McCone to Gray1

Washington, December 19, 1958

Dear Mr. Gray:

Attached is a copy of a classified memorandum from the Gen
eral Manager to me which summarizes the Atomic Energy Commis
sion’s views on a number of issues which have arisen at Geneva. This 
includes item 5, page 2, which reflects the Commission’s views on the 
Gore Proposal.

Also, I am attaching a copy of a TELEX sent to me from Livermore 
by Commissioner Libby and Dr. Teller on July 25, 1958.

You will note that the TELEX sets forth two alternate plans for 
reducing weapons test programs by agreement with other nuclear 
powers. The second of the two plans parallels the Gore proposal. When 
these two plans were put forth by me it was concluded that since the 
Geneva Technical Conference was exploring complete suspension, the 
introduction of the ideas set forth in the TELEX would not be timely.

The Atomic Energy Commission adheres to the validity of either 
proposal contained in the Libby TELEX, but questions any arrange
ment of a “unilateral nature”. We suggest that a suspension be put into 
effect only by bilateral or multilateral treaty which provides, among 

1 Source: Conveys AEC views on issues that have arisen in nuclear test suspension 
negotiations. Secret; Defense Information. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Project Clean Up, Disarmament.
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other things, positive assurances gained through agreed inspection 
procedures that the agreement will be maintained by all parties.

Sincerely yours,

John A. McCone
Chairman

Attachment

Memorandum From AEC General Manager to McCone

Washington, December 5, 1958

SUBJECT

Instructions of the Commission Relative to Test Cessation Issues

1. The following paragraphs summarize my understanding of the 
Commission conclusions reached after a series of Commission and staff 
deliberations. The information within parentheses is to be used only in 
discussions among the principals.

2. Link to Disarmament. The Commission believes that a decision 
as to whether or not the linkage with disarmament progress should 
be dropped is not a matter of Commission responsibility. Rather, this 
is a matter lying within the purview of the State Department. The 
Commission would point out, however, that cessation without a link 
to disarmament would mean the continuation of the armament race 
with an attendant evolutionary development of weapons which could 
not be fully effective without nuclear testing. It would hope that, if the 
link were not expressed in an action article of the treaty, the President’s 
objective in this regard as contained in his announcement of August 22 
would be incorporated in the treaty preamble. The answer to be made 
to the British in regard to this issue is a matter also for State to decide. 
Again, however, the Commission would hope that a way could be 
found to secure support for incorporation in the preamble.

3. The Period of Suspension. An indefinite period of suspension in 
place of the year to year provision would be satisfactory provided:

(a) Suspension is definitely linked to the detection system, and
(b) Any party to the Treaty can withdraw if the detection system is 

not properly installed and satisfactorily operating in the opinion of the 
complaining party.

Note: The Commission is concerned about engaging in a Treaty in 
a new area of this type without adequate privileges for reconsideration 
should basic conditions change. However, this is in the province of the 
Department of State.
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4. Tie between the Control System and Cessation. The Commis
sion believes that the Treaty documentation should establish the link 
between control system and cessation and that link should be defini
tive, unmistakable, and irrevocable. The Commission would like to see 
the specific provisions for the control system and the agreement for 
cessation in a single document. Whether it is necessary that it be in one 
document or in two lies within the province of the State Department. 
The Commission would repeat that, even if in two documents, the link 
must be “definitive, unmistakable, and irrevocable.”

5. The Gore Proposal. The Commission is in agreement that an 
immediate unilateral proposal as set forth by Senator Gore would not 
be desirable. They are in agreement also that, if an announcement along 
this line is to be made later, it should not be a unilateral declaration 
but a proposed international agreement, and that the time of making 
should be at the time of deadlock or breakdown of the current Geneva 
discussions. (The Commission believes that we should seek a multilat
eral controlled ban on atmospheric tests as an immediate and practical 
and enforceable objective. This, as we understand it, is very similar to 
Senator Gore’s proposal.)

6. Limitation of Test Cessation to Controllable Tests. The Commission 
believes that whatever happens at Geneva we must not agree to a ban 
on tests which cannot be controlled. We must recognize the threshold 
problem for underground tests and also the outer space detection prob
lem as both involving thresholds of detectability.

Analysis of the underground shots in the HARDTACK II series 
indicates that the questions of both detectability and identification of 
subterranean nuclear explosions are substantially more difficult than 
previously assumed on the basis of the RAINIER shot, the only infor
mation available to the Geneva Technical meeting. The increase in diffi
culty is of a magnitude such as to raise additional substantial questions 
of the practicality of an inspection system which includes underground 
shots; the problems of difficulty of staffing; quality of staffing, cooper
ation by all nations, expense, etc., are compounded by the recent data. 
It may well be, therefore, that the only practical detection system at this 
time is one that is restricted to the detection and control of atmospheric 
nuclear explosions only.

7. The Commission is concerned by the fact that prolonged nego
tiations during which we continue to suspend all U.S. tests might have 
the practical effect of making the test ban permanent with no opportu
nity of establishing controls or other necessary conditions.

On November 7, the President said in part, “If there is not shortly 
a corresponding renunciation by the Soviet Union, the United States 
will be obliged to reconsider its position.” The Soviet Union has not in 
the intervening time declared its intention of refraining from further 
nuclear tests during the discussions at Geneva. A clear statement of our 
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intentions during the reminder of the negotiation period and during 
the installation of the control system should be made in the near future. 
Alternatively, a terminal date for the negotiation should be established.

8. The following two earlier points should be raised by the Chair
man at the meeting with the principals:

(a) The advisability of taking this matter out of the staff level and 
settling between the principals to prevent leakage.

(b) To alleviate the growing concern that U.K. policies in several 
areas differ from those of the U.S., take positive action with the British 
to secure an agreed position on the following:

(1) Link to the control system.
(2) Duration (or right to withdraw).
(3) Link (if any) to disarmament.
(4) Geographic areas outside of the boundaries of those coun

tries currently discussing test cessation, such as Red China and North 
Africa.

General Manager

404. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, December 30, 1958

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: U.S. position in nuclear test suspension talks; Hardtack II data. Secret. 
13 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/12–3058.

Dept. of State
Acting Secretary
Ambassador 

Wadsworth
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Kohler—EUR
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Toon—EUR
Mr. Baker—S/AE
Mr. Morris—S/AE

White House
Dr. James Killian
Dr. James Fisk
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Bromley Smith

Atomic Energy Comm.
Mr. McCone
Dr. Kavanagh
Dr. English

CIA
Mr. Amory

USIA
Mr. Allen

Dept. of Defense
Mr. Irwin
General Byers
General Loper
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Mr. Herter referred to the first item on the agenda for the meet
ing (Tab A), noting that the U.K. has again pressed the State Depart
ment for a decision on the issue of abandoning a link to disarmament 
in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations. He recalled that this matter 
had previously been discussed in an Interdepartmental Working Group 
after receipt of the U.S. Delegation’s recommendation that we revise 
our position as the U.K. suggested, and that all interested agencies but 
the Department of Defense had agreed with the Delegation’s recom
mendation. He noted that the U.K. had wished to make a major pub
lic announcement of the proposed change in position. He inquired 
whether the Department of Defense had considered this question fur
ther and whether a unanimous recommendation might be made to 
the President on the matter. Mr. Irwin said that Secretary McElroy was 
out of town and he had not been able to discuss the matter with him. 
However, the joint Chiefs of Staff are strongly opposed to the proposed 
policy shift. General Loper said that he had discussed the question with 
Mr. Quarles who maintained his previous position that the link should 
not be dropped. Mr. Herter said that if this position were confirmed, we 
should arrange for a meeting with the President to present the varying 
views as soon as possible.

In response to Mr. Irwin’s inquiry regarding the pros and cons of the 
issue, Ambassador Wadsworth said that our present position left us very 
vulnerable to Soviet propaganda and provided a screen behind which 
the Soviets could always retreat when they wished to evade coming to 
grips with the issue of control. On the one hand we are seeking to write 
precise control provisions into the treaty and on the other insisting on 
the vaguest sort of expression of relationship with disarmament, where 
it was impossible for us to be specific in response to Soviet probing as 
to just what we mean. The Delegation felt that there was no real way 
to fit generalized provisions about disarmament progress into a treaty 
dealing with another specific issue, test cessation, which we claim is 
not a disarmament measure. Also our best chance of keeping the British 
firm on controls is to meet them on the disarmament link point, which 
they consider academic in nature, and untenable before public opinion.

Mr. McCone said that the Atomic Energy Commission viewed this 
question as one lying within the responsibility of the Departments of 
State and Defense. His personal view was that we should not attempt 
to write the criteria of disarmament progress into an article of the treaty, 
in view of our inability to be specific, but that some mention should 
be made of disarmament, as an objective rather than as a condition, 
in a preamble to the treaty. Lack of disarmament progress should not 
constitute a reason for dissolving the treaty. He felt that the preamble in 
the Soviet draft, which dealt only with nuclear disarmament, provided 
a good entry for similar preamble extended to cover other disarma
ment aspects in our own draft. Dr. Killian said that he agreed with the 
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position taken by Mr. McCone. Mr. Irwin said that he would discuss this 
matter with the Secretary of Defense and let Mr. Herter know as soon as 
possible whether Defense was prepared to change its position.

Mr. Herter raised the question whether, if the proposed change in 
position is made, it should be made with great public fanfare as the Brit
ish seemed to prefer. Ambassador Wadsworth, Mr. Allen, and Mr. Irwin 
agreed that the concession should be made as routinely as possible in 
the course of negotiations and with a minimum of hue and cry which 
could be taken to imply that the President’s August 22 position was 
wrong. Mr. Farley noted that one of our major objectives in the cur
rent negotiations was to gain Soviet agreement to an effective control 
system. Our change in position could be justified on the grounds that 
Soviet acceptance of the controls sought constitutes a most important 
step forward which in itself makes future progress in disarmament more 
possible. Thus it is not a case of our previous position being wrong but 
simply a recognition that the objective of disarmament progress could 
in reality best be served by conclusion of an agreement on nuclear tests 
with firm control provisions. There will be adequate protection for U.S. 
interest, since it would be possible to withdraw from the treaty if the 
Soviets obstruct operation of the control system.

General Loper asked whether it would not be possible to postpone 
a decision on the link until a later stage, since it would not be necessary 
to discuss the duration article until near the end of the negotiations. 
Ambassador Wadsworth said that he had been giving the question of gen
eral tactics in the negotiations further thought over the holidays and 
felt that our best procedure now would be to move ahead and table all 
of the remaining articles of our draft treaty, seeking agreement on as 
many of these as possible, and by passing for the time being some of 
the more difficult issues such as the question of unanimity. We are pres
ently vulnerable to Soviet charges that we have not given a clear idea 
of the total scope of the treaty we propose. Furthermore, it would be to 
our advantage to be free to come back at will to some of these difficult 
issues, such as that of the “veto”, at a later stage since these were the 
issues on which any breakoff would be favorable to the U.S. Mr. Herter 
agreed that the U.S. would be in a far better public relations position if a 
breakoff in the negotiations occurred on the question of controls than it 
would if the break were to be on the matter of relationship to disarma
ment. Mr. Irwin said that if the decision were made to break the link, the 
Department of Defense would prefer to see this policy change played 
in a low key and with a view to making the most of it as a bargaining 
counter in the negotiations.

Passing to the second item of the agenda, Mr. Herter asked Dr. Kil
lian to explain the nature and implications of the new data relating 
to detection and identification of underground tests obtained in the 
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HARDTACK II test series of October 1958. Dr. Killian presented the 
preliminary report attached as Tab B.

Dr. Fisk, in response to a question from Mr. Irwin explained that 
the new data were considerably more reliable than the Rainier data on 
which the Experts’ Report had been based and which involved only 
one underground test. However, there is still a large element of uncer
tainty, and further testing might produce data which could change 
present calculations either upward or downward. The Rainier data was 
not presented last summer in a way which would preclude us from 
reopening the question of underground detection on the basis of the 
new data. It was agreed that the new data was such that it required the 
U.S. to reopen the question.

Mr. McCone referred to the letter of December 23 transmitting AEC 
views on the new data (Tab C) and asked whether the new data indi
cated that a larger number of smaller underground shots would not 
be detected than previously thought. Dr. Fisk replied that the number 
would be somewhat larger than before, but noted that the HARDTACK 
II data does not indicate much change in detectability of underground 
nuclear explosions. The significant change in capability relates to 
identification.

Mr. Herter said that from present accounts the Soviet Delegation 
seems to consider the Geneva Report as definitive and asked Ambas
sador Wadsworth how he would expect them to react to a reopening of 
the underground question. Ambassador Wadsworth said he thought that 
they would initially be suspicious of our motives, but that if approached 
in the proper manner probably accept our data as accurate. An appro
priate approach might be to request an informal meeting on Monday, 
January 5, at which a U.S. scientist could explain the new data and pro
vide the Soviet Delegation with a summary of our findings. He could 
then propose that the Conference set up a group of experts to deal with 
this new information, concurrently with the political negotiations.

Mr. McCone expressed concern that this information, which is 
already known to some newspaper people, might appear publicly prior 
to its presentation to the Soviet Delegation. Mr. Gray added that not 
only do we have to worry about the newsmen who are aware of the 
HARDTACK II data but also we must consider our obligation to the 
U.S. public who consider the Geneva Report as an authoritative treat
ment of the question of detecting nuclear tests. Dr. Killian said he felt an 
announcement should be made very soon, that any statement should 
be drafted with great care, should be concurred in by the agencies con
cerned, and should be drawn so as not to damage our negotiating posi
tion. Mr. Herter said he felt that the information should not be released 
publicly prior to its presentation to the Soviet Delegation and that to do 
so would cast doubt upon our motivations.
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Mr. McCone said he felt we should be guided by the advice of the 
negotiators and take the calculated risk that an approach to the Soviet 
Delegation on Monday would be possible before the story appears in 
the American press. He stated that even though there would be con
siderable concern in several quarters, including the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, if this information had leaked to the press before 
it had been made available officially, for the sake of good faith with 
the Soviets it would be well to take this calculated risk of delaying an 
announcement of the HARDTACK II data until after an approach to the 
Soviets on Monday.

It was agreed that (1) Ambassador Wadsworth would seek an infor
mal meeting with the Soviet Delegation on Monday at which Dr.  Romney 
of AFOAT–1 would present the HARDTACK II data. Ambassador Wad
sworth would then suggest that the Conference establish a working 
group of experts in this field to consider the implications of the new data; 
(2) on Tuesday an announcement would be made in this country setting 
forth the results of the observations of the HARDTACK II explosions as 
facts without setting forth any particular conclusions, pointing out that 
the U.S. Delegation is prepared to discuss the data which supplements 
the limited data available to the Conference of Experts last summer and 
also indicating that this data may make it possible to improve upon the 
capability of the system designed this past summer.

Dr. Killian indicated that he will establish a technical committee here 
in Washington to study the implications of the HARDTACK II data more 
carefully. This committee would consist of several senior seismologists, 
geophysicists and others familiar with the phenomena associated with 
underground explosions and would also consider alternate seismic tech
niques for discriminating between earthquakes and nuclear explosions 
and possibilities for improving the instrumentation of such installa
tions. The Group approved the following terms of reference proposed 
by Dr. Killian:

“The Panel should determine whether it would be possible within 
the present state of seismic technology to improve the capabilities of the 
system recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts to detect 
and identify seismic events as either earthquakes or explosions with
out increasing the number of manned control posts in the system. The 
Panel’s investigation should include, but need not be limited to, the 
following:

(a) improvement or augmentation of equipment at control posts in 
the agreed Geneva system; (b) augmentation of the system with a more 
closely spaced grid of small, completely automatic seismic detectors; 
and (c) utilization of criteria other than the first motion of the P wave to 
identify events as earthquakes (or as explosions).

“The Panel should also recommend a research and test program 
to evaluate any specific proposals advanced to improve the system as 
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well as to advance the state of the art in this field. The Panel should 
indicate the extent to which nuclear tests would be required in this test 
program.”

Mr. Herter asked how airtight a control system was necessary. Mr. 
Irwin replied that we would be fairly well protected by a method of 
random inspection under which the Soviets would not know when a 
particular event would be inspected. Mr. McCone asked whether the 
new data would cause any difficulties with Annex 1 which is based on 
the Report of the Conference of Experts. Mr. Keeny replied that Annex 1 
on the control system as drafted should cause no difficulties, since 
there is provision for inspection of all unidentified events above 5 KT 
regardless of number and 20% of those below this figure. In fact, he 
thought that when it became apparent to the Soviet Delegation that the 
number of unidentified events would rise considerably from the figure 
anticipated in the Geneva Report, they would probably be quite willing 
to carefully examine possibilities of reducing this number of potential 
inspections by various techniques including perhaps establishment of 
a threshold.

In response to a question by Mr. Herter as to our tactics should the 
Soviets reject the new data and maintain the continuing validity of the 
Experts’ Report, Mr. Farley said we could then stand fast on the require
ments of inspection. He felt, however, that the Soviet politicians would 
be quick to realize that the implications of the new data would have to 
be considered now, rather than after they had signed a treaty commit
ting themselves to a large number of inspections.

Mr. Herter noted that since we are committed to monitoring 
underground tests, we seem to be faced with the necessity of either an 
increased number of inspections of unidentified events, establishment 
of a threshold or improvements in instrument techniques or number 
of control posts. Ambassador Wadsworth said the Soviets would surely 
answer any suggestion for a threshold with heavy propaganda that 
this showed the U.S. had never been sincere about wanting to stop 
nuclear tests. Dr. Killian, however, suggested that the Soviets them
selves might find a higher threshold advantageous. General Loper said 
that Secretary Quarles felt a threshold might be the best solution to 
the problem.

Mr. McCone said he wished to express the concern of the AEC about 
the effect on our testing program of overly prolonged negotiations 
which involve de facto suspension without an agreement. He urged 
that thought be given to alternatives and to what action we might take 
should the Soviets resume testing.
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Tab A

Agenda

It is suggested that the meeting scheduled for December 30 consider 
three items in connection with the Geneva nuclear test negotiations:

1. The link with disarmament.

The U.S. Delegation and the U.K. have both strongly urged that 
the element of the President’s August 22 statement tying continuation 
of test suspension to disarmament progress be abandoned. This ques
tion has been considered in the Interdepartmental Working Group on 
Disarmament, and representatives of all interested agencies other than 
the Department of Defense have indicated no objection to the recom
mendations of the U.S. Delegation.

Suggested action: that the Department of State prepare a memoran
dum to the President seeking his approval of the abandonment of the 
disarmament link.

2. Implications of new data on detection and identification of 
underground tests.

A working group of seismologists convened by AFOAT–1 has 
reviewed the seismic data obtained during HARDTACK II and has 
concluded that the problem of detecting and identifying underground 
explosions is more difficult than is indicated in the Geneva Conference 
of Experts Report. Although based on admittedly inadequate data, the 
Working Group concludes that “statements by the Geneva Conference 
of Experts concerning the detection and identification of earthquakes 
equivalent to 5 KT apply more nearly to about 20 KT.”

Suggested action: that Dr. Killian undertake to review the Geneva 
system to study possible modifications to improve system capability, 
and the Department of State, coordinating with other agencies, prepare 
instructions to the Delegation to propose a technical working group of 
the USSR, U.S. and U.K. to review this data with a view to recommend
ing modifications on the system and a program of joint U.S.–U.K.–USSR 
underground tests to provide further data under varying conditions on 
this problem.

3. Fallback Positions.

The U.S. should develop a plan which could serve as an alterna
tive proposal to a complete breakdown in the Geneva talks. We should 
consider proposing in this event an immediate end to atmospheric tests 
with the simple inspection system this would require, and charging the 
control organ created by such agreement to undertake research and 
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study with a view to developing a system which would allow the end 
of high altitude and underground tests as well. Whereas this would not 
be a negotiable proposition at this time, a proposal cast in these terms 
might be accepted by the USSR if the only clear alternative is complete 
breakdown.

Suggested action: as a basis for further consideration of this prob
lem, the Department of Defense’s AFOAT–1 should be asked to design 
a minimum inspection system to monitor an agreement to end all atmo
spheric tests.

Tab B

Report Prepared by the President’s Science Advisory 
Committee

Washington, undated

POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS IN THE PRESENT U.S. POSITION  
AT THE GENEVA CONFERENCE ON THE DISCONTINUANCE  
OF NUCLEAR TESTS

Alternatives Which Need to be Considered as a Result of  
Test Results Obtained in October on Underground Nuclear Tests

New Data and Implications

The new seismic data resulting from the Hardtack II series of tests 
(October 1958) alter the quantitative conclusions relating to under
ground tests reached by the “Geneva Conference of Experts.” While 
the qualitative basis for seeking the initial technical agreements and for 
continuing in the present Geneva negotiations appear to be unchanged, 
detection and identification will be more difficult than had been 
expected.

The new observations are the following:
1. The maximum amplitude of the seimic signal is approximately 

60% of that expected, based on the Rainier data.
2. The “First Motion” of the seismic signal, relative to the seismic 

signal, is smaller than anticipated (at distances greater than 2,000 KM).
3. The new data are more reliable, being based on observation at 

more stations and greater distances.
As a result of the new data:
1. The range of detection is decreased for explosions of a given 

yield.
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2. Identification of earthquakes by the method of “First Motion” 
is less reliable than previously estimated. This result implies a require
ment for a considerably larger number of inspections.

Alternatives to be Considered

Since there is clear agreement among informed scientists that 
significant modifications are necessary in that section of the report 
of the Geneva Conference of Experts which deals with underground 
tests, it is important to examine the possible modifications in U.S. pol
icy which these changes in the estimated capabilities of the system 
will necessitate. The alternatives presented below are all based on the 
premises that the United Stated will continue to be firm in insisting 
on the necessity of proper controls of any test agreement and that we 
will continue to seek agreement with the Soviets on some form of test 
discontinuance or limitation.

Alternative No. 1—Discontinue all tests in the atmosphere. The AEC has 
stated this position in the following way:

“(1) to adhere rigidly to the principle that control of any test cessa
tion agreement is essential and that only those tests which are detect
able and identifiable are to be prohibited by treaty. Under no conditions 
shall the relaxation of the requirements of the control system antecede 
policy changes regarding the scope of the tests being suspended.

“(2) Negotiate as a first step, beginning at the appropriate time 
after the resumption of negotiations, a treaty for the cessation of atmo
spheric tests.

“(3) To postpone for later negotiation a treaty applying to under
ground and outer space tests after further investigation of the techni
cal problems involved in their detection. The U.S. should be willing to 
discuss these problems to the extent desired by Russia during current 
negotiations.

“(4) To propose meanwhile international cooperation (with the 
Control Commission if established) in this investigation to the extent of 
conducting for the Commission necessary experiments and in making 
available to the Commission or other appropriate authority the results 
of national nuclear experiments whose results bear upon the detection 
and identification problems at issue.

“(5) To preserve the right to develop non military applications of 
nuclear explosives.”

This position would initially eliminate the problem of detecting 
underground tests (as well as tests at great distances from the earth) by 
permitting such tests. This would answer the worldwide concern about 
fallout hazard. However, unless subsequent phases were carried out, it 
would fail to accomplish the other objectives of a test suspension since 
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by itself it would probably, in the long run, have little effect on weapon 
development and would not require a control system that would have 
any significant impact on the Soviet Bloc.

Alternative No. 2—Modify “Geneva” System to Improve Capabilities.

It would be possible to modify the “Geneva” System in a man
ner which would substantially improve the capabilities of the system. 
This might be accomplished if one of more of the following steps were 
adopted:

1. Increase the number of seismographs at each control post in the 
Geneva System (e.g. An increase in seismographs from 10 to 100 might 
improve the signal to noise ratio for detection by a factor of 3).

2. Halve the seismic grid spacing by adding unmanned, seismic 
only stations using the same number of seismographs as in the main 
control posts.

3. Augment the agreed upon grid of manned control posts with a 
much closer spaced grid (e.g., 100–150 KM) of small, unmanned seis
mographs which would telemeter information.

4. Increase the number of inspections.
5. Develop other presently promising techniques to identify earth

quakes and to discriminate between explosions and earthquakes.
A carefully engineered modification of the present system, includ

ing some combination of the above concepts, could restore or even bet
ter the effectiveness of the system proposed at Geneva.

Alternative No. 3—More Effective Use of Inspection in “Geneva” System.

It would be possible to provide at least some level of deterrence 
down to 1 KT or below with the present “Geneva” system by a more effec
tive use of onsite inspections. This might be accomplished by employing 
some variation of one or more of the following procedures:

a) Establish a graduated, decreasing scale for the percentage of 
unidentified events which would be inspected on a random basis in 
different yield ranges (e.g., 100% over 20 KT; 25% 20–10 KT; 10% 10–5 
KT; 2% 5–1 KT; 1/2% less than 1 KT.)

b) Establish weighted inspection procedure focused on the nuclear 
powers and possibly their principal allies (e.g., in areas outside the 
nuclear powers and possibly their principal allies reduce the percent
age of events inspected by a factor of 4 and undertake no inspections on 
a routine basis below 5 KT).

c) Increase the number of inspections substantially over the num
ber previously contemplated by simplifying the inspection procedure 
and only undertaking exhaustive examinations when an initial survey 
indicated the possibility of suspicious activity.

This position has the advantage of not requiring the reopening of 
any of the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts; however, 
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it clearly involves a greater risk that the Soviet Union might attempt 
clandestine tests than either Alternative No. 1 or No. 2. The extent to 
which such a system would in fact deter tests is a complex judgment 
which cannot be made on technical grounds alone.

Alternative No. 4—Permit Underground Testing Below a “Threshold”.

The present “Geneva” system as well as the modification of it sug
gested in Alternative No. 2 and No. 3 can clearly provide much more 
secure control of nuclear testing if underground tests are permitted 
below a “threshold” yield. This procedure would minimize the intan
gible factor of deterrence upon which a complete prohibition must ulti
mately rest. There is no unique “threshold” yield to associate with any 
of these systems. The level of the threshold might vary between 1 and 
20 KT and would be set by the objects sought in negotiating an agree
ment and the amount of risk deemed “acceptable”. A 20 KT threshold 
would involve relatively little risk of violation but also would per
mit substantial weapon development and would provide little basis 
for inspection. A 5 KT threshold would involve greater risk of viola
tion, assuming it was not subject to 100 percent inspection; however, 
it would permit less weapon development, probably would exclude 
“n”th power tests, and would provide the basis for extensive inspection. 
A 1 KT threshold would involve substantially greater risk since clearly 
only a small fraction of events in 1 to 5 KT range could be inspected; 
however, such a threshold would permit only limited weapon devel
opment in areas probably primarily of interest to U.S., would almost 
certainly exclude “n”th power tests, and would provide the basis for 
very extensive inspection.

Alternative No. 5—No Restrictions on Nuclear Tests.

A policy decision to avoid any agreement which would prohibit 
nuclear testing in any form would permit unrestricted weapon devel
opment and would accomplish none of the objectives of a test sus
pension. It would avoid the risk, considered substantial by some, that 
underground testing will in fact prove inadequate both for large yields 
and for diagnostic measurements at all yields.

Tab C

Letter From Vance to Herter

Washington, December 23, 1958

My dear Mr. Under Secretary:

The seismological results from the underground nuclear weapons 
tests conducted in Nevada during October show that the conclusions of 
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the Conference of Experts on the possibility of detecting and identify
ing underground nuclear explosions require re examination.

In fact, early analysis of these data show that the detection capa
bility of the system for underground explosions probably is much less 
than was thought to be the case last summer. Therefore, the United 
States position on controlled test cessation may require reshaping to fit 
the new facts and the consideration of this possibility is urgent since the 
treaty Articles and Annex I already tabled by the Western delegations 
may need serious revision.

Therefore, the Atomic Energy Commission concludes that in the 
light of:

(1) the seriously limited capability of the control system proposed 
by the Conference of Experts based on present knowledge as applied to 
underground and very high altitude nuclear explosions;

(2) the adequacy of the Conference of Experts’ proposals for con
trol of atmospheric testing;

(3) the fact that radioactive fallout is caused principally by atmo
spheric tests—the only type readily controllable at this time;

it should propose to you that the revised U.S. position should be:

(1) to adhere rigidly to the principle that control of any test cessa
tion agreement is essential and that only those tests which are detect
able and identifiable are to be prohibited by treaty. Under no conditions 
shall the relaxation of the requirements of the control system antecede 
policy changes regarding the scope of the tests being suspended.

(2) Negotiate as a first step, beginning at the appropriate time after 
the resumption of negotiations, a treaty for the cessation of atmospheric 
tests.

(3) To postpone for later negotiation a treaty applying to under
ground and outer space tests after further investigation of the techni
cal problems involved in their detection. The U.S. should be willing to 
discuss these problems to the extent desired by Russia during current 
negotiations.

(4) To propose meanwhile international cooperation (with the 
Control Commission if established) in this investigation to the extent of 
conducting for the Commission necessary experiments and in making 
available to the Commission or other appropriate authority the results 
of national nuclear experiments whose results bear upon the detection 
and identification problems at issue.

(5) To preserve the right to develop non military applications of 
nuclear explosives.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ H.S. Vance
Acting Chairman
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405. Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement1

Washington, January 7, 1959

1. The Panel on Seismic Improvement (PSI), appointed by the 
Chairman of the President’s Science Advisory Committee, met in 
 Washington on January 6 and 7, 1959, to review measures whereby it 
“would be reasonably feasible within the present state of seismic tech
nology to improve the capabilities of the system recommended by the 
Geneva Conference of Experts to detect and to identify seismic events 
as either earthquakes or explosions without increasing the number of 
manned control posts in the system.”

2. The capabilities of the Geneva system with regard to underground 
tests have recently been reevaluated by another Panel on the basis of 
new data from the underground tests at HARDTACK II. The PSI did not 
attempt to evaluate further the specific capability of the Geneva System. 
The proposals recommended herein would increase the estimated capa
bilities of the Geneva System. It is noted that the data on nuclear shots 
used in these estimates was from Rainier and HARDTACK II and thus 
has all the limitations of that small sample of nuclear test conditions. The 
PSI has not concerned itself with the possible seismic effects of nuclear 
tests under different conditions or the possibilities of concealment by 
decoupling or other techniques.

3. The Geneva System of seismic identification places principal 
reliance on the assessment of a single phenomenon, i.e. the direction 
of displacement of the first arrival of the P wave in a specified network 
of seismic instruments. The PSI considered a variety of seismic phe
nomena and techniques which have been suggested to increase the 
capability of the Geneva System without adding manned control posts, 
including:

(a) Evaluation of the first motion of the P wave with aid of approx
imate inverse transfer functions.

(b) Surface wave phenomena using long period instruments.
(c) Unmanned, auxiliary seismic stations.
(d) Larger arrays of seismometers at manned control posts.
(e) Improvements from increased knowledge of the transmission 

properties of the earth by experience in operation of the system.
(f) After shocks as a diagnostic feature.
(g) Radiation asymmetry at the source.
(h) Use of computers in data analysis.
(i) Use of higher frequency seismic signals.

1 Source: Suggests improvements to detection systems. Confidential. 6 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special 
Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament.
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(j) Detectors on ocean bottom.
(k) Detectors in deep hole.
(l) Diagnostic possibilities of microseisms.
(m) Focal depth of disturbances.

5. [4.] On the basis of its review of the above techniques, the PSI 
believes that the following four promising approaches are within the 
present limits of technology and should be considered:

(a) Analysis of long- period surface waves. The capability of the Geneva 
System for the identification as earthquakes of seismic events equiva
lent to 5 kilotons or larger by the analysis of long period surface waves 
is conservatively estimated at 25% and may be much larger.

(b) Network of unmanned auxiliary seismic stations. A triangular net
work of such unmanned stations is suggested, spaced 170 km apart 
between the stations of the 1000 km grid proposed in Geneva for the 
seismic regions of the world. If this network were installed and effec
tively operated, it would very greatly increase the capability of the 
Geneva system for identifying as earthquakes those seismic events 
occurring in interior areas and corresponding in energy to under
ground tests equivalent to one kiloton or larger.

(c) Larger arrays of seismometers at manned control posts. It is reason
ably certain that the replacement of 10 distributed seismometers per 
control post as recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts with 
arrays of approximately 100 distributed seismometers would increase 
the signal to noise ratio by a factor of from 1.5 to 2.5. This would sub
stantially increase the capability of the system to identify small seismic 
events as natural earthquakes.

(d) Detectors in deep holes. A detection method which employs 
a seismometer in a hole at a depth of several thousand feet is being 
investigated at the present time. The method offers possibilities for 
improving the detectability of small signals by a factor of the order of 
ten, provided that the technological problems of operating instruments 
at the required depths can be solved. The results to date are incomplete 
but encouraging. If the factor of ten can in fact be achieved, it would 
drastically increase the capability of the system to identify small seis
mic events as natural earthquakes. More definitive results are expected 
by mid 1959.

The proposals (a), (b), and (c), above, are discussed more fully in 
the appendix attached.

6. The PSI invites attention to the fact that detection of aftershocks 
by specially and immediately implaced seismometers can be used by 
an inspection party as an aid in establishing that an unidentified seis
mic event was in fact a natural earthquake.

7. The PSI believes that seismic research has not in the past been 
supported as strongly as many other areas of science. Vigorous research 
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in seismology is certain to produce many improvements that cannot 
now be predicted. It is certain that this would lead to an improvement 
in detection capabilities. The PSI will shortly report its detailed recom
mendations concerning research in seismology.

8. The PSI urges that sample detection networks be established 
without delay as representative systems to disclose operational and 
design problems and provide a firmer basis for the assessment of detec
tion capabilities.

9. The Geneva Conference of Experts recommended supplying 
new instruments to the existing world network of seismic stations. The 
PSI believes that this recommendation should be implemented within 
the next year even if it must be done unilaterally by the U.S.

Lloyd V. Berkner (Chairman)
Victor H. Benioff

Hans A. Bethe
John Gerrard

David T. Griggs
Jack H. Hamilton

Julius P. Molnar
Jack E. Oliver

Frank Press
Carl F. Romney

Kenneth Street, Jr.
John W. Tukey

Appendix

I. Analysis of Long- Period Surface Waves

Long period seismograph data (periods greater than 5 seconds) 
available from HARDTACK II and natural earthquakes suggest addi
tional criteria for the identification of seismic events as natural earth
quakes. In the yield range 5KT–23 KT, stations at distances up to at least 
3500 km can provide the necessary data, in the absence of microseismic 
storms. The capability of the Geneva System for the identification as 
earthquakes of seismic events equivalent to 5 kilotons or larger by the 
analysis of long period surface waves is conservatively estimated at 
25% and may be much larger. Estimates of capabilities are based on 
observations with instruments not designed for this purpose. The use 
of specifically designed equipment should further improve the esti
mates of capabilities.

On the basis of present technology, it is concluded that the follow
ing techniques are available:
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a) Love- Rayleigh wave amplitude ratio. A preliminary study of ampli
tude ratio of Love waves to Rayleigh waves for periods greater than 
about 10 sec. from earthquakes and underground explosions has been 
conducted at the Lamont Geological Observatory at Palisades, New 
York. The results indicate that in the equivalent magnitude range 
5 KT–23 KT a single station at a distance of 3500 km or less can iden
tify about 10% of seismic events as natural earthquakes. Data from sta
tions in appreciable different azimuths are relatively independent and 
so increase the probability of identification significantly but not above 
some as yet undetermined limit.

b) Spectra of surface waves recorded on long period, horizontal compo-
nent seismographs. Data from Palisades, Pasadena, and Berkley indicate 
a systematic difference in the long period spectra of earthquakes and 
underground nuclear explosions. Although the effect is striking, it is 
not possible to quote the capability of this method at this time except to 
estimate that identification of earthquakes from a network of stations is 
no worse than 10% and the upper limit is open.

The possibility exists that further results can be obtained in the 
immediate future by additional studies of the amplitude ratio for Love 
Rayleigh waves and its aximuthal dependence for earthquakes. This 
will provide additional data to verify the estimate of 10% identification 
of earthquakes and examine the possibility of increasing this figure.

II. Network of Unmanned Auxiliary Seismic Stations

Interpolation of unmanned automatic seismic stations into the 
grid of control posts of the Geneva plan gives promise of providing 
significantly greater information on weak seismic events, correspond
ing in intensity to one kiloton. A triangular network of such unmanned 
stations is suggested, spaced 170 km apart between the stations of the 
1000 km grid proposed in Geneva for the seismic regions of the world. 
In such a network, a one kiloton shot coupled seismically to the same 
degree as Rainier, Logan, and Blanca would give 50 millimicron ampli
tudes or higher for first motion of P waves at nine stations on the aver
age. Thus data from single vertical component seismometers disposed 
in such a network would suffice to detect first motion with reasonable 
certainty.

The practical problems of installing such a network may be esti
mated by noting that the spacings mentioned above imply having 35 
auxiliary stations per main station and that the maximum communi
cation distance between a main and auxiliary station is 600 km. Each 
auxiliary station would require a seismometer, a recording device (for 
providing a permanent record), a clock, a radio transmitter, a source 
of electric power, and probably a data storage device which will per
mit compressed data transmission as required. The cost of the technical 
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apparatus needed for a single station, when manufactured in large 
quantities, might be ten to thirty thousand dollars. Access roads (or 
helicopter pads), installation and related costs may run the total costs 
up considerably higher, depending on local conditions. Periodic main
tenance and record retrieval would probably be required at 30 to 60 day 
intervals.

The need for this network of auxiliary stations is clearly greatest 
in the areas of the world where earthquakes occur with high frequency. 
It might be acceptable to limit application of the network only to these 
areas, possibly 20% of the land surface of the world. Also one could tai
lor power and communication arrangements (possibly using wire lines 
in some places) according to the local facilities available.

If this network could be installed and effectively operated, it would 
very greatly increase the capability of the Geneva System for identify
ing those seismic events which are earthquakes, occurring in interior 
areas and corresponding in intensity to underground one kiloton or 
larger shots. The practical difficulties of installation, maintenance, and 
operation of the system, especially in remote areas, should not, how
ever, be underestimated, and the possibilities for occasional spoofing 
must be recognized.

III. Larger Arrays of Seismometers at Manned Control Posts.

On the basis of present knowledge, replacing 10 distributed seis
mometers in a 3 km × 3 km square as recommended for each control 
post in the Geneva System by 100 distributed seismometers in the same 
square would affect the signal to noise ratio at frequencies near 1 cycle 
per second as follows using specifiable techniques:

(1) It is reasonably certain that an improvement at most stations by 
a factor of between 1.5 to 2.5 will be obtained;

(2) There is reason to hope for improvements in the range from 2.0 
to 2.5;

(3) Increases from 10 to 10k stations should provide improvement 
by a factor from k0.2 to k0.4 for k = 10.

(4) Data which can be obtained within one month will provide a 
much firmer estimate of what may be expected. The data to be obtained 
include, most importantly, data on coherence of noise at station separa
tions of 150 to 1500 feet, and secondarily, data on dependence of typical 
noise levels on wind velocity.

(5) When more is known about noise characteristics, it may well 
be possible to gain further improvement by applying other analytical 
techniques to a 100 seismometer array.
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406. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Wadsworth and 
Herter1

January 9, 1959, 1:55 p.m.

Ambassador Wadsworth telephoned from Geneva, saying his call 
was in the nature of an S.O.S.—not a panicky one but a considered one. 
The situation there is now one where the other people came back to 
focus on duration. The Ambassador has been stalling on duration and 
in so doing has been piling up unnecessary suspicions at a time when 
we should be showing movement. He emphasized the fact that they 
really needed help.

I said we tried to get it settled this week. The President just finished 
his State of the Union Message. An appointment has been set for 9:00 
a.m. Monday morning and we would shoot word to him immediately 
after. The Ambassador did not think there was any question as to what 
the answer will be, and I said I didn’t think so either. I said we were hav
ing a session with the Secretary and Mr. McCone this afternoon and that 
I thought McCone wanted to discuss the fall back position which he felt 
we are likely to be coming to. Ambassador Wadsworth felt it was import
ant to work out something on that basis for possible later use. However, 
he said they have to have something that will show some movement to 
hold them another week or so. He added that he knew how things work 
but that he was really yelling for help; he would appreciate it if I would 
pass his request on to the people who have to make the final decisions; 
and that the whole point is we have to strengthen our own situation. 
I said we could get something to him by telephone on Monday and Wad
sworth thought this was a wonderful idea.

I asked how things were otherwise and Wadsworth said that 
today’s session was mild and short. I said I understood that the  Killian 
group had come up with 3 or 4 ways on what we want accomplished 
without increasing the number of posts too much. It is mostly scien
tific data. Wadsworth said that would re establish us as bona fide. They 
have so much suspicion. I added that it follows pretty much their line 
that science will show the way, and Wadsworth thought there was 
something in that.

Wadsworth ended by saying that he just wanted to convey the 
sense of urgency there; that they can stall but it just does not look good 
on the record. I said we would do our best.

Christian A. Herter

1 Source: Need for decisions on U.S. position in cessation of nuclear testing talks. No 
classification marking. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 110.12–HE/1–959.
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407. Letter From Eisenhower to Macmillan1

Washington, January 12, 1959

Dear Harold:

I have now had an opportunity to think about your letter on our 
position in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations and to discuss it with 
some of my advisors.

We have considered the course of the negotiations to date as well 
as the points you set forth and we are prepared to drop our insistence 
that any agreement we may reach with the Russians have in it an 
explicit requirement that cessation of nuclear tests depend on disarma
ment progress. I agree with you that to a certain extent this link is an 
academic one since, as you point out, the central issue is whether we 
now have an opportunity to get the Russians to accept a real control 
system. Certainly, if the Russians were to accept the kind of controls 
which we both believe are necessary, this very fact would mean that 
one of the principal bars to future progress in disarmament would have 
been removed. This is a point we might well make in explaining our 
attitude on this question.

Although, on the basis of the progress to date, it seems to me that 
the prospects are not bright that the Russians will accept an effective 
control organization in the current negotiations, I agree that our public 
position would be much better if we remove as a point of contention 
the issue of the link to disarmament, which the Russians may use as a 
screen to evade accepting responsibility for failure in the negotiations 
or to evade facing up to the control problem.

I believe that we can propose in the negotiations that we accept as 
a principle that the ban on weapons tests would be indefinite in dura
tion. The arrangement, we believe, should include schedules for the 
construction and operation of the control system. Withdrawal from or 
suspension of the treaty would be possible if on annual review it were 
found that the control system was not being installed on schedule or not 
being operated properly. If desirable, we will agree to the first annual 
review being held two years after the treaty enters into force; thereafter, 
the review automatically would be on an annual basis.

Obstruction or violation of the agreement itself would, of course, 
be cause for withdrawal.

1 Source: Agrees to drop linkage of cessation of nuclear testing to progress on disar
mament. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Eisen
hower to Macmillan.
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I believe that it would be unwise to give this change in position any 
undue publicity by making it the subject of a public announcement at 
this time. However, I believe that we should in the negotiations exploit 
our flexibility on this question every way possible to put pressure on 
the other side to make concessions.

I have requested Foster to discuss with your people how best to 
put forward this position in the negotiations.

As ever,

/s/ Dwight D. Eisenhower

408. Memorandum From Gray to Eisenhower1

Washington, January 13, 1959

SUBJECT

Conference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Testing

The attached memorandum summarizes the views of the Execu
tive Departments and Agencies as to Senator Albert Gore’s proposal for 
a position which the United States might take in the event it appeared 
that the negotiations were on the verge of a breakdown. However, 
consideration has also been given to the proposal as one of substance 
which might be made in the current negotiations.

In summary, Senator Gore suggested an approach to consist of a 
Presidential announcement of (a) “unconditional and unilateral cessa
tion of all nuclear tests in the earth’s atmosphere” for perhaps three 
years, (b) a call for similar action by other nuclear powers, and (c) a 
suggestion that the Geneva Conference concentrate on the negotiation 
of a limited treaty for a permanent stoppage of atmospheric tests.

You will recall that when Senator Gore made his proposal to you 
orally, you assured him that his suggestion would be given most careful 
evaluation by the appropriate Government officials. This has been done. 
The task, however, has been complicated by the fact that the negotiating 
position of the United States is being continually affected by day to day 
developments in the Russian negotiating position at the Geneva Con
ference. Even now, it is not clear, as Senator Gore believed at the time he 

1 Source: Advises against Gore proposal on nuclear testing at this time. Confiden
tial. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of 
Nuclear Testing.
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spoke with you, that the U.S. Delegation seems to be negotiating toward 
an unattainable goal, and that therefore the U.S. must face the prospect 
of failure to obtain our present objectives at the Conference. This seems 
to me to be especially true in the light of your decision to break the link 
with other disarmament measures, an action which seemed vital by our 
delegation to continued successful negotiation.

The officials who advise you with regard to the Geneva Confer
ence agree that the United States should not now advance the Gore 
proposal. All agree, however, that the Gore suggestion should be con
sidered as one of the alternatives if the time comes when developments 
in Geneva necessitate consideration of a change in the existing U.S. 
position summarized in your statement of August 22.

It would be my hope that if you feel it necessary to reply further to 
Senator Gore, the reply could be handled in such a way as to discour
age discussion by public officials of alternatives to our present position 
at Geneva, at least until the Russian negotiators have made clearer the 
position which they will take on the proposals we have advanced at 
the Conference. Senator Gore is being kept currently informed by State 
Department officials of discussions within the U.S. Government with 
respect to our Geneva position. He could be assured by you that at such 
time as it appears to the responsible officials that the Russians are not 
prepared to agree to a treaty acceptable to us, his suggestion would be 
considered, along with others, in deciding future U.S. policy toward 
nuclear testing.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Attachment

EVALUATION OF TEST SUSPENSION PROPOSAL  
BY SENATOR GORE2

1. The Gore Proposal as a U.S. Position to Take in Geneva Now
a. The U.S. should not advance the Gore proposal at this time 

because:

(1) It would give the USSR an excuse to escape from revealing its 
true position on acceptance of international controls on testing.

2 The views contained in the first two numbered paragraphs of this memorandum 
are those of the Departments of State and Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and the 
Office of the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. The views of 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission are summarized in the final paragraph. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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(2) It would almost certainly lead to a break in negotiations, thereby 
destroying such chance as there is of obtaining acceptable international 
inspection within the USSR. It would permit the USSR to charge the 
United States with a desire to evade a test suspension and of walking 
away from stated basic positions in mid negotiations.

2. The Gore Proposal as a Fallback Position

a. If the present Geneva negotiations break down, the United States 
may desire to announce a policy of moderation in future testing. Such 
self imposed moderation may be prudent because, even if the blame 
for the break in negotiation lies with the Soviet Union, increased pres
sure of public opinion for a cessation of tests can be expected to be 
directed against the U.S. and the USSR. Unilateral U.S. action limiting 
tests would cut the ground under proposals to cease all nuclear weap
ons tests.

b. Further study must be given to the proper course of action. The 
Gore proposal contains elements which may be useful in developing a 
fallback position in the event that current negotiations fail.

3. The Position of the AEC on the Gore Proposal
The Atomic Energy Commission agrees with the substance of the 

arguments made above. However, the Commission believes that the 
United States should seek as an immediate, practical and enforceable 
objective, a multilateral controlled ban on atmospheric tests. The Com
mission opposes a unilateral declaration by the United States to cease 
all but atmospheric tests. It prefers that a cessation of atmospheric tests 
come as the result of a multilateral treaty which provides for agreed 
inspection procedures adequate to insure that the agreement will be 
observed by all parties.

409. Telegram Nusup 157 to Geneva for Wadsworth1

Washington, January 16, 1959, 7:21 p.m.

For Wadsworth. In afternoon talk with Mikoyan the Secretary 
raised matter Geneva talks on cessation nuclear tests. He reiterated 
US desire achieve agreement. He expressed understanding Mikoyan’s 
misgiving over introduction new data on detection underground tests. 

1 Source: Account of Dulles’ conversation with Mikoyan on cessation of nuclear test
ing. Secret; Niact; Limit Distribution. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/1–1659.
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Secretary also said US could understand Soviet attitude on voting and 
thought presentation as offered by Soviet delegation of list items they 
believed should be subject unanimity might well assist resolution this 
problem but similarly hoped Soviets understood our inability accept 
any arrangement which would frustrate effective operation control sys
tem. He expressed hope Soviets would continue talks and in process 
find proof their misgivings unfounded. Mikoyan indicated entirely 
willing continue and commented that agreement if reached on this sub
ject should prove stepping stone to further agreements.

Dulles

410. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, January 16, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Chairman McCone
General Goodpaster

Mr. McCone said that Sir Edwin Plowden, who had been his host 
in the United Kingdom in November, is coming to the United States 
about 1 March for two or three days to visit atomic installations. He 
asked if the President would be agreeable to attending a luncheon or 
dinner for him. The President said he would prefer to have a stag lun
cheon, suggesting the date of March 2, with the British Ambassador 
also present.

Mr. McCone next reported to the President that the British wished 
to buy a substantial quantity of refined atomic materials. Defense, 
State and the Commission agree on the desirability of supplying them. 
The materials amount to some fourteen tons of plutonium, and in the 
longer range a contract for a supply of U–235 for the next 10–12 years 
(thus avoiding British necessity to build a gaseous diffusion plant) 
with initial acquisitions from us of the order of about fourteen tons. 
The British would like to pay for the plutonium (to be available in the 
near future) in cash, and to pay for the U–235 over a longer period 
with plutonium. The President asked what ratio would be used in 

1 Source: U.S.–U.K. nuclear cooperation, Department of Defense plutonium require
ments, domestic nuclear power, thermocouples to power satellites, sales of U–235 to 
IAEA. No classification marking. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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accepting plutonium for our U–235. Mr. McCone said we are propos
ing a ratio of 1 to 1, and the British are proposing a ratio of 2½ to 1; he 
thought we could, and should, settle out for a ratio of 2 to 1. The Pres
ident asked if this appeared to be a good trade from the standpoint of 
availability of the two products, and Mr. McCone said it is very defi
nitely so, inasmuch as our needs for plutonium are rising, with small 
weapons. He added that State and Defense agree on this. The President 
said the proposition looked generally satisfactory to him. Mr. McCone 
added that there had been some talk by the British regarding obtaining 
weapons; this would have involved the need to seek a change in our 
law, which is better avoided, since problems would then arise with the 
French and Italians.

Mr. McCone said that, the President having approved this action, 
he would take it up with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The 
President raised the question whether the Executive Branch is becom
ing too subservient to that Committee. Mr. McCone said that so far the 
relationship is satisfactory. He assured the President that he is not going 
to let them invade Executive prerogatives and asked the President to 
have confidence in him that he will not let the Joint Committee push 
him around. The President indicated agreement on this basis.

Mr. McCone said he would then pursue the matter of exchange 
with the British. The President asked that, in writing up the agreement, 
Mr. McCone make sure that State, Defense, Budget and the Attorney 
General are in concurrence. Mr. McCone said this would be done inas
much as a change in the bilateral agreement would be necessary.

Mr. McCone next raised the matter of the new production reactor 
at Hanford; since his last talk with the President Defense has submit
ted ten year requirements for atomic weapons. To meet the need it first 
seemed there would be necessity to build two new reactors in addi
tion to the receipts from the United Kingdom. However, by raising the 
power level at Hanford, the need will be reduced to one reactor. The 
President stated strongly that he would not accept these requirements 
as the basis for any actions until he had seen them. Mr. McCone said 
that the requirements as submitted by Secretary Quarles, on the scale of 
100, corresponded to a figure of 110 recommended by General Twining 
and between 125 and 200 recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 
President said that the requirements are not authoritative until he had 
approved them. He challenged the Defense thinking, saying they are 
trying to get themselves into an incredible position—of having enough 
to destroy every conceivable target all over the world, plus a three 
fold reserve. The patterns of target destruction are fantastic. So many 
ground bursts are included as to bring certain damage to the United 
States. He recalled that the determination for many years was that there 
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were only seventy targets, the destruction of which would bring the 
Soviet Union to defeat.

Mr. McCone pointed out that we have the authority and the 
funds for this new reactor as a result of last year’s legislative action. 
The President asked if plutonium is useful for fueling power reactors. 
Mr. McCone indicated it had a certain usefulness but could not replace 
U–235. The President said he is more worried about the unrealistic atti
tude of our top military men than the specific proposal he was consid
ering, and Mr. McCone acknowledged that they talk about megaton 
explosions as though they are almost nothing. The President asked 
whether, with more efficient weapons, the trend is toward using less 
plutonium. Mr. McCone said this trend is offset by the trend towards 
small and clean weapons which take more plutonium. Finally, the Pres
ident said he supposed that we have to go ahead with the construction 
of the reactor. Mr. McCone pointed out that he has not funded the con
vertible feature; he is trying to get that out of the proposal. He had had 
this studied by Stone and Webster, and they had recommended against 
it. The President said he is against the convertible feature. By the time 
we were ready to make use of that, he was confident that our technol
ogy would be advanced so far that we would no longer want to use this 
particular model. He asked Mr. McCone to try to get this provision out.

Mr. McCone then turned to the subject of power reactors. Four or 
five big ones are now being built. The electricity being produced by 
them will run 12–18 mills per kilowatt hours, in cost. In Mr. McCone’s 
view, best progress will be found through testing out a lot of technology 
in prototypes; he doesn’t want to build big plants, but would like to 
build four or five small ones to prove out and advance the art. At the 
present time the Government gives R & D assistance and waives fuel 
costs. The prototypes should be on existing power lines and should 
be built by power companies. He proposed that we give them some 
assistance on capital costs on a few prototypes but that we not help on 
large plants. For our own economy, with but few exceptions, we do not 
need atomic energy power in the foreseeable future. But to keep the 
United States in the race industrially and internationally we do need 
to carry out development, and this would be a good program for the 
purpose. The President asked what kind of money would be involved. 
Mr. McCone said he did not know precisely. He is trying to work this 
out. A prototype producing 50,000 kilowatts, costing about $8 million, 
seemed to be in the order of magnitude. He said he was talking only 
in a preliminary way at this time, but that he had received an excellent 
report, in which Mr. James Black as well as others had participated. 
The President said he was a little disturbed over the suggestion, since it 
seemed to be another venture in the direction of public power, and was 
fearful that Congress would want to put these power plants into the 
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TVA and Bonneville systems. Mr. McCone thought that by having this 
program with the President’s support it would be possible to head off 
this tendency. He said he had talked to Mr. Stans about the matter, and 
that Mr. Stans had no objection.

Mr. McCone next recalled that the President had pushed the IAEA 
from the outset, and had offered them 5,000 kg. of U–235. A price had 
never been set; however, the law provides that it cannot be less than the 
domestic price. The Soviets, who have made no offer of their own, have 
been doing a great deal of criticizing on the grounds that we are seeking 
to make a profit. Mr. Cole wants the price to be no more than the domes
tic price. Mr. McCone recommended that the matter be settled by fixing 
the price at the domestic price, which meets the law and also meets Mr. 
Cole’s suggestion. The President said he saw nothing wrong with that.

Mr. McCone next told the President he wanted to demonstrate to 
him a technical breakthrough in the production of power from atomic 
sources. At this point he had General Keirn, Colonel Armstrong and 
Colonel Anderson set up a device for the generation of electricity, by 
means of thermocouples, from heat provided by an alpha emitting 
radioactive isotope (of polonium, although cerium is planned for 
future models). This device, weighing five pounds, was operating at 
the level of five watts of power. The output would drop to one half of 
this figure in 138 days for a polonium source and approximately 280 
days for cerium, these periods being the “half life” of these radioac
tive elements. While the production of the current model cost $15,000 
for the device, plus approximately $30,000 for the polonium, the future 
practical models are expected to decline in cost to approximately $200 
for the device and $600 for the cerium power source; weight can be 
reduced from five pounds to approximately three pounds.

The immediate application of this device is as a power source in 
a satellite. The best possible batteries to provide a similar amount of 
power over a similar period would weigh 300 times as much as this 
device. However, one of the most striking features is that these ther
mocouples, employing different “doped” telluride compounds, have 
attained an efficiency of 8–10% in converting heat to electric energy 
with no moving parts. Any other heat source could also be used and 
small atomic reactors, as little as six inches on a side, are being devel
oped as power sources for future applications.

The President was extremely interested in all of this. After thor
ough discussion of the matter, photographs were taken, and at the 
President’s request Mr. Hagerty arranged for General Keirn and his 
associates to meet with the press and explain the device to them.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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411. Letter From Herter to Killian1

Washington, January 16, 1959

Dear Jim:

The first Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement, transmitted 
with your memorandum of January 12, is most encouraging. We wish 
to endorse their continued study of this problem.

It is most important that there be prepared as soon as possible a 
version of the report suitable for transmission to the Soviet Delegation 
in Geneva and to the American public. As you know, the Soviets are 
very suspicious of our motives in tabling the seismic data from Hard
tack II. Moreover, world public opinion has tended to view this move 
by the U.S. as an indication that we are anxious to forestall the success
ful conclusion of an agreement on nuclear testing. By giving the Soviet 
delegation these preliminary findings we may be able in some measure 
to convince them of the sincerity of our concern about the problem of 
underground detection and of our positive efforts to find solutions.

I understand that the four approaches suggested by the panel 
are under further study and that the evaluation of their effectiveness 
expressed in the report is tentative. Pending the results of this study it 
would be most useful for our tactical planning to have a quantitative 
analysis of the effect of these four approaches on the capabilities of 
the Geneva system, as suggested in your memorandum. We therefore 
urge that AFOAT–1 be requested to undertake such an analysis. It is 
further urged that any possible research on the applicability of these 
four techniques be carried out by the appropriate agencies as rapidly 
as is feasible.

I am aware of the serious concern expressed by many scientists, 
and reflected in the Panel Report, that the data available from Rainier 
and Hardtack II constitute a severely limited sample of possible nuclear 
test conditions. Serious consideration should therefore be given to car
rying out further underground explosions, both HE and nuclear, for the 
purpose of improving our knowledge in this field. Our estimate is that 
such a program aimed at providing a sounder basis for the detection 
system to be agreed upon by our negotiators in Geneva would proba
bly be acceptable to international public opinion if we offered to carry 
it out jointly with the USSR and under international observation. Any 

1 Source: Urges version of seismic improvement report be prepared to present to 
the Soviet Union, further testing be conducted. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and 
Technology, Nuclear Test Suspension, Seismic Data.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1535

Soviet objection that such a proposed program was merely a means 
for furthering our own weapons development program could be coun
tered by proposing that they supply the nuclear devices for use in 
underground detonations. Furthermore, I believe the necessity for such 
a program is sufficiently important that, if the Soviet Union will not 
agree to participate, the United States should be prepared to proceed 
alone.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Chris
Under Secretary

412. Letter From McCone to Herter1

Washington, January 19, 1959

My dear Chris:

I have been thinking a great deal of our talk at the OCB luncheon 
Wednesday and I am writing you this personal letter so that you 
will understand my very deep concern over the trend of the Geneva 
negotiations.

There seems to be complete agreement within scientific circles 
in this country that the detection system proposed by the techni
cal experts in Geneva is inadequate. However, there is a difference 
of opinion among reputable and informed scientists as to whether 
the system can be improved sufficiently by additional, better, and 
different types of stations and instrumentation so that it can, with 
assurance, detect and identify nuclear explosions of the proportions 
indicated in the Geneva technical report. Dr. Teller made a persua
sive argument in his testimony before the Joint Committee that the 
present system can not reliably identify explosions of appreciable 
size, perhaps not even those as high as 100 kilotons. Furthermore, 
he explained how nuclear underground explosions could be camou
flaged, so that even the 100 kiloton threshold is subject to question. 

1 Source: Urges change in negotiating objectives until more reliable detection system 
developed. Personal. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Khrushchev Exchange.
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You may recall that Dr. Teller has from the beginning warned of the 
difficulty of identifying underground nuclear explosions.

The improvements suggested by the Committee recently 
appointed by Dr. Killian unquestionably will improve the capability of 
the system, but many of these proposed improvements are theoretical 
and untried. However, the proposed array of unmanned stations to be 
scattered throughout the world would require periodic and frequent 
maintenance. Unless this is done by international maintenance teams, 
the stations could be readily tampered with so that they would be of 
questionable value.

Another very important point which must always be borne in 
mind is the fact that the Nevada tests, including HARDTACK II, are 
not conclusive because they were conducted in only one area and in 
one geological formation. No one knows what would happen in the 
way of seismic disturbances, for example, if shots were made in granite 
formation.

I feel that the statements made by competent scientists concerning 
the inadequacy of the proposed detection system have been and will 
continue to be accepted as valid by many people within the Govern
ment, by responsible members of the House and Senate on both sides 
of the aisle and by a large segment of the American people.

From evidence now submitted I seriously question that the tech
nology of the detection of underground shots is sufficiently advanced 
for us to enter, at this time, into arrangements with the Soviets barring 
such explosions. The keystone of such an arrangement must be strong 
assurance through effective detection, identification and inspection, 
that all parties to the agreement will live up to its terms, and this criteria 
cannot be met unless a very high threshold is agreed upon.

This brings me to the second point; namely, the dangers of pro
ceeding much further with our negotiations on the present basis.

I am deeply sympathetic with your expressed desire that we must 
determine, by pursuing these negotiations, whether the Soviets will 
accept an inspection system within their own territory which might 
lead to further penetration of the Iron Curtain. I agree with you that 
this is an important point.

I further agree with you that a breakdown of negotiations over the 
issue of adequate inspection would cause criticism of the Soviets by 
much of the world. I think the Soviets realize this, and I do not think 
they will let the negotiations break down on this point.

On the other hand, the Soviets may go the limit to accept inspec
tion stations, possibly even to the point of finding some way around the 
veto issue. Mikoyan indicated as much to Stassen. In going this route, 
however, they would insist on the inadequate detection system agreed 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1537

to last summer in Geneva. By unexpectedly accepting such a system, 
the Soviets could place us in the position of either going along with a 
dangerous agreement or backing away for reasons extremely difficult, 
if not impossible, to explain to the world.

Our position would then be most awkward. Strong voices would 
argue convincingly that the system is inadequate and that the criteria 
of “fool proof inspection” has not been met. I conclude from the tes
timony last week on the Hill that almost any agreed threshold would 
be questioned by the Congress. Certainly, the validity of a 20 kiloton 
threshold would be vigorously attacked by some very knowledgeable 
and respected people. I fear, also, that the American public would in 
time feel they had been misled by our Government.

I therefore feel, Chris, that we are moving along a very danger
ous course in this negotiation. While I do not wish to inject myself into 
“quarter backing” the negotiation, I urge in all sincerity that you find 
a way at this time to alter the course of the negotiations along the lines 
expressed in our letter to you of December 23, 1958.

To summarize our position, we propose taking the initiative at 
Geneva with a positive two phase program. First, we would urge an 
agreement with the nuclear powers to suspend atmospheric tests and 
to establish an adequate detection system to insure compliance. Such 
a system would be relatively simple and inexpensive, and would be 
dependable because of our very extensive experience over a period of 
years with this type of detection. Moreover, this step would eliminate 
the fallout issue.

Second, conduct more underground tests as quickly as possible 
and in diverse geographical and geological environments to seek solid 
information on identification and detection of underground nuclear 
explosions. From this information we could determine whether a sys
tem could be designed in which we would have sufficient confidence to 
negotiate for a complete test cessation.

This program of experimentation could be a joint effort by the par
ties to the treaty, or could be done by the parties individually with inter
national inspection and with all data developed being shared among 
the participating nations.

Sincerely yours,

John A. McCone
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413. Letter From Herter to Killian1

Washington, January 23, 1959

Dear Jim:

As you know the draft technical annex tabled by our delegation 
in Geneva on 16 December left open the question of what techniques 
would be included for the detection of high altitude explosions. Our 
delegation suggested to the Russians that a technical working group 
consider the problem of high altitude detection in view of the fact that 
the conference of experts last summer did not recommend any spe
cific techniques for inclusion in the control system. Our delegation has 
asked for instructions on how this problem should be handled in the 
negotiations.

It appears to us that there are two possible approaches to this 
problem:

1. We could press for inclusion now of specific provisions for 
detecting high altitude explosions based on such knowledge as we 
have at present. Responsibility for recommended changes or improve
ments in the system could be vested in the control commission in the 
light of further information and experience.

2. We could omit any specific high altitude detection system from 
the treaty but give the control commission responsibility for developing 
such a system within a given period of time. In this event the right of 
withdrawal would have to be protected if the commission were unable 
to agree on an appropriate high altitude detection system.

The Department of Defense has advised us that they do not favor 
incorporating provisions for high altitude detection at the present time, 
and thus apparently would prefer the second alternative. The Soviet del
egation in Geneva has generally taken the position that the control com
mission should bear responsibility for the development of changes in or 
additions to the system and that for the present we should proceed on 
the basis of the Experts’ report. In order to prepare for a governmental 
decision on which course to take I would like to request that you con
vene a suitable panel of experts to consider this question in the light of 
the relevant technical factors. I believe it would be useful if such a group, 
in the course of their considerations, could look into the feasibility of 
conducting usefully instrumented outer space nuclear tests, both on the 
part of the Soviet Union and ourselves, within the next two four year 
periods, the firmness of the information presently available on which to 
base a high altitude detection system, and the possible implications for 

1 Source: Proposes panel of experts to examine detection of high altitude tests. Con
fidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/1–2359.
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United States security of a decision to omit specific provisions for high 
altitude detection from a nuclear test ban agreement for an initial period.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

/S/ Christian A. Herter
Under Secretary

414. Note From Smith to Gray1

Washington, January 26, 1959

MR. GRAY

Attached are the pertinent papers and a briefing memorandum 
covering them for use at the meeting of the principals Monday, January 
26, at 2 p.m., in Mr. Herter’s office.

It is my understanding that the State Department will not have a 
paper to discuss, but will use Mr. Herter’s reply to Mr. Killian as the 
basis of its discussion of how to handle the Report of the Panel on Seis
mic Improvement.

Bromley

Attachment

Memorandum From Smith to Gray

Washington, January 26, 1959

Summarized below are the views of those agencies which have 
commented on the Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement:

1. State (Mr. Herter)

a. Publish substance of the Report as soon as possible.
b. Also inform Soviets in Geneva in order to overcome suspicion 

aroused by presentation of seismic data from Hardtack II.

1 Source: Transmits papers for meeting on seismic improvement. Confidential. 8 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of Nuclear 
Testing.
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c. Ask AFOAT–1 to make an quantitative analysis of the effect on 
the capabilities of the Geneva System if the suggested improvements 
listed in the Report were implemented.

d. Conduct underground explosions, jointly with the Russians 
or, unilaterally, if they refuse, to learn more about detection of under
ground expositions.

2. Defense (Mr. McElroy)

a. Accept a treaty covering cessation of only such under ground 
tests identifiable by the Geneva System (20KT) without requiring an 
unworkable number of on site investigations.

b. Suspension threshold could be lowered (1) if the USSR accepts in 
a treaty a detection system better than the Geneva System and (2) when 
improvements in the system resulting from a vigorous development 
program are installed and operating.

3. AEC (Mr. McCone)

a. Geneva System is inadequate.
b. Scientists differ as to effect of Panel’s suggested improvements. 

Further experimentation required to establish the facts.
c. Unless threshold is very high, no system can be relied upon to 

detect underground tests of a specific yield.
d. U.S. should propose to the Russians now a treaty limited to a 

suspension of atmospheric tests and a detection system covering such 
tests.

e. Underground tests should be conducted to obtain informa
tion needed to develop a detection system in which all could have 
confidence.

4. USIA (Mr. George Allen)

a. Do not publish Report now because of possibility of confusing 
the public.

b. There is insufficient scientific basis for negotiating a cessation of 
underground tests.

c. Propose to the Russians now a cessation of only above ground 
tests. When research is more complete, proceed with system to enforce 
cessation of all tests.

Attached is a summary of a speech made by Senator Humphrey 
in the Senate on January 20 (pgs. 5–6 of State Department Summary).

Bromley Smith
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Attachment

Memorandum From Killian to Multiple Recipients

Washington, January 19, 1959

MEMORANDUM FOR

The Honorable Christian A. Herter
The Honorable Donald A. Quarles
The Honorable John A. McCone
The Honorable Allen W. Dulles
The Honorable Gordon Gray
The Honorable George Allen

I am forwarding for your information the attached comments on 
the first report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement, dated 7 Janu
ary 1959. As you know, the comments were prepared in response to 
a request in my letter dated 12 January 1959 transmitting copies of 
the Panel report. I believe that these comments, together with those I 
received from you, will provide a useful basis for any future discussion 
we may have on this report.

Since the report in question must be considered as privileged infor
mation, I would suggest that the attached comments be handled on a 
limited distribution basis.

J.R. Killian, Jr.

Attachment

Letter From Herter to Killian

Washington, January 16, 1959

Dear Jim:

The first Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement, transmitted 
with your memorandum of January 12, is most encouraging. We wish 
to endorse their continued study of this problem.

It is most important that there be prepared as soon as possible a 
version of the report suitable for transmission to the Soviet Delega
tion in Geneva and to the American public. As you know, the Soviets 
are very suspicious of our motives in tabling the seismic data from 
Hardtack II. Moreover, world public opinion has tended to view this 
move by the U.S. as an indication that we are anxious to forestall the 
successful conclusion of an agreement on nuclear testing. By giving 
the Soviet delegation these preliminary findings we may be able in 
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some measure to convince them of the sincerity of our concern about 
the problem of underground detection and of our positive efforts to 
find solutions.

I understand that the four approaches suggested by the panel are 
under further study and that the evaluation of their effectiveness expressed 
in the report is tentative. Pending the results of this study it would be 
most useful for our tactical planning to have a quantitative analysis of the 
effect of these four approaches on the capabilities of the Geneva system, 
as suggested in your memorandum. We therefore urge that AFOAT–1 be 
requested to undertake such an analysis. It is further urged that any possi
ble research on the applicability of these four techniques be carried out by 
the appropriate agencies as rapidly as is feasible.

I am aware of the serious concern expressed by many scientists, and 
reflected in the Panel Report, that the data available from Rainier and 
Hardtack II constitute a severely limited sample of possible nuclear test 
conditions. Serious consideration should therefore be given to carrying 
out further underground explosions, both HE and nuclear, for the pur
pose of improving our knowledge in this field. Our estimate is that such 
a program aimed at providing a sounder basis for the detection system to 
be agreed upon by our negotiators in Geneva would probably be accept
able to international public opinion if we offered to carry it out jointly 
with the USSR and under international observation. Any Soviet objection 
that such a proposed program was merely a means for furthering our 
own weapons development program could be countered by proposing 
that they supply the nuclear devices for use in underground detonations. 
Furthermore, I believe the necessity for such a program is sufficiently 
important that, if the Soviet Union will not agree to participate, the 
United States should be prepared to proceed alone.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Chris
Under Secretary

Attachment

Memorandum From McElroy to Killian

Washington, January 16, 1959

SUBJECT

First Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement

In Secretary Quarles’ absence I am replying to your memorandum 
on the above subject addressed to him on January 12, 1959, in which 
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you requested his comments on the subject of the report. Inasmuch as 
the report is strictly technical in nature, prepared by recognized experts 
in the field, I feel it would be somewhat presumptuous on my part to 
comment on the technical feasibility of the several measures suggested 
for improving the capabilities of the Geneva System. I agree that an 
appropriate next step would be the preparation of a quantitative anal
ysis of the effect of these measures and am prepared to have AFOAT–1 
make such an analysis if you so desire.

I believe it worthwhile to note that the estimated effectiveness of 
the several improvements proposed by the panel is based largely on 
theoretical considerations and may be subject at this to the same faults 
as the initial estimates of capabilities of the Geneva system. I am con
cerned as to the possibility that under the pressures generated by the 
present Geneva negotiations we may be induced to make commitments 
or to place unjustified reliance on prospective improvements based on 
inadequate data. Even if the improvements are subsequently deter
mined to be effective to the degree they may now be estimated, they 
may be found politically or economically impractical to apply. Thus, it 
seems most important to me that the United States must not accept an 
inadequate system on the assumption, that future improvements will 
make it adequate.

It is quite certain that vigorous research in seismology will produce 
important improvements; however, I believe it would be very unwise 
to postulate any specific degree of improvement either in time or as to 
quality as a basis for committing ourselves to an expanded system call
ing for a definite level of detection and identification. For that reason 
it is my view that the following principles which have been previously 
supported by the Department of Defense should govern our negotia
tions as regards the suspension of underground tests:

(a) The treaty should provide only for the cessation of such 
underground tests as we believe to be identifiable by the Geneva 
System (on the order of 20 KT) without requiring an unreasonable or 
unworkable number of on site investigations. Obviously, if the USSR 
can be induced to accept a better system as an element of the treaty, 
the threshold would be lowered to accord with our best estimate of 
the system’s capabilities.

(b) The Control Commission should be charged with the conduct 
of a vigorous development program to improve the system and the 
suspension threshold should be progressively lowered as the improve
ments are installed and in operation.

Neil H. McElroy
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415. Telegram Supnu 230 From Geneva1

Geneva, January 27, 1959, 1 p.m.

Supnu 230. Ref Nusup 174. For Herter (S) from Wadsworth.

I fully agree we must concentrate on control issues. I believe our 
public position on these is excellent. The Brit yesterday took lead in 
putting forward our ideas on staffing a control organization in a way 
which showed clearly how effectively this could work in contrast to the 
Sov position of self inspection. The Sov delegate was obviously at a loss 
and floundered for reply. We have started to build our case on workable 
inspections and should have no trouble in exposing the absurdities of 
the present Sov position. On the veto also I think we are in a strong 
spot and can at the proper time further strengthen our position by sug
gestions of a composition of the control commission which would give 
some voice to “non committed” countries.

I am honestly not able to reach a firm conclusion on whether the 
Soviets will eventually accept the right kind of control organization. 
Their statements and tactics, particularly since the recess, seem to point 
the other way, but I am still clinging to the idea that for some reason 
they want a treaty, perhaps even on respectable terms, and that they 
may possibly come around to it if our public position is kept strong. 
Their postrecess tactics may in fact be for any of three purposes: to 
prepare for a break; to try to bring pressure on West to compromise in 
order “to save conference”; or to build up to a major “concession” their 
part.

As far as keeping propaganda advantage goes, and this is essen
tial whether there is eventually to be a treaty or a break, the only haz
ards I see are the questions of duration and of threshold. The threshold 
problem need not come up soon, and in any case is not raised by the 
remainder of our draft treaty. So I will give you my thoughts on this 
question later. The duration problem is immediate. We have been 
helped enormously by our dropping of the disarmament link. We can 
now say quite rightly that duration only hinges on controls. But we 
still have the weak points, as far as public position goes, of the year 
by year basis and the unilateral right of withdrawal. The Sov line in 
and outside of the meetings has been to attack these points, particu
larly the year by year, and to demand that we make it clear whether 
we hold to these positions by tabling a duration article. They have 

1 Source: Urges tabling proposed duration clause of draft nuclear testing ces
sation treaty. Secret; Niact; Limited Distribution. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/1–2759.
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worked to show that delay on our part in tabling an article is a stall 
and is evidence, together with our introduction of the new data, of 
our desire to frustrate agreement. They might even have some real 
suspicion that this is the case.

There are two alternative courses. We can table our presently 
authorized duration article, along with the other draft articles of our 
treaty, and get away from the accusations and suspicions of stalling 
by accepting whatever disadvantages there may be in repeating once 
again our present position on year by year unilateral withdrawal. The 
other articles give the Soviets no particular issue since the line they 
have taken on peaceful uses removes this as a major point of argument. 
Or we can hold up tabling and continue to follow the line which we 
have been taking for the past three weeks that control issues should be 
discussed before the question of duration. I believe that it will be easier 
to keep the focus on controls if we table the article. There is an immedi
ate link back to controls since Tsarapkin has promised the list of items 
on which the Soviets will want unanimity in the Control Commission 
(that is, veto) as soon as we table a duration article. And tabling of the 
article does not rob us of any of the arguments we have been using that 
the control org should in any case be discussed first. These arguments 
would be harder to use effectively if we do not table and are open to 
daily charges of stalling and of obstruction. Too much delay may well 
cause Tsarapkin to refuse to talk controls.

I have never asked for a change in the duration article which 
would base the right of withdrawal upon a Commission finding, such 
as the text which appears in the last para of Nusup 150. I have thought 
that such an article, which would remove the target of a yearbyyear 
unilateral withdrawal, might be even more difficult in terms of inter 
agency feelings and the Congress, than the kind of implicit rather than 
explicit right of withdrawal which I have supported the UK in asking 
for. Foster and you are the only ones who can judge whether such a 
change, to relying on a commission finding, would be either wise or 
practical. If such a change were possible, it would, I think, make our 
position on duration publicly unassailable and leave us in a position 
where the Soviets could not possibly avoid the control issues.

I have not talked of such an article with the Brit because I did 
not want to raise unnecessary difficulties for you, but they, I am sure, 
would be delighted. And I should say that whether or not there is any 
change in the duration article, Ormsby Gore believes strongly that we 
should table it immediately since he is [illegible in the original] more 
convinced than I am that this is the better way to keep the discussions 
where we want them.

I do not think in considering this last suggestion of a change you 
should be too much influenced by the possibility that the Soviets 
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might break if we table our present duration clause. There is, of course, 
always the chance that they might be looking for a pretext and might 
take this as an opportunity. And in addition to the recent Sov Govt’s 
statement, the Russians here have been making noises to the Brit and 
ourselves which are obviously calculated to give us the idea that they 
may be thinking of winding up the conf. But my personal assessment 
really is that they probably will not break in the immediate future. My 
guess is that we will have a few more weeks to go anyway, and I am 
confident that we can keep the focus on the issues of control.

Villard

416. Telegram Nusup 184 to Geneva1

Washington, January 28, 1959, 8:24. p.m.

Nasup 184. Department appreciates considerations outlined 
SUPNU 230 and USDel belief that we may now or soon be more vul
nerable if we do not table duration article than if we do, in view fact 
that our present position is fully on public record and that we are open 
to charges of stalling and unwillingness show our full position. Accord
ingly USDel may, in its discretion, table further articles, including dura
tion, in accordance previous approved texts if USDel, in light changing 
negotiating situation, continues feel that this would be best tactic to 
preserve most favorable U.S. position in negotiations. Department’s 
concern is that we do not make it easy for Soviets to shift discussion to 
other issues now that their feet are to the fire on controls as indicated 
SUPNU 232. Department believes other articles, do not involve any 
major issues and that peaceful uses article in its present form would be 
hard for Soviets to attack as providing way for covert evasion weapons 
test prohibition.

Paragraph 2 of duration article as authorized NUSUP 172 should 
be amended by substituting “finds” for “considers”.

Department believes that before tabling duration article USDel 
should refuse to be drawn into substantive discussion this question and 
should make following points:

1 Source: Approves tabling duration clause. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central 
Files, 700.5611/1–2759.
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1. We expect Soviets give us concurrently promised list issues on 
which they would wish to have unanimity principle applied (as reported 
SUPNU 207).

2. Reiterate (along lines Department January 24 statement) that 
control issue and not matter of duration is key question and that if 
effective controls can be agreed then duration problem can be readily 
solved.

3. To undercut possible attack on unilateral withdrawal provision 
USDel should state in tabling we willing explore at appropriate time 
any reasonable approaches to problem ineffective operation control 
system but that we must first know the nature of control system before 
it would be fruitful to get into details here.

Department will continue to examine here possibility revising 
present paras 1 and 2 duration article with either U.K. draft or para
graph (F) NUSUP 150.

Dulles

417. Memorandum of Conversation Among John Foster Dulles, 
Department of State Officials, and Nuclear Advisory Panel 
Members1

Washington, January 30, 1959

SUBJECT

[illegible in the original] Arms Control Negotiations and Policy

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Nuclear test suspension negotiations, surprise attack safeguards. Secret. 
5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/1–3059.

Secretary Dulles 
Under Secretary Herter 
Mr. Holmes—S 
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. William Foster

General Gruenther
Mr. Lovett
Mr. McCloy
General Smith

1. Nuclear Test Suspensions Negotiations.
The Secretary said that the Soviet Union was currently taking a rigid 

line on matters relating to inspection and control, but that U.S. and U.K. 
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negotiators were holding firm against the veto and selfinspection. The 
position is awkward because of the new U.S. technical data indicating 
uncertainties in detection procedures for underground nuclear explo
sions. If there is a breakdown in the negotiations, however, we want it to 
come as a result of an unreasonable Soviet attitude toward sound control 
procedures, not as a result of a shift in the U.S.–U.K. objective of suspend
ing nuclear weapons tests under effective control. If we were to abandon 
the Geneva experts’ report, agreed to this summer after technical discus
sions held at the initiative of the United States, we would be in a very 
bad posture.

Mr. Lovett observed that the technical basis on which the U.S. was 
negotiating appeared to be undermined and it might be desirable to clar
ify and change the U.S. position rather than rely on our ability to handle 
the negotiations in a way which would lead to a Soviet break. Mr. Foster 
said that he understood the U.S. scientists believed that the capabilities 
of the Geneva control system could be restored. Mr. McCloy said that it 
appeared to be a case of normal scientific chance and uncertainty rather 
than error in fact or judgement. The Secretary said that the problem was 
under active study and that after the scientific restudy is completed any 
necessary Presidential review of our position would be made. 

Mr. Lovett said that he felt there was a growing concern among the 
sophisticated public that we might be in an untenable and possibly dan
gerous position and that any control system which could be negotiated 
might have unacceptable risks and loopholes. Mr. Dulles said that unfor
tunately this public impression was difficult to deal with since the real 
answer to it had to be given by explaining our negotiating position and 
tactics with the Soviet Union, which in turn would prejudice the position 
of our negotiators as it became public. We are presently in the position 
of a poker player with someone standing behind him holding up a mir
ror to show his hand to the opposition. However, our situation is sound 
and we will play out the negotiation despite the criticism. Mr. Farley 
pointed out that we were not relying merely on the likely Soviet rejec
tion of effective control and inspection procedures. The Geneva experts’ 
report provides a basic principle which has not been challenged: namely, 
that seismic events which cannot be recognized as earthquakes through 
scientific equipment alone must be checked onthespot by inspection 
teams. The only thing that has been questioned is their estimate of the 
number of seismic events which scientific instruments could identify as 
earthquakes, an estimate which apparently was too optimistic. How
ever, that factual estimate, which was accurate on the basis of the then 
available information, has no binding force; the binding principle is 
that onthespot inspection must decide the cases which are unresolved 
by reading the instrument. Thus we are protected and the Russians if 
anything are under greater pressure arising from the greater number of 
onthespot inspections. 
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All four of the advisers strongly endorsed the principle that we 
must keep the pressure on the Soviet Union to show its basic position 
on international staffing of control posts, on majority vote in the Con
trol Commission, and similar issues, and that we should not let them 
escape this pressure by prematurely changing our proposals.

2. Surprise Attack Safeguards.
Mr. Foster said that it was wrong to think that the Geneva discus

sions on surprise attack safeguards were futile because they failed to 
reach agreements. He urged study of the key documents published by 
the United Nations. Among the mains he listed were:

a. Some useful intelligence on Soviet military thinking;
b. Exposure of the Soviet thinking on inspection techniques, which 

was accomplished by their tabling of a proposal for obviously inade
quate inspection measures in a zone 800 kilometers on either side of the 
dividing line in Europe;

c. The complete unanimity achieved among the five Western states 
which participated, and the very considerable education of many of the 
experts from other countries;

d. The greater appreciation we ourselves achieved of the value of 
inspection, whether partial or comprehensive.

Mr. Foster said that he thought Soviet attitudes as revealed during 
the discussions gave us useful information as to what the Soviet Union 
attaches value to, and thus as to where we may be able to bargain with 
advantage in future discussions. The Soviets attach great importance 
to secrecy. This is not just a psychopathic attitude toward the outside 
world but a very valuable military asset. In effect their ability to keep 
their missile bases secret is the equivalent of being able to harden 
them against attack. The Soviet Union also feels very strongly about 
 Germany and the threat a reunified Germany might come to constitute 
for the Soviet Union and its security.

Also apparent, Mr. Foster said, was a broad acceptance by Soviet 
experts of the belief that there must be a concentration of ground forces 
before a major surprise attack is launched. General Gruenther and 
General Smith were skeptical that this represented the real thinking of 
Soviet policy makers. It might be the belief of the experts who were 
chosen to go to the Geneva talks, but it appeared unlikely in view of 
Soviet missile achievements that this position was taken for any reason 
other than as an attempt to evade inspection of missiles.

Mr. Foster continued that the Soviets also showed great selfconfi
dence and even arrogance regarding their missile achievements and their 
economic growth. It was possible in view of this growing strength that 
the Soviet interest in the surprise attack problem was no more than an 
effort to keep us talking while they keep gaining. It is also possible that 
there is some possibility of agreement on mutually advantageous mea
sures. Otherwise the future over the next ten to fifteen years is bleak. 
Even many of the officers from the Department of Defense who were on 
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the staff of the U.S. delegation are now interested in exploring possibili
ties of agreement.

Mr. Dulles said that he had been disappointed that so little prog
ress toward agreement was made in the December talks. He thought 
that the area of surprise attack safeguards was one which offered some 
prospects for agreement. He did not expect that there would be sub
stantial reduction of armaments by detailed agreement. There must 
be confidence before arms can be reduced. Surprise attack safeguards 
might contribute to mutual assurance that an attack was unlikely, and 
thus lead indirectly to reduction in the arms burden.

Mr. Foster said that it was a consensus among participants in the 
discussions that it would be useless to resume the talks on the narrow 
technicalmilitary basis to which the delegation had been restricted in 
its instructions. He thought, however, that broader exploration of possi
ble limitations on armaments in conjunction with inspection and obser
vation measures might be fruitful and in the U.S. interest. This might 
include, for example, analysis of a hypothetical basis of political agree
ments such as the proposed Rapacki plan. We should be able to show 
the unsoundness of such schemes, and at the same time make progress 
toward mutual understanding of the characteristics of sound measures.

Mr. Lovett questioned whether surprise attack talks could be 
resumed at this time on the broader basis recommended by Mr. Foster. 
The Berlin and German questions are now crucial ones. He was finding 
in his contacts with European business people that many of them were 
looking sympathetically at the Rapacki plan. The Secretary thought that 
any U.S. studies preparatory to possible resumption of surprise attack 
talks might take account of and be pointed toward problems of Germany 
and European security. General Gruenther agreed that studies should be 
undertaken promptly and said that he assumed such studies were under 
way in connection with missile negotiations on Berlin and on proposals 
for “thinning out” in Germany. The Secretary said that there had been 
studies but only by the Department of Defense and General Norstad 
rather than by a broader and more flexible group. It was conceivable in 
present circumstances that some kind of zone in the middle of Europe 
might be acceptable if that was the price for a reunified Germany.

Mr. Foster pointed out that we might well be thinning out our 
forces in Europe on economy and if this was the case we ought to con
sider how we could bargain in such a way as to get something in return. 
Mr. McCloy pointed out that the study so far of the Draper Committee 
had not shown any disposition on the part of Norstad or the Depart
ment of Defense to reduce force requirements in Europe.

Mr. McCloy, having just returned from a trip to Europe, gave 
an assessment of his impressions as follows: He found the situation 
in England uncertain and in some ways reminiscent of the tendency 
toward compromise so prominent in the days of Neville Chamberlain. 
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He realized that Macmillan is himself a strong and able man but that he 
was being strongly influenced at this time with respect to the problems 
of Europe because of impending elections and his preoccupation with 
retaining power.

He has looked into the situation in France, and particularly that of 
NATO, and held a rather pessimistic view of the present effectiveness 
of the alliance because of the remote and difficult attitude of General 
de Gaulle. He remarked that Chancellor Adenauer had not recovered 
as quickly from his recent illness as he had in previous instances in the 
past, that he was somewhat remote from public opinion in Germany 
and that the men surrounding him were loath to tell the Chancellor 
unpleasant things because of the risk of displeasing him and hence 
lessening the chance of any one of them becoming Dr. Adenauer’s 
heir apparent. Mr. McCloy remarked that there was no government 
in Italy and that recent shifts in Italian political parties had disrupted 
the precarious balance which has maintained middleoftheroad and 
proWestern governments for some time. He felt that in the light of this 
situation the Russian attitude toward Germany, and particularly Berlin, 
represented a serious and even dangerous situation.

The Secretary expressed general agreement with Mr. McCloy’s 
assessment and posed the question as to whether or not the United States 
should exert vigorous leadership in order to pull the West together to 
meet the situation. All of the members of the Advisory Committee and 
Mr. William Foster emphatically advised in the affirmative.

418. Record of Telephone Conversation Between John Foster 
Dulles and Farley1

February 1, 1959, 5:10 p.m.

Sec read proposed cable to Wadsworth to F. F. said he had two com
ments. (1) the Soviets did table their list of the subjects on which they 
wanted a vote by unanimity of the 3 powers. There were 6 or 8 items, 
no real surprises. They wanted it on all major decisions. (2) it was a 
close thing as to whether Wadsworth’s judgment was right, that it might 
leave them the excuse we were stalling. Sec said he did not know about 
the Soviet list, does it provide for veto power on all major issues? Sec 
asked why that had not been played up. F. said it happened the last 

1 Source: Soviet veto proposal in nuclear testing suspension talks. No classification 
marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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thing on Friday; F. hoped they would hammer on that from now on. 
Sec said it gave us a good position to force the issue. F. said the only 
remaining question was the one raised in the Sec’s cable—has he made 
an explicit promise re the duration article. Sec said he would like to be 
informed about the business of the veto power in the control council. 
F. said he would get it to him first thing Monday morning. F. said it cov
ered any decision to send in inspection team, find a state in violation, 
appointment of principal staff. F. said they really have a double veto, 
because there is also veto by the one who is to be inspected.

419. Telegram 1165 to Geneva1

Washington, February 1, 1959, 7:15 p.m.

For Wadsworth. Personal from Secretary. Regret that I cannot share 
your confidence that best way “to clear the decks” for focusing attention 
on veto and nationality of control staff will be to table remaining draft arti
cles of the treaty. I realize that this is a close question and that from your 
standpoint there may be advantage in getting rid of accusation of stalling. 
However it seems to me that the tabling of remaining articles will almost 
certainly provide Soviets with opportunity to raise new issues and to pre
vent focusing of attention on key issues of control. Furthermore in view of 
list of matters where Soviet demands veto power in Control Commission 
we now have an unassailable position to focus attention on this matter. You 
will therefore, pending further instructions, abstain from tabling any fur
ther articles. Meanwhile please advise me whether you have any explicit 
agreement with Soviets that you would table draft of article on duration as 
soon as they tabled their article on veto power in Control Council.

I realize that no control system can be absolutely “fool proof” and 
that we must count upon the chance of detection being sufficiently 
great as not to justify gamble of treaty violation. If however Soviet view 
about the control machinery prevails then even that risk would be min
imized. It is apparent that Soviets want the Korean type of inspection 
system which we know to be futile.

I shall probably be discussing this situation with Macmillan on 
Wednesday.

Dulles

1 Source: No further clauses to be tabled in nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret; 
Priority; Limit Distribution. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/2–159.
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420. Letter From McCone to John Foster Dulles1

Washington, February 2, 1959

Dear Foster:

With further reference to our letter of December 23, 1958, addressed 
to the Under Secretary of State and signed by Acting Chairman Vance, 
and to the press release of January 5, 1959, by the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee, and to the report of January 7, 1959, by the Panel 
on Seismic Improvement chaired by Dr. Lloyd V. Berkner, the Atomic 
Energy Commission believes that it should convey to you at this time 
our views with respect to the position of the U.S. in the negotiations 
now in progress in Geneva.

There seems to be complete agreement within scientific circles in this 
country that the detection system proposed last summer by the Confer
ence of Experts in Geneva is inadequate in the light of data subsequently 
developed from the HARDTACK series of tests in Nevada in October. 
However, there is a difference of opinion among informed scientists as 
to whether the system can be improved sufficiently by additional, better 
and different types of stations and instrumentations so that it can with 
assurance detect and identify nuclear explosions of the proportions indi
cated by the Geneva Conference of Experts in their Report.

The improvements recently suggested by the Panel on Seismic 
Improvement unquestionably would improve the capabilities of the 
system, but many of these proposed improvements are as yet only the
oretical. The Panel listed ‘‘four promising approaches” that are “within 
the present limits of technology” and pointed out that vigorous research 
in seismology is indicated. With respect to one of the recommendations, 
namely, placing seismometers in holes at depths of several thousand 
feet, it said:

“The method offers possibilities for improving the detectability of 
small signals by a factor of the order of ten, provided that the technolog-
ical problems of operating instruments at the required depths can be solved.” 
(Underscoring supplied).2

Also, the Panel made, inter alia, the following statements:

“It is noted that the data on nuclear Shots used in these estimates 
was from Rainier and HARDTACK II and thus has all the limitations of 
that small sample of nuclear test conditions. The PSI has not concerned 

1 Source: U.S. should not agree to cessation of tests that cannot be reliably detected. 
Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/2–259.

2 Printed here as italics.
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itself with the possible seismic effects of nuclear tests under different 
conditions or the possibilities of concealment by decoupling of other 
techniques.”

“The PSI urges that sample detection networks be established 
without delay as representative systems to disclose operational and 
design problems and provide a firmer basis for the assessment of detec
tion capabilities.”

The Commission hopes that an experimental and testing program 
to prove or disprove the feasibility of the improvements suggested by 
the Panel could be conducted and evaluated in less than a year.

Additional reports from further studies by the PSI will further 
develop the views of experts on the capabilities of the system as 
improved. However, there are several areas of uncertainty recognized 
by the PSI in its first report which only additional tests or firings can 
clear up. An example of great significance is the whole question of 
the effect of shots in differing geological formations and geographical 
areas. All tests to date have been in volcanic tuff in the Nevada test site 
and hence tests in other areas are clearly indicated.

The Atomic Energy Commission has consistently held, as indeed 
have all Departments of the Government, that the keystone of any accept
able international arrangement must be dependable assurances through 
effective detection, identification and inspection that all parties to the 
agreement will live up to its terms. The Commission believes that the 
technology of detection and identification of underground nuclear explo
sions is not sufficiently proven at this time for us to enter into arrange
ments with the Soviets now for the discontinuance of underground test 
explosions; and the same is true of nuclear test explosions in outer space.

The Commission believes that: first, the U.S. position in the current 
negotiations in Geneva should be directed so as to prevent a breakdown 
in the negotiations on minor or purely technical issues and, second, 
avoidance of our being placed in a position of acceptance of an agree
ment based upon a seriously inadequate detection system.

To this end we urge your consideration of the following:

First, we would propose that we seek agreement with the nuclear 
powers to discontinue atmospheric nuclear weapons tests forthwith 
and to establish promptly an adequate detection and identification 
system to insure compliance. To consider that such a system could be 
relatively simple, and acceptably dependable, and its adoption would 
involve fewer serious issues than are now under debate in Geneva. The 
discontinuance of atmospheric nuclear weapons tests would eliminate 
the fallout issue and thereby deprive the Soviets of one of their most 
effective propaganda themes.

Second, we would propose that we would agree to collaborate in 
improving the capabilities of the Geneva control system looking toward 
the inclusion at a later date of underground and outer space tests in the 
Treaty. In the meantime, nuclear weapons testing in outer space and 
underground would be permitted without restrictions. Additionally, a 
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series of special underground tests in diverse geographical and geolog
ical environments and a few tests in outer space would be carried out 
as promptly as possible. These special tests in outer space and under
ground could be a joint effort by the nuclear powers or they could be 
carried out unilaterally by the nuclear powers under international 
inspection; in either case, all data developed should be shared among 
the nuclear powers.

From such a special test series, together with an intensive program 
for the improvement of seismic and outer space detection techniques, 
we could determine the dependability of a detection and identification 
system in which we would have sufficient confidence to negotiate for a 
broader test cessation over an indefinite period of time.

My fellow Commissioners and I feel that we would be remiss in 
our duties if we failed to inform you of our views as outlined above. In 
so doing, however, we wish to reaffirm our recognition of the fact that 
the formulation and direction of the foreign policies of our Government 
are the responsibility of the Secretary of State.

Sincerely yours,

John
Chairman

421. National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 100–5–59 Washington, February 3, 1959

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FREE WORLD AND THE  
COMMUNIST BLOC OF GROWING NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the effects of increasing capabilities for nuclear warfare 
on public attitudes and behavior and on national policies in the Com
munist Bloc and the Free World.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The impressive developments in nuclear weapons delivery sys
tems over the past year or so have not produced basic changes in popu
lar attitudes in the non Communist world. These attitudes continue to 

1 Source: “Implications for the Free World and the Communist Bloc of Growing 
Nuclear Capabilities.” Secret. 12 pp. DOS, INR–NIE Files.
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reflect a mixture of apathy and fatalistic resignation, fear of the conse
quences of nuclear war and, particularly in Western Europe, acceptance 
of nuclear weapons as essential to defense and national status and 
prestige. In the main, peoples and governments appear to be making a 
gradual and steady adjustment to the threats inherent in the existence 
of nuclear weapons and we believe that future developments are not 
likely to produce any sudden or marked changes in present attitudes 
and policies. (Paras. 9–10, 49)

2. It is possible, however, that the wedding of nuclear explosives 
with ballistic missiles will produce fundamental shifts in these attitudes 
and official policies. Such changes could come with little warning in the 
midst of a crisis situation which served to crystallize the ferment, fears, 
or newly formulated concepts of the age. (Para. 56)

3. Opposition to the testing of nuclear weapons continues strong 
throughout the world, especially in Japan, India, and in parts of Western 
Europe. But in most Western countries this opposition is subordinated 
to the view that nuclear weapons are essential to defense and that a test 
ban should be made effective by measures of inspection and control. 
There is great interest in disarmament, including various propositions 
for disengagement, as a means of reducing tensions and the dangers of 
war. By and large, the public demands caution in situations involving 
the risk of great power involvement and there is considerable support 
for UN intervention to observe, control and police areas in which there 
is a threat to the peace. (Paras 13–14, 22–24)

4. Most non Communist governments display similar attitudes of 
caution and concern over the nuclear situation. In Asia and the Middle 
East the nuclear situation continues to reinforce neutralist sentiments 
which derive from cultural and other factors. The Western European 
governments are highly sensitive to popular pressures for measures to 
reduce the dangers of war, and they consider it necessary, and even 
desirable to explore possibilities for negotiations with the USSR. (Paras. 
35, 38–40)

5. Nevertheless, Soviet pressures and advances in weapons tech
nology have not caused these governments, and others in the Free 
World depending on the US deterrent, to alter their posture or align
ment. Many governments, including those of the NATO powers, are 
able to lead the public to accept the proposition that participation in an 
alliance whose strategy rests on the maintenance of a nuclear deterrent 
is the best guarantee of security. (Paras. 32–33)

6. The rapid pace of technological development will create serious 
problems for the US and the world. There may be doubts as to who 
has the lead in modern weapons, and it may become increasingly diffi
cult to convince the peoples and governments of Western Europe—and 
other parts of the world—that the deterrent is in fact effective. Fears of 
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a surprise or “pre emptive” Soviet attack may grow. In those nations 
which depend upon the US for protection, fears may also increase as 
to whether the US remains willing to risk general nuclear war in order 
to defend their vital interests. In view of the foregoing, certain nations 
might lean toward neutralism in an effort to gain security through 
accommodation. (Paras. 50–52)

7. A period of rapid change in weapons development and of uncer
tainty as to the relative balance of military power could put an increas
ing premium on striking the first blow. As the time period required for 
preparation of a devastating attack diminishes, the problem of inter
preting the intent of the other side—particularly during periods of cri
sis when precautionary military activities had been initiated by both 
sides—will become even more critical. The relatively greater certainty 
of retaliation resulting from the development of mobile missile systems 
or hardened sites would strengthen the operation of the deterrent on 
either side. Even so, either side might decide that the deterrent effect of 
the other side’s strength or posture was outweighed by the necessity to 
launch the first strike as the best hope for survival.2 (Paras. 53–54)

8. Barring an effective disarmament agreement, there will probably 
be a gradual spread of nuclear capabilities to some additional coun
tries. Nevertheless, we do not foresee any early lessening of the present 
strong political and psychological restraints on their use. (Paras. 48, 57)

DISCUSSION

I. INTRODUCTION

9. The destructive power of nuclear weapons has long been in the 
public consciousness. However, the advances in delivery capability 
represented by the satellites and by the missile test programs appear 
to the world as reflecting a new dimension in the threat. The opinion 
is widely held that the time is near at hand when hasty action, perhaps 
as a result of a faulty estimate of the intentions of the opposing side, 
can unleash a devastating attack with high yield weapons delivered by 
ballistic missiles. The world was not prepared for Sputnik and the com
pound reaction of admiration, shock, and apprehension was profound. 
The reassessment of national policies touched off by this evidence of 
Soviet technological capability is still in progress.

10. However, with over a year’s perspective since Sputnik it can be 
said that no great and sudden changes in attitudes or policies have as 

2 For reservations of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence. Department of 
the Army, and the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of 
the Navy, regarding this conclusion, see footnote to paragraph 54. [Footnote is in the 
original.]
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yet occurred as a result of the recent demonstrations of growing nuclear 
capabilities. In fact, the evidence available indicates that peoples and 
governments are becoming more steady in their reactions to technolog
ical advances in the nuclear weapons field. In general, there appears to 
be a greater degree of fatalism and a greater realization that there are 
no quick and easy solutions, and that it is necessary to work within the 
context of familiar institutions and methods for an easing of the nuclear 
threat.

II. POPULAR REACTIONS AND ATTITUDES

A. The Non Communist World

11. There is considerable unanimity in world opinion on several 
general propositions with respect to the implications of growing nuclear 
capabilities. For example, the popular belief in the non Communist 
world is that the testing of nuclear weapons involves some degree 
of risk to the human race; the general assumption around the world 
now is that large scale hostilities between the two great powers would 
almost certainly mean nuclear war; and practically all people believe 
that a general nuclear war would be a disaster to mankind. Despite 
this unanimity on certain general propositions, the revulsion against 
nuclear weapons is not a dynamic force of even strength throughout 
the world and there are widely differing views as between regions and 
even within many individual countries with respect to the measures 
necessary or possible to deal with the problems of the nuclear age.

12. Broadly speaking, however, it is possible to distinguish between 
two major trends in popular attitudes toward nuclear weapons. In 
the Western world and in a few nations in Asia the dominant trend is 
toward reluctant acceptance of the fact that nuclear weapons are nec
essary for the common defense. In much of Asia and the Middle East 
the dominant trend among those who hold any opinions on nuclear 
weapons is to emphasize the dangers inherent in their existence and 
to press for their control or outlawing without particular regard to the 
complicated problems of Free World defense and security.

13. In Western Europe and the Americas there continues to be 
some opposition to the testing of nuclear weapons on the ground that 
it constitutes a danger to human life. Nevertheless, this concern has 
not produced wide spread and strong pressures for an immediate and 
unconditional ban on tests. This may be due in part to apathy, but it also 
reflects a fairly widespread acceptance among informed people of the 
view that some risks in testing are essential to Western defense and of 
the proposition that a permanent test ban should be made effective by 
measures of inspection and control.

14. Attitudes towards other aspects of the nuclear weapons control 
problem follow a similar pattern in the West. There is great interest in 
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disarmament, including propositions for “nuclear free zones” and dis
engagement schemes. There is hope that sincere and prolonged nego
tiations might bear fruit, reducing the danger of war and the economic 
burdens of defense. Even in Western Europe important voices demand 
that the terms for safeguards be scaled down, and some risks and pos
sible loss of military advantage be accepted so that the circle might 
be broken and real progress made toward controls and disarmament. 
Nevertheless, Soviet proposals are generally viewed with skepticism 
and suspicion and there are no strong pressures for large scale conces
sions merely to reach agreement.

15. Barring an effective disarmament agreement, the Western pub
lic generally sees no alternative to a defense strategy based primarily 
on the nuclear deterrent. Initially, at least, the public in Western Europe 
believed that a nuclear defense strategy offered a means of holding 
down the economic and social costs that would otherwise have been 
necessary in maintaining large and ready conventional forces. With the 
Soviet advances in nuclear weapons capabilities has come recognition 
that the West must not lag behind in weapons technology if the deter
rent is to remain effective.

16. Fears that the US might withdraw from Europe at some future 
date or prove unwilling to risk war in defense of Western European 
interests also have been elements influencing public opinion in favor of 
national programs for the development of nuclear weapons. National 
pride and the desire to gain great power status and to exert greater 
influence on US policy have been important factors in France and the 
UK tending to override basic fears of the weapons.

17. The launching of Sputnik I occasioned considerable soul search
ing in the West. There were fears that the USSR had moved ahead of the 
US in nuclear delivery capabilities and in this situation neutralism, and 
even pacifism gained some ground in Western Europe. But confidence 
in the deterrent strength of the West has been somewhat restored by 
post Sputnik progress in US missile development. For the most part, 
the public in the NATO area and in other countries relying on the US 
deterrent believe that it is still effective, and that alliance or alignment 
remains the best guarantee of their security.

18. Throughout much of Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, 
and Asia the people generally lack knowledge concerning nuclear 
weapons and perceive only dimly their implications. Many of these 
peoples are fearful of the consequences of nuclear war, concerned over 
the effects of testing, in favor of nuclear disarmament, and opposed to 
any stationing of nuclear weapons in their countries.

19. But for the most part they are not faced with concrete issues 
and tend to be apathetic toward the more general problems. They tend 
to feel that the nuclear problem is involved in the great power struggle 



1560 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

over which they have no control, or they are so deeply involved in 
struggles for independence or livelihood that they have little time to 
reflect on world problems. People in these areas tend to accept and fol
low, usually passively, the positions taken by their leaders.

20. Informed circles in Latin America have evidenced deep concern 
over the dangers of nuclear war, and there is much interest throughout 
the area in disarmament. Nevertheless, while desiring that the US take 
a more flexible position on disarmament, a majority of the informed 
persons in Latin America generally recognize the importance to their 
own security of the US deterrent. Even in Mexico, where one of the 
highest levels of radioactivity in the world has aroused popular con
cern, there is no great pressure for a suspension of tests.

21. In the Arab world and much of Southeast Asia, informed circles 
emphasize the dangers of the nuclear situation, without much regard 
for the problems of defense in the non Communist world. They see this 
situation as part of the great power struggle which could get out of 
hand with the small nations as probable victims. They hope, by remain
ing neutral, to escape this threat and they attempt to exert pressures on 
the great powers to accept controls on testing and nuclear weapons. 
Their views on the merits of any proposition tend to be colored by a 
pre existing distrust of the West, and they are frequently more inclined 
to accept the seemingly reasonable Soviet proposals than those of the 
West.

22. India and Japan remain exceptional cases in Asia in the depth 
of popular concern over the nuclear situation. While the masses in 
India have only the vaguest notion of nuclear matters, Nehru’s warn
ings have made some impression. The Japanese, the only people to 
have experienced a nuclear attack, have developed what amounts to 
a national phobia regarding the use or testing of nuclear weapons. In 
Japan no one can escape the deluge of comment and exhortation on the 
subject, at times including daily radio bulletins on the fallout count. 
Opposition to testing is vocal and insistent in both countries and there 
is relatively little concern, except in limited circles in Japan, that a test 
ban or other controls be backed with adequate safeguards. Neither the 
Indian nor the Japanese public want their countries to have anything 
to do with nuclear weapons, although there may be a softening in the 
Japanese attitude in the future as Japan develops a potential to produce 
its own weapons, or if there are indications that Communist China pos
sesses nuclear weapons. The peoples of both nations would view the 
use of nuclear weapons in almost any circumstances as an unmitigated 
disaster.

23. Nevertheless, even in India and Japan, the public has become 
a bit more discerning in its evaluation of Bloc propaganda on nuclear 
issues over the past year. Soviet advances in weapons technology 
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have had a sobering effect, and the more truculent tone of Soviet and 
Chinese Communist propaganda—some of it directed at these two 
countries— has reminded Japan, and to some extent India, that their 
security is bound up with the fate of the non Communist world and 
with the US deterrent. At the same time there is evidence that the press 
and informed circles recognize that Soviet propaganda on test bans and 
disarmament does not always correspond to Soviet actions. There was 
a strong reaction in both countries to the USSR’s resumption of tests in 
1958. The Times of India stated that the USSR prefers “paper agreement 
and declarations unsupported by actualities” and complained that 
Khrushchev is more interested in striking attractive poses than in get
ting on with the difficult task of genuine disarmament. However, these 
trends toward a more discerning view of the Soviet position have not 
resulted in greater support for the Western position; the US and West 
are still criticized for what is generally believed to be excessive rigidity 
and caution in insisting on inspection and controls.

24. In all regions of the non Communist world, the fears with respect 
to the nuclear situation show most clearly during periods of high tension 
and crises. There is generally very little confidence that any but the small
est wars would be fought without nuclear weapons and little faith that 
such wars could be contained. Strong pressures are exerted against any 
nation moving unilaterally in a local situation where its actions could 
eventually involve other friends or allies. There is considerable support 
for UN intervention to observe, control, and police areas in which there 
is a threat to the peace.

25. In popular thinking about local wars little attention has been 
given to the possible implications of small (under one KT) nuclear 
weapons. The prevailing view appears to be that there is little difference 
between large and small weapons in terms of the difficulties involved 
in limiting the conflict or in the nondesirability of their use. The public 
is generally not impressed by distinctions between “clean” and “dirty” 
weapons.

26. Not all believe that small wars involving nuclear weapons 
would lead inevitably to big wars. There is, for example, a small but 
vocal group in the UK which has advanced the thesis that the balance 
of nuclear power among the great powers would serve to enforce cau
tion in any local conflict involving great power interests, whether or 
not nuclear weapons were used. According to this theory, both sides 
would appreciate that the costs of total satisfaction in the local conflict 
might be the progressive raising of the ante to the general war level. 
Given this appreciation, there would follow a tacit understanding to 
limit objectives and to restrain the tests of arms and wills to the local 
area, as in the Korean War.
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27. Finally, it should be said that there are various groups in the 
world, perhaps most articulate in India, who believe that the strategy 
of deterrence and the piling up of armaments can have only one end—
nuclear holocaust. A small group in the UK which holds such views has 
been actively promoting an old ideal, pacifism, updated for the nuclear 
age. This group advocates the unilateral scrapping of all Western 
nuclear armaments, depending on moral strength to deter and over
come Soviet military strength and its materialistic philosophy. To date, 
however, pacifism has relatively few adherents and has not caught the 
imagination of youth to the extent that it did in the early 1930’s.

B. The Sino Bloc Bloc

28. There is little positive information available with respect to 
popular attitudes within the Sino Soviet Bloc. We believe that the peo
ple on the mainland of China know little more than they are told by 
the regime about nuclear weapons. If this is true, only informed and 
sophisticated circles would have a realistic understanding of the power 
of nuclear weapons and of the West, both of which have been derided 
as “Paper Tigers.” While the Chinese Communist leaders have report
edly mentioned in private the possibility of 300,000,000 casualties 
on the mainland in the event of nuclear warfare, they have publicly 
emphasized that the Socialist bloc would triumph and that the cause of 
world communism would be advanced if the imperialists should start 
a nuclear war. In any event, the regime appears capable of limiting the 
expression of any fears concerning nuclear war that may exist.

29. The experience of numerous observers in the USSR indicates 
that there is widespread concern over the chances of war. However, 
the people appear largely convinced that their government is working 
sincerely for peace and disarmament.

III. EFFECTS ON GOVERNMENT POLICIES

A. The Non Communist World

30. The development of nuclear capabilities has exerted a perva
sive influence on the foreign policies of practically all nations; on some 
nations the influence has been profound. Even those governments in 
areas far removed from the likely centers of possible nuclear conflict 
are sensitive to the dangers and possible world wide consequences of 
nuclear war. The existence of nuclear weapons and the pressure of pub
lic opinion have served to make most governments more cautious in 
the defense of national interests; the dangers of nuclear war have given 
spur to efforts to negotiate various agreements with the Bloc to reduce 
tensions and the dangers of war; and nuclear weapons developments 
have brought forth important changes in defense policies.

31. Nevertheless, it is difficult to isolate and weigh precisely the 
influence of the nuclear weapons situation, even in the case of defense 
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policy. National policies reflect the working of other important factors—
the basic incompatibility of Communist and Free World objectives, the 
reduced power position of Western Europe as compared with the US 
and the USSR, the dependence of much of the non Communist world 
on the US for strategic security, and the continuing search of the peoples 
and governments in the former colonial areas for a solution to insecurity, 
want, and the problems of modernizing their societies.

32. To date European governments have supported the theory that 
allied forces must be prepared to maintain and use nuclear weapons 
as an essential support on which they depend in meeting Soviet pres
sures. Although Norway and Denmark have declined to accept IRBM 
sites on their territories, they have joined all the other NATO nations 
in affirming the strategic necessity for a nuclear defense system. In 
Italy agreements to install IRBMs were in process of completion when 
the Fanfani government fell. In France negotiations towards this end 
were stalled by nationalist trends in French policy which have been 
intensified by de Gaulle’s advent to power and not by any basic oppo
sition on the part of the government to nuclear weapons. Even West 
Germany, which has been subject to a broad range of Soviet threats, 
including total devastation if it were to permit nuclear weapons on 
its territory, has approved in principle the equipping of the Bunde
swehr with tactical nuclear weapons. Significantly, however, most of 
the governments involved have proceeded with the utmost delicacy, 
and have attempted where possible to minimize publicity or public 
discussion of the IRBM question.

33. Soviet technological advances have not frightened the West
ern allies into isolation from the US because by and large they recog
nize their ultimate dependence on US protection. But there has been 
increased concern on the part of some Europeans for the protection of 
their own local interests independent of their role in the over all West
ern defense system.

34. The UK has pushed ahead with its program of developing 
some deterrent nuclear forces of its own and France is seeking to join 
the “nuclear club.” While there has been some criticism from the Brit
ish Labor Party over what is described as excessive investment in the 
nuclear field, this has caused no fundamental turning away from the 
principal strategy of nuclear deterrence. Recent British defense min
istry thinking may indicate, however, that the government is increas
ingly concerned that there may be insufficient conventional capabilities 
for limited war situations. There appears to be a tendency in official 
circles to divide military problems into those which deal with nuclear 
armament, and those, usually pertaining to traditional British interests 
outside the NATO area, which do not.

35. Although the NATO governments are determined to maintain 
a strong and unified defense (at least to the extent that the economic 
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costs are politically feasible) most remain sensitive to popular pressures 
for nuclear controls, for disarmament, and for caution in the defense 
of national interests. While generally able to lead public opinion on 
issues considered vital, European governments find it necessary, and 
even desirable, to explore possibilities for negotiations with the USSR, 
to examine all Soviet proposals, and to choose carefully the propitious 
political moment for announcing the adoption of any policy which might 
be attacked as contributing to an increase in international tensions.

36. Moreover, the European governments themselves are extremely 
sensitive to the dangers of war and are little inclined to support military 
actions, or otherwise to take a positive position in situations which do 
not involve their vital interests. At the same time, they are more than 
ever concerned that their advice and counsel be heard by the US, so 
that actions will not be carried out unilaterally having ultimate con
sequences for all. Particularly in France, there is a strong desire for a 
greater voice in Western policy.

37. The Canadian Government also fully accepts the implications 
of reliance on nuclear weapons and of alliance with the US. However, 
Canada desires that the UN be given a greater role and increased capa
bilities as a mediator and policeman in local disputes, and that disar
mament negotiations be pursued more vigorously. Canada has been 
particularly sensitive to unilateral UK actions during the Suez crisis 
and to US actions in the Taiwan Straits.

38. It is particularly difficult to assess the impact of the nuclear 
weapons situation on the Arab states of the Middle East and North 
Africa. While fear of involvement in nuclear war has been a factor in 
Arab attitudes towards Western bases, especially in Morocco, these 
attitudes are primarily motivated by Arab nationalism and local 
political considerations. Nasser may believe that a nuclear stalemate 
exists which provides him greater opportunity to maneuver between 
East and West and greater latitude in subverting the Arab world. But 
he is probably also concerned over the prospect of the Middle East 
being turned into a nuclear battleground through miscalculation on 
his own part or by the West or the USSR. Moreover, his initiative, 
or lack thereof, in most situations is almost certainly influenced by a 
host of other considerations which outweigh thoughts about nuclear 
weapons.

39. Developments in nuclear capabilities over the past year served 
to convince the Indian Government even more of the basic wisdom of 
its neutralist foreign policy, which derives from historical, cultural, and 
religious factors as well as from an obsession with the consequences of 
nuclear war. The people provide strong support for the official view 
that pacts and alliances increase tensions and that the nuclear arma
ments race only insures a greater catastrophy at some future time when 
heightened tensions and a fatal miscalculation may result in general 
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war. The government’s concern that disarmament be tackled as a prior
ity world problem has been intensified by the advent of ICBMs. While 
recognizing that practical security problems are involved in the disar
mament issue, the Indian Government exerts every effort to encourage 
both the US and USSR to make gestures and concessions that might 
lead in time to substantial disarmament agreements.

40. The Japanese Government continues to rely on US deterrent 
power for security. Developments in Soviet nuclear capabilities have 
not weakened its determination to remain allied with the US. At the 
same time, the strong popular revulsion to nuclear weapons and 
awareness of Japan’s vulnerability to nuclear attack have impelled the 
government to take measures to minimize the risks of Japan’s involve
ment in nuclear warfare. In pursuit of this objective the government 
opposes the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan and seeks revi
sion of the US Japanese Security Treaty to give Japan a veto over the 
operational use of US bases. We believe that the Japanese Government 
would consent to the use of US bases in Japan for the launching of air 
attacks, nuclear or otherwise, against targets on the mainland of Asia 
only if Japanese leaders were convinced that Japan itself were directly 
threatened.3

B. The Sino- Soviet Bloc

41. Soviet thinking and foreign and military policy have been 
strongly influenced by a growing appreciation of the power of nuclear 
weapons. The Soviet leaders have made strong efforts to build a sub
stantial nuclear capability of their own, but they have continued to 
maintain and strengthen a broad range of nonnuclear capabilities.4

42. They have also tried to reduce the military and political use
fulness of US nuclear capabilities by attempting to make US overseas 
bases untenable and by increasing the inhibitions attached to any use 
of nuclear weapons. Recognizing the world wide fear of nuclear war, 
the USSR has sought to garb itself with slogans of “peace,” to adopt 
attractive and simplified positions on disarmament, and to emphasize 
the dangers that go with any association with the US defense effort.

43. The development of nuclear weapons and their potential for 
devastation in war probably played a major role in the 1956 revision 
in Communist doctrine, which now holds that military conflict with 
the capitalist states is no longer “fatally inevitable.” This revision was 

3 For fuller treatment see NIE 41–58. “Probable Developments in Japan’s Interna
tional Orientation,” 23 December 1958. [Footnote is in the original.]

4 For a fuller discussion of Soviet strategy see paragraphs 99–117 of NIE 11–4–58, 
“Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1958–1963,” 23 December 1958. [Foot
note is in the original.]
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part and parcel of a new emphasis on political means of struggle which 
became increasingly evident after the death of Stalin.

44. The USSR’s activities in its struggle with the West continue 
to be manifest principally in the political and economic realms. The 
image of military strength resulting from Soviet advances is, however, 
an integral part of the setting in which the USSR pursues this strug
gle. Moscow evidently regards its real and presumed military strength 
as a significant asset in political warfare. Soviet leaders probably esti
mate that if they launched a general war at present, even with surprise 
nuclear attacks, the USSR would suffer unacceptable damage from US 
nuclear retaliation. On the other hand, they are probably confident that 
their own nuclear capabilities, even though not as great as those of the 
US, have grown to the point where they constitute a powerful deterrent 
to the US. It is therefore probable that in the Soviet view both sides are 
now militarily deterred from deliberately initiating an all out nuclear 
war or from reacting to any crisis in a manner which would gravely 
risk such a war, unless vital national interests at home or abroad were 
considered to be in jeopardy. However, we believe the Soviet leaders 
do not exclude the possibility of nuclear war resulting from accident or 
miscalculation.

45. While we believe that the Soviet leaders do not at present intend 
to pursue their objectives by employing their own forces, they will rec
ognize, particularly in consequence of the policies they are pursuing 
to compel a retraction of Western power by political means, that situa
tions might arise in which the use of force would seem essential to one 
side or the other. In such situations the Soviets would prefer to provide 
logistic and other support for local operations in which only non Soviet 
forces participated directly. Their objectives in such operations would 
be limited, and they would seek to avoid direct Soviet involvement, 
to limit the geographic area of engagement, and to prevent the use of 
nuclear weapons by either side.

46. Soviet planners probably consider, however, that such lim
itations might be impossible in some instances, and that encounters 
between their own and Western forces might result. In this event, they 
would prefer to minimize the amount of force employed in such situ
ations in order to limit the scale of conflict and the degree of their own 
involvement as much as possible. For example, they would almost cer
tainly wish to avoid the use of nuclear weapons. In deciding whether 
to employ their own forces in any particular local situation the Soviets 
would have to balance the risk of provoking a train of counteractions, 
possibly leading to general war, against the stakes involved in the area 
of local conflict. They probably believe that the West’s military pos
ture and doctrine rest increasingly upon the use of nuclear weapons, 
even in limited wars. But they probably also view their own nuclear 
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deterrent capabilities as already having raised the threshold at which 
the West would react in such a manner. Thus, they probably believe 
that the opportunities for pressures against Western positions and for 
bluff have been enhanced.

47. The Chinese Communist leaders were among the first to pro
claim that Sputnik shifted the strategic balance of power decisively in 
favor of the Bloc and they have been calling for a more assertive policy 
to exploit this alleged shift. Moreover, their propaganda line has been 
that a nuclear war would mean only the final defeat of capitalism. Nev
ertheless, we believe that Chinese Communist conduct in the Taiwan 
Straits situation is evidence that they are sensitive to the nuclear power 
of the US.

IV. PROBABLE TRENDS IN ATTITUDES AND POLICIES

48. Barring an effective disarmament agreement, the people and 
governments of the world will almost certainly be confronted with 
a continued growth in nuclear weapons capabilities. Technological 
advances will bring a further diversification of weapons types and 
some reduction in the costs of production of certain nuclear weapon 
systems. In this situation there will probably be a gradual spread of 
nuclear capabilities to “fourth countries.”

49. The continuation of the nuclear armaments race and the devel
opment of nuclear capabilities by “fourth countries” will occasion 
fresh outbursts of concern throughout the world. There will almost 
certainly be, from time to time, renewed and vigorous demands for 
a cessation of nuclear tests and for measures to control the deploy
ment and use of nuclear weapons. But the dominant trend in public 
attitudes will probably be one of apathy or resigned acceptance of 
the existence and development of nuclear capabilities. In the main, 
peoples and governments are conditioned to living with the threat 
inherent in the existence of modern nuclear weapons, and we believe 
that future developments in the nuclear weapons situation are not 
likely to produce any sudden or marked changes in present attitudes 
or policies over the next few years.

50. Nevertheless the development of nuclear weapon systems of 
increasing range, accuracy, and sophistication will continue to influ
ence strongly the conduct of foreign policies. There will probably be a 
tendency to caution, and if possible to compromise, in disputes which 
might involve the interests of the great powers and precipitate nuclear 
war. Neutralism may become increasingly attractive as a means of 
escaping responsibility for and involvement in the great power struggle 
between the US and the Sino Soviet Bloc, although the extent to which 
this will occur will depend upon a number of contingent developments.
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51. Developments in US policies and nuclear capabilities will 
have great effects on the policies of both those nations committed to 
the West and the countries which already are neutralist. The entire non 
Communist world will watch closely for any sign that the US deterrent 
is becoming less effective because of technological factors or that US 
determination to stand beside the exposed and threatened areas of the 
world is weakening. If members of the Western Alliance came to believe 
that the US was using technological advances to reduce its military 
presence overseas it would become increasingly difficult to convince 
the peoples and governments of Western Europe and Asia that the US 
remained willing to defend their interests. In this case, a further devel
opment of the present trend toward a hard line in Soviet policy lead
ing to increased fears of the changes of general war might cause some 
members of the Western Alliance to weaken their commitments to the 
Alliance. Particularly in those countries which might have developed a 
modest nuclear deterrent of their own, there might be a disposition to 
flirt with the idea of neutrality. Certain nations around the periphery of 
the Bloc might lean toward the Bloc in an effort to gain security through 
accommodation. A belief in the West that the US had fallen behind could 
contribute to neutralist trends and greatly complicate the problem of 
maintaining a firm united front against Soviet probes and pressures.

52. If US technological advances and policies lead the Free World to 
remain confident that the US will defend local interests against Soviet 
aggression, Soviet efforts to exploit their own growing capabilities 
could have the opposite effect. Soviet probes and pressures could con
tinue, as in the past, to serve to convince the people of Western Europe 
that neutralism, unless supported by a formidable indigenous nuclear 
capability, offered no surcease from Soviet pressures nor a workable 
substitute for common defense. A similar reaction might develop in 
Japan, which has generally reacted stoutly to Russian threats. Indian 
leaders at the national level are already showing increasing concern 
over the external and internal Communist threat. They probably see in 
recent criticism of their policies in the Communist press indications of 
less sympathetic and cordial state relations. We believe that privately, 
at least, they may adopt a less critical attitude toward Western defense 
measures and might show greater understanding for Western suspi
cions of Soviet behavior. Similar tendencies will probably develop in 
the UAR if the USSR continues to countenance, if not actively to sup
port, serious subversive efforts in Syria and Iraq.

53. At the same time, the development of offensive and defensive 
weapon systems will complicate the problem of assessing the relative 
balance of military power and the effectiveness of deterrent forces at 
any given moment. It is possible that one side or the other will believe 
itself to possess a temporary and substantial military advantage when 
it does not, or will believe that it is substantially inferior when it is not. 
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Such beliefs could have a profound influence on the conduct of national 
policies and on the world situation. The complexities of this situation 
and the many unknown factors involved will make for continuing and 
growing uncertainties.

54. A period of rapid change in weapons development and of uncer
tanty as to the relative balance of military power could put an increas
ing premium on striking the first blow. As the time period required for 
preparation of a devastating attack diminishes, the problem of inter
preting the intent of the other side—particularly during periods of cri
sis when precautionary military activities had been initiated by both 
sides—will become even more critical. The relatively greater certainty 
of retaliation resulting from the development of mobile missile systems 
or hardened sites would strengthen the operation of the deterrent on 
both sides. Even so, either side might decide that the deterrent effect of 
the other side’s strength or posture was outweighed by the necessity to 
launch the first strike as the best hope for survival.5

55. We are unable to reach any confident judgments on the prob
able reactions of peoples and governments in the event general war 
between the US and the USSR appeared imminent. Under some con
tingencies, there would be no time for public opinion to operate; the 
actions of the governments would depend on quick judgments.

56. In a situation of a more gradual buildup of tensions, Soviet 
threats might induce widespread anxiety and consternation. Unless 
confidence in the ultimate effectiveness of the Western deterrent 
could be maintained, the USSR might be able to induce several of the 
less resolute governments in Western Europe, the Middle East, and 
Asia to proclaim their neutrality and to deny the US access to bases or 
military facilities in their territories. Fundamental changes in popular 
attitudes and official policies could come with little warning in the 
midst of a crisis situation. Such changes might also come about as 
a result of unexpected demonstrations of the effect of an important 
technological breakthrough.

5 The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, and the Assist
ant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence. Department of the Navy, would prefer that 
this paragraph be deleted but would accept its inclusion if the following language were 
added:

“In any case, we do not believe that the Soviet leaders are content with the status quo, 
either in the military or political field. They will almost certainly push ahead in their efforts 
to achieve a clear military superiority over the US. But despite further improvement in Soviet 
capabilities over the next five years, we believe it unlikely that the USSR will become confi
dent that it can attack the US without receiving unacceptable damage in return. This judg
ment assumes the maintenance and improvement of US armed strength and the absence of 
an unforeseen Soviet technological breakthrough of major military significance.”

The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, would recommend 
inclusion of this additional language in the body of the estimate without qualification. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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57. Although some additional nations will probably obtain nuclear 
weapons in one way or another, there will almost certainly continue 
to be strong moral and political inhibitions on their use. Indications 
are that the people of Western Europe would approve their use in the 
defense of vital interests, particularly to defend against local or gen
eral Communist attacks in the European area. But we believe that fears 
of the consequences of nuclear war are so deep and profound that no 
European government would actually accede to the use of nuclear 
weapons in local conflicts anywhere until efforts at a negotiated settle
ment had clearly failed or a critical blow to Western security appeared 
imminent or had actually been struck.

58. It is possible, however, that development of extremely low 
yield weapons might bring, in time, a substantial shift in public atti
tudes so that use of such weapons would be viewed as proper in local 
conflicts. But we do not foresee an early lessening of the political and 
psychological restraints on the use of nuclear weapons.

422. Telegram Secto 9 From London1

London, February 5, 1959, 3 p.m.

Secto 9. Re Secto 7. Secretary this morning discussed with Lloyd 
and Ormsby Gore, and subsequently with Macmillan, tactics in nuclear 
test negotiations. The Secretary noted our “basic charter” on controls 
matter is as President had expressed it to Macmillan, that central issue 
is whether Russians will accept a real controls system, and re duration 
that we can accept in principle that ban on tests would be indefinite, 
withdrawal from or suspension of treaty being possible if controls sys
tem not being installed on schedule or not being operated properly.

Although Ormsby Gore initially suggested US and UK commit
ted to introducing duration article, and failure to do so might permit 
Russians to evade discussion on controls, Secretary read Supnu 243 as 
indicating we are not, repeat not, so committed.

Reviewing language of draft duration article Secretary and 
Lloyd agreed it questionable whether necessary to specify right of 

1 Source: Account of John Foster Dulles’ discussions with Ormsby Gore and 
Lloyd on nuclear test suspension talks. Secret; Niact. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/2–559.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1571

withdrawal, because this an inherent right in any agreement in event 
of its violation. Secretary said State Department legal experts would 
study whether Article One, as now agreed in Geneva does not cover 
point adequately, obviating need for reference to withdrawal in any 
duration article.

In the end the British agreed that the object of our agreeing to break 
the link between testing and disarmament had been to focus on control; 
therefore we will now concentrate on that issue, deferring introduc
tion of duration article until we see whether Soviets will move from 
their present position on controls and veto; meanwhile on standby 
basis reexamining between ourselves draft duration article. It was also 
agreed with the Prime Minister that if conference comes to breaking 
point on control issue we must find effective ways to dramatize the 
point, such as taking it to the United Nations or considering letters 
from Prime Minister and President Eisenhower to Khrushchev.

Regarding the “fall back position” the Secretary mentioned last 
night re reciprocal forebearance with continuing negotiations on con
trol, it was also agreed that this matter will have the further urgent 
study that it needs.

Dulles

423. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Dulles and 
Greene1

February 11, 1959, 9:55 a.m.

The Secretary said on the phone re the nuclear suspension test 
talks in Geneva that it made no difference about the composition as 
long as they had the veto power. The Secretary said he was not sure 
but what we should call Wadsworth home and advertise the fact what 
he is coming home about, indicating it is not worthwhile to carry out 
talks any longer. The Secretary said if you call the talks off you have the 
question of having to make a counterproposal—one less farreaching 
in scope or maybe even unilateral. We propose to do this and we hope 
the Soviets do the same. That has been McCone’s idea and also more or 

1 Source: Possibility of breaking off nuclear testing suspension talks. No classifica
tion marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations.
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less Senator Gore’s idea. Mr. Greene mentioned whether we would do 
this in a letter to Khrushchev. The Secretary mentioned the following 
language:

In view of your position on veto power and all other substantive 
aspects of control there is, therefore, no alternative but to advise the 
course of action on the one hand which will not require controls but 
which, on the other hand, will spare mankind against the growing race 
of nuclear extermination. Therefore, we propose for the time being, and 
until further notice, not to have any more explosions and to confine any 
explosions to underground. We hope you will do the same. If you will 
do the same, then at least the main concern of mankind will be satisfied. 
If you don’t do it, then we will have to reconsider.

Mr. Greene mentioned this (above) was more or less as the Secre
tary had explored with Macmillan.

The Secretary said he would imagine Mr. Herter would have some 
ideas. Mr. Greene said that Mr. Dillon was following this matter closely. 
The Secretary suggested calling Herter by phone on the matter.

The Secretary said we should consult with some of the Congressional 
leaders on this thing.

Mr. Greene, to the Secretary’s question re Mr. Merchant’s apol
ogy, said that Mr. Hoghland had addressed himself to this at staff 
meeting this morning, saying that the Post reporters had been inaccu
rate in their account. Hays was in a very unfortunate frame of mind, 
etc. Mr. Greene said he had not been able to talk to Macomber about 
this. Mr. Macomber was tied up elsewhere.

Mr. Greene reported the draft to the Soviets had finally gone to 
NATO. It would probably be delivered the first part of next week.

424. Letter From Herter to McCone1

Washington, February 16, 1959

Dear John:

We have carefully considered the views and recommendations set 
forth in your letter of February 2 to Secretary Dulles concerning the 

1 Source: Rejects AEC position on nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret. 1 p. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/2–259.
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current Geneva negotiations on suspension of nuclear weapon tests. 
This letter confirms the position expressed by Mr. Dulles in his meeting 
with you on January 30, and by Mr. Dillon during a further discussion 
on February 12.

We understand and appreciate the difficulties involved in working 
out an adequate technical system for detecting and identifying certain 
types of nuclear explosions. We continue to believe, nevertheless, that 
the over riding need at the present time is to maintain pressure on the 
Soviet Union with regard to the key political issues of the organiza
tion and functioning of the Control Organization. So long as the Soviets 
maintain their demands for a veto and for staffing of control posts in 
the Soviet Union with their own nationals, no technical control system, 
whatever its capabilities, could be effective.

Your suggestion for an agreement involving atmospheric testing only 
as an initial step is, as you know, one which we believe should be reserved 
as a possible full back position for use in the event the present effort fails.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

/S/ Christian A. Herter
Acting Secretary

425. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, February 17, 1959

SUBJECT 

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: U.S. firm position on control issues in nuclear testing suspension talks. 
Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/2–1759.

The Acting Secretary
Mr. Kohler—EUR
Mr. Spiers—S/AE

Sir. Harold Caccia—U.K. Ambassador
Mr. John Roper—U.K. Embassy

Mr. Herter said that he had asked for this meeting to reiterate our 
view about the necessity of Western firmness on the control issues 
in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations. There had been no apparent 
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softening in the Russian position on the questions at issue and we 
felt there should be no softening in our own position. He wanted to 
emphasize that the U.S. could not consider compromises in its posi
tion on the basic control questions, since to do so would run the risk 
of producing a treaty which the Senate would not consent to ratify. 
There was also a strong feeling on our part that the inspection provi
sions which might be adopted in the present negotiations would serve 
as a precedent for future arms control arrangements and thus bore 
an importance beyond the immediate situation. He thought it well to  
re emphasize this position prior to Mr. Macmillan’s visit to Moscow.

Ambassador Caccia said that the subject would undoubtedly be 
raised by the Soviets with the Prime Minister and that he would trans
mit Mr. Herter’s views, which he thought were sound and represented 
the approach agreed upon between the Secretary and the Prime Minis
ter during the former’s recent visit to London. Sir  Harold then raised 
the question of the Department’s reactions to the memorandum which 
Mr. Roper had delivered to Mr. Farley on February 10 containing U.K. 
suggestions on how to deal with two of the points in the Soviet veto list. 
Without getting into the details of the British suggestions, Mr. Herter 
observed that he felt generally we should not advance proposals for get
ting around the current impasse but rather should see if the Soviets were 
prepared to moderate their own position in any respect.

(After the meeting Mr. Herter authorized Mr. Spiers to discuss our 
detailed comments on the British memorandum with the U.K. Embassy.)

426. Letter From Macmillan to Eisenhower1

London, February 20, 1959

TEXT OF MESSAGE

My dear Friend,

Before I leave for Moscow, I want to tell you once again how much 
importance I attach to the conference at Geneva on nuclear tests, and 
how much I hope it may prove possible for us to reach an agreement on 
this subject with the Russians.

1 Source: Extols virtue of agreement on suspension of nuclear testing. Secret. 4 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 64 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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Any agreement is bound to include certain disadvantages and 
risks. The main disadvantage, of course, is the handicap an agreement 
would impose on our ability to improve the nuclear deterrent. The 
main risk is that the Russians would find some means of evading the 
agreement, which we could not do. You and I both know how serious 
this disadvantage and this risk would be. What we have to do, it seems 
to me, is to judge and balance up whether the advantages an agreement 
might bring to us would outweigh the disadvantage and risk it would 
entail.

I will not make any attempt in this message to estimate the disad
vantage and the risk. But I do want to tell you that I am very deeply 
impressed by the advantages which an agreement might bring us.  
I think it would do three things, each of which would be very import
ant. It would reduce tension. It would hinder the spread of nuclear 
weapons to other countries. And it would provide a pilot scheme and a 
precedent for controls in other fields.

How much would all this be worth to us? I want to tell you that 
I myself sincerely believe it would be worth the extra risk involved in 
our accepting something less than perfect control. Perfect control is in 
any case almost impossible in theory and quite impossible in practice. It 
seems to me that if we can create a control system which involves a suffi
cient degree of risk to a potential violator that he cannot get away unde
tected with a violation of the armament, then we shall have done enough 
to justify our accepting the [illegible in the original] and risks involved. 
This seemed to be Foster’s view when he was with us two weeks ago.

I have the impression the Russians still want an agreement. The 
most likely explanation seems to me to be that they are concerned about 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries and they dislike the 
mounting cost of these nuclear programs. So do both of us; and to that 
extent we have a common interest with the Russians. Whatever be their 
motive, I feel we still have some prospect of reaching agreement with 
them, provided they drop some of their present demands and provided 
we insist only on such a degree of inspection and control as is necessary. 
While we must certainly press them to go further than they have so far 
shown themselves ready to go, I think we must remember that they 
have already come some way toward accepting foreign control, further 
indeed I think than either you or I would have expected a year ago. The 
French have a saying that the better is the enemy of the good; I think it 
applies to our present position in relation to this conference.

Do not think for one moment that I am ready to compromise on 
essentials. I agree entirely that we cannot accept the present Soviet posi
tion under which they would retain a veto over the crucial operations 
of the control system, in particular the despatch of inspection teams. On 
this, and on the related question of a veto over findings of a violation 
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of the agreement, our people put some ideas to your people in Wash
ington last week. They were designed to build into the agreement an 
automatic right for us (and the Russians) to have inspections. But as 
clearly neither of us will be physically able to inspect every unidenti
fied event, we felt it would be necessary to agree on some annual upper 
limit of inspections.

I am sorry to say your people have expressed a good many reser
vations about this plan. They seem to have thought of it as a concession 
to the Russians. I regard it as just the opposite, because its purpose 
is, while protecting all our essential requirements, to nail them down 
on the veto, and to make their position in asking for a veto still more 
untenable.

I have no doubt this conference will be mentioned while I am in 
Moscow. You can rely on me to press Khrushchev hard about the veto.

With warm regards,
As ever,

Harold

427. Memorandum From Eisenhower to Herter1

Washington, February 21, 1959

I attach a copy of a message have just received from Harold Mac
millan. Since he is now in Moscow, I am uncertain as to whether or not 
he expects an answer, particularly in view of the closing sentence of his 
message.

The message seems to be ambiguous. Mr. Macmillan speaks of his 
readiness to accept something less than “perfect control.” Both Foster 
and I have already indicated that we do not press for an elaboration 
of the mechanics of an inspectional system so that we could be sure 
that any nuclear explosion, no matter how small its size nor where 
exploded, could be detected. But we are insistent that such stations 
as are agreed upon be allowed to function without interference from 
the government in those territory the stations are set up. In any agree
ment to which we would be a party, we cannot countenance a veto 

1 Source: Comments on Macmillan message on nuclear test suspension negotia
tions. No classification marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Diary Series.
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either in the establishment of the detection system or in the carrying 
out of procedures and examinations authorized by the agreed plan.

We have already agreed that the cessation of tests need not be con
nected with any feature of disarmament, but we must be quite clear 
that our arrangements must operate so effectively that they give to each 
side the assurance that the inspections will be freely and honestly car
ried out and in accordance with the agreed plan.

If you believe that we should send anything to Macmillan while he 
is still in Moscow, please let me know.

D.D.E.

428. Memorandum From Herter to Eisenhower1

Washington, February 22, 1959

SUBJECT

Reply to Prime Minister Macmillan’s Message of February 20

I enclose a suggested reply to Prime Minister Macmillan’s letter of 
February 20 to you about our position in the Geneva nuclear test sus
pension negotiations.

If you approve the response I propose to pass it to the British 
Embassy on Monday morning for transmission to the Prime Minister 
in Moscow.

Acting Secretary

1 Source: Transmits proposed reply to Macmillan letter. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 700.5611/2–2259.
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Enclosure

Suggested Letter From Eisenhower

February 22, 1959

Dear Harold:

I agree with the points you make in your message of February 20 
about the importance of the negotiations in Geneva and the advantages 
which would come to us from a sound agreement. I agree also that per
fect control is impossible, both in theory and in practice. However, I am 
firmly convinced that it would be folly for us now to relax our position 
in any way; the Soviets are making no signs of movement toward us on 
the crucial issues.

I concur that an agreement with the USSR on nuclear testing will 
establish a precedent for controls in other fields. This point concerns 
me very much. It reinforces the need to continue to press the USSR for a 
satisfactory agreement on fundamentals before moving to other issues. 
The important points are the way inspection is organized and the pro
cedures to insure rapid dispatch of inspection teams. We cannot accept 
any impediments to dispatch of inspection teams. We must be careful 
that the staffing pattern of the control posts is not such as to interfere 
with the integrity of the collection and transmission of data. We must 
be sure that the voting procedures do not legalize obstruction of the 
operations of the control system. I am sure that you will agree with me 
that on these points we must be absolutely firm.

Our fear about your proposal for setting an annual upper limit on 
inspections is that it would get us into negotiations on numbers with
out agreement on the basic elements of inspection and control. Further, 
there would be ever increasing pressure on us, once we accepted the 
upper limits principle, to go lower and lower until there would no lon
ger be an acceptable level of deterrence. Therefore, I believe we should 
contemplate no proposals of this type until and unless the important 
points I have described above are satisfactorily settled.

With warm personal regard,
As ever,
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429. Telegram Supnu 294 from Geneva1

Geneva, February 23, 1959, 2 p.m.

Supnu 294. Following are US del ideas on how a possible recess 
might be handled and what might be done after a recess:

1. As outlined in Supnu 293 we believe final days of conference 
should be focused on veto. We would then envisage statement by West
ern delegations that failure to achieve agreement on central issues of 
control, namely, veto, staffing, inspections, demonstrated necessity to 
recess conference and report to individual governments to see what 
further measures might be devised to assist agreement on these key 
issues. Statement could include idea that Soviets had obviously not yet 
been convinced of reasonableness Western position on control by US 
and UK delegations; therefore desirable to refer issues to wider inter
national forum in order to secure the judgment of world community. 
Therefore Western delegations expected their governments would call 
for meeting of UN Disarmament Commission.

2. Letters from President and UK Prime Minister to Khrushchev 
could be used to dramatize Soviet intransigence on basic issues. If let
ters sent before planned recess and did not contain specific reference 
to stopping conference Soviets would have opening for reply which 
might make it difficult not further prolong negotiations. On other hand 
it might not be desirable to have call for recess first made by Presiden
tial letter. Accordingly delegation tends believe letter from President 
should be sent on heels of rather than before recess.

3. In separate message we will outline our ideas on fallback 
position with regard to tests. In general we think it will be useful if 
announcement could be made that for some period of time US would 
forego that kind of tests for which there now exist adequate means of 
detection without an international control system. This would of course 
mean atmospheric tests. It would also be helpful if US announced that 
in addition to underground weapons development tests it was going to 
undertake underground testing in attempt further to develop knowl
edge of how effective controls of such tests might best be established 
and would solicit Soviet cooperation in studies along this line. US could 
reserve right to test at high altitudes if adequate measures for control 
this type test not found and agreed. Point elimination of atmospheric 
tests would remove radioactivity hazard might perhaps not necessarily 
be made in initial announcement but could of course be used to elicit 

1 Source: U.S. Delegation ideas on handling a recess in nuclear testing suspension 
talks. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/2–2359.
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favorable response US position. Question of timing announcement of 
such a fall back position requires consideration. On balance delega
tion believes that it would be better to have such announcement made 
immediately after recess and probably in Presidential letter. It would 
then have maximum impact in lessening disappointments occasioned 
by recess of Geneva negotiations. If announcement were deferred until 
close of Disarmament Commission meeting we would also be exposed 
to pressures for various different kinds of schemes and would not have 
advantage of starting out with own proposal.

4. We do not believe a meeting of Disarmament Commission can 
be avoided in any event and also think it could serve useful purpose 
from US point of view. Accordingly believe US and UK should take 
initiative in calling for Disarmament Commission meeting to consider 
results of negotiation thus far. Believe it might be difficult to get resolu
tion in Disarmament Commission which clearly states acceptable basis 
for resumption of negotiations. Accordingly tentatively believe type of 
resolution should be sought which gives general endorsement impor
tance effective international control and suggests that governments 
concerned attempt to reach agreed basis for further negotiations.

5. We believe some merit in idea appearing to keep negotiations 
going by some continuing discussion through diplomatic channels. 
Such discussion might be labelled as devoted to purpose of establishing 
sound basis for resumption negotiations and in particular for achieving 
preliminary agreements on basic issue of control adequate to warrant 
resumption Geneva talks. Call for further negotiations through diplo
matic channels might therefore be included in Disarmament Commis
sion resolution.

6. Believe some consideration should be given to utility consider
ation question resumption of negotiations in proposed Foreign Min
isters meeting in German problem. It might be difficult to find good 
reason for not having discussion this question on the side by three pow
ers concerned at such a meeting if Soviets or members DC proposed 
such discussion. If it were desired to avoid such discussion at Foreign 
Minister meeting possibility might be explored having disarmament 
meeting begin two weeks or so after beginning Foreign Ministers meet
ing rather than shortly after recess. If on other hand no major objection 
to discussing question on side at Foreign Ministers meeting this might 
be used as one response to kind of resolution in Disarmament Commis
sion suggested above.

Villard
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430. Letter From Herter to Goodpaster1

Washington, February 25, 1959

Dear Andy:

I am enclosing herewith a copy of a message from Prime Minister 
Selwyn Lloyd which I received from the British Embassy this morning 
at the same time that a copy of the message from the Prime Minister 
to the President was delivered. I think the President will want to see it 
because it has some connection with the latter message.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter
Acting Secretary

Enclosure

Message From Lloyd to Herter

Washington, February 25, 1959

Dear Chris:

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd has asked me to give you the information in the 
enclosed note on points which have so far arisen in the discussions with 
the Soviet leaders on disarmament. This note does not cover the topics 
dealt with in the Prime Minister’s message of last night to the President 
of which I enclose a copy.

Yours ever,

/s/ Sammy

Attachment

Note From the British Embassy

DISARMAMENT

The Russians have responded to all suggestions about control by 
revealing a positive mania about Western intelligence activities directed 
against them under cover of proposals for inspection and control.

1 Source: Transmits message from Lloyd to Herter providing a readout of Macmillan’s 
talks in Moscow. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Miscellaneous Memos.
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We have discussed the Nuclear Tests Conference, surprise attack 
and disarmament in general. On the Nuclear Test Conference it has 
been made very clear to the Russians that if they maintain their veto 
proposals in their present form, there will be no agreement. Mr. Khru
shchev in return has made it clear that he is not interested in an agree
ment under which only nuclear tests conducted in the atmosphere 
would be prohibited.

On the cut off, Khrushchev has been pressed hard to express some 
willingness to agree to discuss it. At first he showed extreme reluctance 
saying that without prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons it would 
be unacceptable. Later on he went a bit further saying that the matter 
could be looked into; he would like to exchange views on it and hear 
more about it, for it was an interesting problem.

On surprise attack, our exchanges have revealed no change in the 
Soviet position. They have argued pretty effectively against priority for 
a technical approach in this field. Khrushchev’s conclusion was that the 
positions of the two sides were far apart, and perhaps a start should be 
made somewhere else. At no time has he pressed for a resumption of 
the surprise attack conference.

We had a long discussion on the best method of approaching gen
eral disarmament talks. Somewhat contrary to our expectations, the 
Russians have not in any way pressed that such talks should be held, 
nor hinted that they have new general proposals to put forward.

Khrushchev said he was sceptical of the utility of the 82member 
U.N. Disarmament Committee or for that matter of any other commit
tee that might be set up. He would be ready to agree to setting up a sub 
committee of that committee provided it was on a basis of parity. But 
be thought that to do so would be a waste of time and a fraud on public 
opinion. It would produce only a marathon in the field of the talks. He 
thought that the Heads of Governments must set the ball rolling by 
agreeing on the principles which the experts could then work out.

Khrushchev has indulged in a lot of general and sweeping state
ments about his readiness and even anxiety for total disarmament, 
remarking for instance that the Soviet Union was quite ready to give up 
armed forces altogether and have only a militia for internal security pro
vided everyone else does likewise. Then everybody could control and 
inspect everybody else as much as they liked. He has described the objec
tive to be sought as that of discovering “a mutual interest in some system 
of security which would be to the advantage of both sides.”

In fact there has been no real give on the Russian side at all, but 
Khrushchev’s approach has been serious and, from his point of view, 
realistic.

The use of outer space for peaceful purposes has not so far been 
mentioned.
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431. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, February 25, 1959, 9:25 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
General Goodpaster

The President asked Dr. Killian to talk to Mr. Herter concerning our 
minimum position on inspection in connection with the negotiations on 
suspension of atomic testing now under way in Geneva. Specifically, he 
is to examine the limits of the position which might be acceptable to us.

For example, they should consider the acceptability of a system 
adequate to give assurance against atmospheric shots and under
ground shots above a certain size. Under this concept, the suspension 
of tests would be limited to these particular modes.

Dr. Killian said he would go into the matter with Mr. Herter.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Eisenhower request to Killian to talk to Herter about inspection in con
nection with nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, Diary Series.

432. Telegram Supnu 310 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 1, 1959, 1 p.m.

Supnu 310. Eyes only for Herter from Wadsworth.
It is important to our position that we be able to present a draft treaty 

article on duration. We should do this well before a possible recess. This 
means that if there is any possibility of an early recess, we should table a 
draft article this coming week.

There have been various drafts on such an article considered from 
time to time, and I am well aware of the difficulties you face with other 
agencies in getting agreement on an article which will help rather than 

1 Source: Desirability of tabling article on duration. Secret; Priority. 3 pp. NARA, RG 
59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–159.
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hurt our public position. I also thoroughly understand the necessity of 
not proposing a draft which we could not live with if eventually there is 
a treaty, but I do think that it is possible to have a draft which is simple 
and which at the same time fully protects all our interests.

I strongly recommend that we propose a one sentence article along 
the following lines:

Begin verbatim text.
This treaty shall remain in force indefinitely, provided the provi

sions of the treaty and its annexes are being fulfilled and observed.
End verbatim text.
I know there are some who argue that there should be explicit 

mention of the inherent right to withdraw from a treaty if another party 
does not observe it. I personally am not persuaded of the merit of these 
arguments. But if it is necessary to make explicit mention of the right of 
withdrawal, the language I have suggested could be modified to read 
as follows:

Begin verbatim text.
This treaty shall remain in force indefinitely subject to the inherent 

right of a party to be relieved of obligations hereunder if the provi
sions of the treaty and its annexes (including the timely installation and 
expective operation of the control system) are not being fulfilled and 
observed.

End verbatim text.
At first sight I know that my suggested language seems to be a rad

ical departure from the complex versions that we have been thinking 
about up until now. But I do hope it will be given close study because 
I sincerely believe that it not only would help our public position but 
that it would also provide us adequate protection if we were to reach 
agreement. The phrase about the provisions of the treaty and annexes 
being “fulfilled and observed” provides a basis for unilateral with
drawal in the contingencies of: violation of the treaty by a weapons test; 
obstruction of the installation or operation of the Control Organization 
by a party to the treaty; and also failure of any country such as Commu
nist China to adhere to the treaty by the time such adherence has been 
specified in any agreed phasing provisions of the treaty.

I realize the text I suggest does not cover the problems of suspend
ing the obligations of the treaty in the event there is failure to achieve 
revisions of the treaty which may be required in the future if the agreed 
control system does not operate satisfactorily. The text also does not 
provide for suspension of obligations or other measures to be taken in 
the event there is nuclear explosion in the territory of a country which 
is not a party to the treaty. But neither of these contingencies really 
needs to be covered in a draft duration article. The appropriate time to 
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put forward treaty language to take care of these contingencies has not 
yet arrived and omission of such provisions now does not in any way 
preclude us from introducing them at a subsequent state if the negoti
ations either continue or are renewed after a recess. Provisions of this 
type could be put forward at a later time, possibly in a separate article 
dealing with how the Control Commission might make reviews of the 
effectiveness of the control system. Largely because of the unresolved 
question of just how we are going to handle the problem of threshold, 
we will not at any time while we are here state that we have tabled 
all the articles that we propose. We will always say that there may be 
further articles which we may recommend in the light of further dis
cussions. Accordingly, we will not be precluded from tabling additional 
articles or additions to our present draft articles later on if necessary.

I hope very much you will agree with my suggestion that we slim 
down a duration article and put forward as a simple onesentence text. 
And I hope that you will be able to secure agreement to such a text from 
the other agencies concerned. I am sure we would have no difficulties 
at all in getting the British to go along with such an article.

I believe that Khrushchev’s recent speech has made our position 
here look better than ever. It should also assist us greatly in securing 
agreement from the British to recess the present negotiations. The one 
thing we really need to round out our position is a duration article. We 
need one quickly. I think the kind of article I have suggested would 
help us immensely.

Villard

433. Memorandum From Twining to McElroy1

JCSM–71–59 Washington, March 2, 1959

SUBJECT

Surprise Attack Study Group (U)

1. Reference is made to a memorandum, dated 23 January 1959, by 
the Military Advisor to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), subject 
as above, which requested that the Joint Chiefs of Staff evaluate and 

1 Source: Conveys JCS views on formation of a group to study problems of surprise 
attack. Secret. 5 pp. Library of Congress, Twining Papers, Chairman’s File.
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submit comments on a proposal by the Secretary of State concerning 
the formation of an inter governmental ad hoc group to prepare a study 
of the problems of surprise attack and related disarmament proposals.

2. The recent Geneva Conference of Experts on Surprise Attack 
was suspended with recognition that revised terms of reference were 
needed before the Conference could reconvene. The State Department 
proposes that the U.S. approach on the surprise attack problem should 
be broadened to include arms control measures. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
believe that U.S. preparations for a new series of meetings require dif
ferent terms of reference than those proposed by the Secretary of State.

3. The national security implications of the various arms control 
measures, that could be considered in a new and less restricted confer
ence on surprise attack, appear to demand, as a first step, a broad U.S. 
review of disarmament matters from a wider viewpoint than that of 
surprise attack alone. Such a review would provide a basis for evaluat
ing the surprise attack threat in terms of other threats to U.S. security, 
and for determining what effect the attainment of safeguards against 
surprise attack would have upon the over all U.S. defense posture.

4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that:

a. In view of the actions separating the Arctic Zone proposal, outer 
space considerations, suspension of nuclear weapons tests, and techni
cal discussions on surprise attack from the August 29, 1957 Four Power 
disarmament package, there is an urgent need to review existing U.S. 
disarmament policy for consistency with these actions and national 
security requirements. The Disarmament Policy Review Working 
Group, which initiated such a review on 7 April 1958, should complete 
its action and propose necessary revisions. Within the framework of 
the revised policy, U.S. positions relative to disarmament measures 
including safeguards against surprise attack, could be developed by 
the proposed ad hoc study group. If, however, political considerations 
preclude completion of an over all review of our present disarmament 
policy, by the Disarmament Policy Review Working Group, within the 
apparent time limitations, it may be necessary to develop U.S. positions 
relative to disarmament measures within the framework of existing 
disarmament policy.

b. The objective of the study proposed by the Secretary of State 
should be limited to the development of recommended U.S. positions 
on disarmament measures within current U.S. disarmament policy. The 
surprise attack problem should be considered within this context. The 
reverse approach would be unwise since the surprise attack problem is 
but one element of U.S. disarmament policy. Such an approach might 
lead to conclusions which are unacceptable within the framework of 
over all basic national security policy.

c. Current U.S. disarmament policy does not include limitations 
on combat readiness of U.S. forces and limitations on deployment 
or operations. The Study Group proposed by the Secretary of State 
should restrict its considerations of measures which might place lim
itations on the combat readiness of U.S. forces to the development of 
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data necessary to counter proposals of this nature that have been or are 
likely to be made by other parties.

d. The draft terms of reference for a Study Group on Disarmament 
Measures, attached hereto, should be substituted for the terms of ref
erence for a Study Group on Increasing Protection Against Surprise 
Attack, proposed by the Secretary of State.

e. In the event that Mr. William C. Foster is not available to direct 
the Study Group, a senior U.S. Military Officer should be appointed. 
However, if Mr. William C. Foster, or an individual of similar stature, 
should assume the responsibility of the Chairman of the Study Group, 
a senior U.S. Military Officer should be designated as the Director of 
the Study Group Staff. In any event, the consultants should include at 
least one military officer.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

/S/ Arleigh Burke
Chief of Naval Operations

Appendix

PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE AD HOC  
STUDY GROUP ON DISARMAMENT MEASURES

1. The objective of the Study Group is to develop detailed proposed 
U.S. positions relative to disarmament measures for possible use by a 
U.S. delegation to an international conference.

2. The study group will be guided in its work by the following:

a. U.S. positions relative to disarmament measures will be devel
oped within existing U.S. disarmament policy.

b. U.S. positions on disarmament measures will maintain, as a min
imum, the relative U.S. national defense posture vis a vis the Soviet 
Bloc.

c. U.S. positions relative to disarmament measures which might 
reduce the combat readiness of U.S. forces and their weapons systems 
will be developed only for the purpose of countering such measures 
should they be proposed by other nations.

3. Specifically, the Study Group shall accomplish the following 
tasks:

a. Identify specific and verifiable disarmament measures which 
might reduce the likelihood of armed conflict, to include reductions 
of armed forces and armaments. These measures should be applied 
to each type of weapons system, together with its using organization; 
first within limited geographic areas where friction exists or is likely 
to develop, and then to progressively enlarge geographic areas, finally 
encompassing all militarily significant nations.

b. Design systems for verifying adherence to the measures iden
tified under subparagraph 3 a above. Specify the type numbers, and 
source of verification personnel, their organization for verification 
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duties, the conditions required to be met in order for verification per
sonnel to be effective, the equipment requirements, and the initial and 
recurring costs of the verification systems.

c. Evaluate the possible impact of the measures and systems dis
cussed in subparagraphs 3 a and b above on U.S. national security 
interests. Assess the effect of such measures and systems on U.S. deter
rent and retaliatory capabilities. Identify those measures and systems 
which are inimical to U.S. national security; those which are condition
ally acceptable and the conditions for acceptance; and those which are 
clearly advantageous to the United States.

d. Identify U.S. unilateral measures which would be required 
to avoid a reduction in the U.S. national security position relative to 
Soviet Bloc nations in the event the measures and systems discussed in 
subparagraphs 3 a and b above, were incorporated in an international 
agreement and implemented.

4. The Study Group shall be furnished necessary military and 
technical data pertinent to this study and shall receive all necessary 
assistance and cooperation from the Departments and Agencies of the 
Government.

5. The Director of the Study Group shall submit a final report of the 
work of the study group to the Interdepartmental Coordinating Group 
by _______________ 1959.

434. Telegram Supnu 319 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 5, 1959, 3 p.m.

Supnu 319. Eyes only for Herter from Wadsworth.
I am somewhat disturbed by the tenor of certain newspaper stories 

concerning “Western agreement” with certain elements of the Soviet 
veto list, particularly as to possible congressional reaction to such sto
ries. Luther Reid has tried hard to inculcate the correspondents here 
with the difference between the right of veto on the Control Commis
sion and the acceptance of the necessity for unanimity in a few other 
parts of the treaty. However, the few stories to which I have reference 
make no distinction in this regard and give the impression that we have 
yielded to Soviet insistence on a whole series of vetoes in the Control 
Commission.

1 Source: Expresses concern with news reports that U.S. and U.K. have agreed to 
Soviet veto list. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–559.
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I feel sure that Department is taking adequate measures to reassure 
certain key people on the Hill as to exactly what we have agreed to, but 
suggest that before too long it might be appropriate for Phil Farley to 
hold a background press conference in which these and other points 
might be made in order to clarify the U.S. position. 

As can be seen from verbatims, both U.S. and U.K. delegations 
have been sparing no pains to make sure that Soviet distortions of 
the record on this are corrected immediately, and as of yesterday we 
received Tsarapkin’s assurance that he understood our position per
fectly. This, of course, will not stop Soviet propagandists from making 
whatever hay they may wish to in broadcasts and articles emanating 
from Moscow, but I would like to feel that the appropriate people in 
Washington know in advance that such propaganda is distorted and 
that we have not yielded a single principle in this veto business. As you 
know better than anyone, denial of a charge by a Senator is 100 times 
harder than obviating the necessity for the charge by giving him the 
full picture.

Villard

435. Telegram Supnu 323 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 8, 1959, 5 p.m.

Supnu 323. Eyes only for Acting Secretary. On assumption that 
no firm decision on recess will be agreed with British until after Mac
millan’s Washington visit we face here a difficult tactical situation. We 
have been keeping focus on control issues for a long time. And in the 
course of the past two weeks we have also been filling out the U.S. posi
tion by tabling articles. We expect to table the last important articles, 
duration and review, Monday. There is not much that we can say now 
about the control issues that does not get us into danger of either ero
sion of our position or premature discussion of dangerous issues. There 
are already pressures from the British for compromises on staffing and 
inspections and for ways around the veto. In connection with inspec
tion we are already skirting the edges of the tricky issues of threshold 
and phasing. And in all of this we are hampered right now by difficul
ties in our local relations with our British colleagues. We are clearly at 

1 Source: Seeks advice on tactics in nuclear test suspension talks. Secret. 3 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–859.
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a point where we must find ways to avoid the dangers to which we are 
exposed. Essentially it is a problem of how to mark time until the basic 
decisions are made in Washington and London.

There are three different ways of marking time which we might 
follow. The simplest would be to call for a recess of two or three weeks 
with a definite date set for resumption. We could do this on the basis 
that Macmillan’s discussions in Moscow need to be considered in 
Washington before the conference here can go ahead. I do not think this 
course would prejudice whatever decision off may be adopted with 
respect to stopping or going on with the conference.

It is, of course, not probable that the Soviets would agree to such a 
course without a good deal of propaganda as to why we are suggesting 
it. It is however pretty clear to the public already that the conference 
is in fact awaiting decisions which will defend upon the outcome of 
discussions while Macmillan is in Washington and it might therefore 
not be too difficult to justify a temporary recess publicly, by frank rec
ognition of this fact.

The second possibility is to reduce our schedule of meetings over 
the next three weeks as much as we can. We have in fact already begun 
to do this. We secured Soviet agreement to having no meeting Friday 
and we can do this from time to time in the coming fortnight. Even if 
the Soviets refused to cancel particular meetings, this tactic still has an 
advantage since their refusal puts the responsibility of talking on them. 
However this course gives the Soviets the choice of what we talk about 
and to that extent is disadvantageous. Even with a reduced schedule we 
might be faced with eight to ten meetings during the next three weeks 
in which Western initiative and control would be difficult to maintain.

Finally we could relax somewhat our present sharp focus on con
trol issues and begin talking about the minor things involved in the 
draft treaty articles that we have already tabled. This would help to 
avoid the danger of getting prematurely into too detailed discussions 
on control but would at the same time relax pressures on the Soviets 
on the key control issues. It would also involve the risk that the Soviets 
might agree to some of the minor articles which could create a mislead
ing impression of progress in the negotiations and create some awk
wardness if our decision is to end up soon.

On balance I believe that from our point of view here a recess 
of two or three weeks would be the least disadvantageous course of 
action. I realize that of course you have to take into consideration fac
tors broader than those which influence our thinking here.

Whatever course of action we follow there is one difficulty which 
I hope we can resolve just as soon as possible. We have of course been 
careful not to say anything to our British colleagues here about the pos
sibility of a wind up of this conference. I believe, however, they clearly 
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sense the fact that we in the past two weeks have not been able to talk 
with them as frankly as we previously have. We have the impression 
that as a natural consequence the British delegation here is holding out 
some of their thinking and not telling us everything that is going on. 
In spite of some differences of approach we have, during these nego
tiations, enjoyed the advantage of full and frank cooperation with our 
British opposite numbers. The fact that we cannot be completely frank 
with them at this juncture is hurting us now. I hope that in the next day 
or so we can be authorized to tell them something which will enable 
them to understand why we must wait for further decisions before we 
get into some of the questions which they are eager to discuss. I should 
think it would be at least possible for me to say that we cannot really do 
anything at all here until after Macmillan’s Washington visit. I would 
hope it would also be possible for me to tell them that there is serious 
consideration going on in Washington as to whether it is worthwhile to 
continue the conference at this stage.

Villard

436. Telegram Supnu 325 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 9, 1959, 7 p.m.

Supnu 325. Eyes only for Herter from Wadsworth. Reference: 
Supnu 323.

The Sovs today gave what was evidently intended to be an indi
cation of interest in either reducing the number of our scheduled meet
ings or of having an early recess.

After the regular meeting members of SovDel buttonholed differ
ence members of USDel informally. They all asked whether we thought 
regular daily meetings were useful since there was obviously so little 
to talk about now. Tsarapkin asked US staff member what we thought 
about cutting down meetings to one or two a week and to another mem
ber of USDel question was asked what about two meetings a month. 
Usachev asked Stelle and me what our thinking was about time off for 
Easter, expressed opinion “US would need perhaps a month to find out 
where it was going”.

1 Source: Suggests a recess in nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–959.
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Significance of these Sov questions may of course be primarily 
along lines of trying to find out what we are going to do and specifically 
whether early break by US in prospect. But it is difficult to interpret 
questions as not also indicating possible sov receptivity to idea of recess 
for period of Macmillan’s talks and Easter.

Accordingly we feel today that it might be easier than we had 
assumed yesterday to secure Sov agreement to a recess of three weeks 
or so after the next few days.

Since Easter comes on the 29th of month it would seem easy to 
justify a recess until at least a few days after that date.

As a matter of fact if there is any possibility that the UK position 
in Washington talks is such that we find it necessary to continue these 
negotiations for considerable period a recess which lasted for some 
time after the end of Macmillan visit would be highly opportune. In 
that event we would need through consultation and decisions as to 
how we were going to proceed. I feel justified by the Russian questions 
today and by the possible contingency that there might be a decision 
for further negotiations to put more strongly the recommendation for 
an immediate recess with a resumption date which I put forward in my 
yesterday’s message.

Villard

437. Telegram Supnu 328 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 10, 1959, 6 p.m.

Supnu 328. Eyes only for Herter from Wadsworth.
Attitude of SovDel continues be most friendly and inclined be con

fidential. In three separate conversations this afternoon after plenary 
session following points raised and indications made.

1. Tsarapkin approached me and brought up subject of head
quarters staffing in most friendly and cooperative way, after which he 
inquired concerning US plans for tabling further articles and virtually 
admitted he had no instructions for definite action. Also welcomed idea 

1 Source: Further indications Soviets would agree to a recess. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/3–1059.
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no meeting tomorrow, although I carefully did not bring up subject in 
form of US proposal. He admitted to both Sir Michael Wright and me 
that about all he was prepared to do in immediate future was to “sit 
and listen”. 

2. Vorontsov approached Stelle and indicated same general lack of 
instructions for constructive activity; jocularly suggested that US and 
UK get together and resolve their differences; gave indication Sov Del 
appreciated and sympathized US Del would have to await Macmillan 
trip Washington before major issues could be decided. 

3. Akalovsky overheard Usachev (Sov Del) approach Narayanan 
(Secretariat) with question re “Easter vacation” plans. Narayanan 
replied that of course usual procedure Secretariat would be to take off 
Good Friday and Easter Monday, whereupon Usachev said something 
about starting Easter vacation on or about the 20th March. Narayanan 
then noted that this would give Secretariat chance to catch up fully on 
final version verbatims prior to return after recess.

These additional straws in wind reinforce US Del’s conviction that 
Sov Del definitely stalling for time and would not be averse either dras
tic reduction in number of plenary meetings or outright recess of con
siderable length over Easter. They are obviously just “going through 
motions” and asking questions in order kill time during sessions.

Villard
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438. Memorandum From Beckler to Killian1

Washington, March 11, 1959

SUBJECT

Thoughts on Geneva Follow Up

1. The conclusions of the Panel on Seismic Improvement with 
respect to the possibility of concealing underground nuclear tests have 
fundamentally altered the U.S. position in the Geneva conference. For 
it now appears that even if the Soviets were to accept our conditions for 
the monitoring of nuclear testing, there is insufficient technical basis 
for assuming that a reasonable detection network can be devised to 
assure high confidence in the detection of clandestine tests. One pos
sible exception to this is the fact that automatic detectors in sufficient 
density in seismic areas might give high probability of detecting inten
tionally concealed nuclear tests. Although this possibility needs further 
investigation and study, it is not clear that we would be prepared to 
seriously advance this system without actual tests of its reliability and 
non jammability. Further, such a system may be unacceptable to the 
Soviets because of the number of inspections required of the detector 
sites to assure continuous operation of the stations.

Because the conclusion on concealment fundamentally alters the 
U.S. position at Geneva, it might be well to reinforce the technical con
clusion with further examination by other experts. There were only 
a few members of the Panel who could professionally participate in 
the conclusion. It would also be well to involve British experts, such 
as Penney, not only because of his technical competence but because 
the conclusion on concealment would undermine the British position 
in Geneva. It may not be possible to improve the technical basis of the 
conclusion because the imperfectness of the medium involved, i.e. the 
earth, will undoubtedly require testing under actual environments to 
check out the theory.

2. This new development seriously weakens the psychological 
advantage of the U.S. that might otherwise accrue if we were to break 
on the basis of the veto issue. It can no longer be maintained that the 
U.S. would be willing to continue the discussions if the Soviets were 
to capitulate on the veto issue. Hence, the Soviets would have a good 
chance of convincing world opinion that U.S. distrust of Soviet motives 
coupled with an insecure technical position prompted the U.S. to break.

1 Source: Mitigating effects of withdrawal from nuclear testing suspension talks. 
Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament Nuclear Policy.
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3. Nonetheless, it would seem inevitable that the U.S. must now 
withdraw or recess from further discussions leading to acceptance of 
a specific control system until further technical information is at hand 
that will permit definition of capability of the system in the face of 
possible concealment through underground and outer space testing. 
Whether the withdrawal is in the form of a break or recess depends 
upon the political advantages of dwelling on the veto issue as opposed 
to leaving a grain of hope that the U.S. has not abandoned the possibil
ity of agreement of an adequate safeguarded inspection plan.

4. Despite the negativeness of a withdrawal of the Geneva discus
sions, I believe that it is possible to counteract this impression to some 
extent by working toward a positive program:

a. Propose an agreement (possibly through the U.N.) that all 
nuclear powers restrict future testing of nuclear weapons in such a way 
as to avoid further build up of radioactive contamination in the atmo
sphere, i.e. underground or at a sufficient distance from the earth.

Because of the unresolved differences of technical opinion between 
Los Alamos and Livermore on the ability to get adequate diagnostic 
information from underground testing, it would appear desirable to 
have an early technical examination of this problem before proposing 
agreement on underground testing.

b. Consideration should be given to proposing a cooperative 
research and development program, including U.S., U.K., and USSR, 
which is designed to further determine effects of nuclear weapons 
under different geophysical environments and the development of 
improved equipments for detection of nuclear detonations in such 
environments. There may be military security aspects that would limit 
such cooperation, i.e. the need to reveal design information in order to 
determine detectability, but it is believed that there will be adequate 
opportunity for a cooperative program without serious compromise of 
security information. If such a cooperative program were to be seri
ously considered, it would have to be developed in some detail before 
final decision on such a proposal.

5. I feel that withdrawal from Geneva coupled with the two pos
itive approaches indicated above will avert a good deal of the pessi
mism that would attend the failure of the Geneva conference. It could 
be pointed out that although more work needs to be done to estab
lish the capabilities of detection systems, the U.S. would not be willing 
regardless of the outcome of such tests to accept a veto by the USSR 
over the right of inspection of unidentified events. However, it could be 
pointed out that the U.S. believes that some of the Soviet concerns over 
inspection could be mitigated by improvement of the detection system 
to reduce the number of on site inspections required to identify events 
as natural or artificial. Through a cooperative research and develop
ment program it may be possible for the U.S., U.K., and USSR to draw 
closer together in defining a system that the Soviets would have suffi
cient confidence in as to overcome their insistence on the right of veto.

DB
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439. Note From Caccia to Herter1

Washington, March 13, 1959

Dear Chris,

I enclose for your personal information a copy of a letter from the 
Prime Minister which I have delivered to the President.

Your sincerely

Harold Caccia

Enclosure

Message From Macmillan to Eisenhower

March 13, 1959

TEXT OF MESSAGE

Dear Friend,

I promised to send you an answer as soon as possible to your mes
sage of March 9 about the Nuclear Tests Conference.

I have thought over your suggestion carefully. While I would pre
fer the Conference to carry on with its work, I am prepared to agree that 
it might recess for a while. I entirely support your view that it must not 
be a sharp or complete break, and in arranging for any recess, I feel we 
must take great care to ensure that it is not misinterpreted by the public 
(and is incapable of being misrepresented by the Russians) as revealing 
a desire on the part of our two Governments to break off negotiations. 
I think we both feel that if we can get agreement with the Russians at 
Geneva on acceptable conditions it would be of real advantage to us all.

I think that in order to prevent our purposes from being misun
derstood the recess should occur at a time when it would seem natural. 
Easter would provide such an occasion, and this suggests a break from 
March 26. However, I would like to suggest instead that we should 
aim at a recess from March 20. This would not strain too much the use 
of Easter as the occasion, but would have the advantage that I should 
not yet be back from my visit to you. Thus the Russians would have no 

1 Source: Transmits a copy of a letter from Macmillan to Eisenhower agreeing to a 
recess of nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Corre
spondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower.
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reason to expect before the recess a formal proposal on the lines of the 
idea which as I told you in my message of February 24 I had discussed 
very tentatively and non committally with Khrushchev, for they must 
know that I shall want to discuss it with you. A recess beginning only 
just before Easter and after I am back from Washington would be more 
awkward.

I suggest therefore that we plan for a recess of three weeks starting 
from March 20. I think it is most important that at the time of recess we 
should announce the date of re assembly, although we might have it in 
mind to considerably reduce the tempo of the negotiations when they 
start again. The case would then be an exact parallel to the Christmas 
recess, when as you remember no anxiety was expressed in any quarter 
that we might be working for a break.

No doubt you are aware of articles now appearing in the press 
and suggesting that the Western powers do not want an agreement at 
Geneva. If we were to recess without a date for re assembly this spec
ulation would inevitably increase, and we should find ourselves in a 
bad public position. We do not want people to draw a parallel with the 
Surprise Attack Conference, which recessed before Christmas without 
setting a time for its re assembly; I think the public concludes that the 
Conference has not died.

Your delegation in Geneva has no doubt reported to you that the 
Russians there have been making tentative enquiries about the possi
bilities of a recess. So far our delegation has not had similar enquiries. 
But I conclude that it might be possible for a recess to be arranged by 
the three delegations at Geneva. I think this would be a better way to 
arrange it than by our writing to Khrushchev, because I fear that if we 
did so he would seize the opportunity to publish a propaganda reply 
misrepresenting our proposal.

I agree with you that we could profit by a recess to make plain to 
the world at large the principle which is essential to a sound and accept
able agreement: “an effective international control system not subject to 
veto or obstruction”, as you rightly put it. But I doubt whether it would 
be wise to have the status of the negotiations discussed in the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission. As our Embassy has told your offi
cials, we are not sure that neutral nations will be so easily convinced 
of the rightness of the whole of our present position as it stands on 
the record of the Conference. At any rate, even if we were to secure a 
favourable verdict in the Disarmament Commission I do not see how, 
that would help us at Geneva. I think it would on the contrary be likely 
to make the Russians more difficult and obstinate.

Finally, I must mention a point in your letter with which I do not 
altogether agree. I do not think that the tentative suggestions which 
I made to Khrushchev have led the Russians at Geneva to show any 
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sign that they think we are weakening on the idea of the veto or on the 
question of controls. I made it clear that we could not accept a veto on 
the despatch of inspection teams, and that my ideas were designed to 
do away with the veto on inspection. We attach the utmost importance 
to control in disarmament matters, and I think that the suggestions I 
made on inspections do not in any way compromise the principles for 
further disarmament agreements.

I agree that our suspension of testing should be maintained during 
the recess. But perhaps the point need not be made to the Russians 
unless they ask.

I look forward to having your comments soon. If we are to secure a 
recess from March 20 we shall need to send instructions to our delega
tions in Geneva promptly.

With warm regards,
As ever,

Harold

Attachment

Message From Eisenhower to Macmillan

March 11, 1959

Dear Harold:

Thank you very much for your informative note after your Paris 
meeting. The only disagreement that I would have with your descrip
tion as Eighteenth Century is that I place the period in the “Early 
Nineteenth.”

From what you said I feel there must be some hope of getting a 
little better expression of intention with respect to De Gaulle’s partici
pation in NATO and the use of his Fleet.

I am eagerly looking forward to your arrival, and I only wish that 
I could take you to a sunny climate rather than to ask you to endure 
some more of the winter weather that you have encountered during 
your many travels.

With warm regard,
As ever,

IKE
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440. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 13, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian
General Goodpaster

Dr. Killian said that further study had disclosed possible ways of 
decoupling a seismic signal from an atomic explosion. The use of large 
cavities would be a way of doing this. For each kiloton of yield a cav
ity of about 100,000 cubic meters (i.e., about 100 feet in radius) would 
be required. From the standpoint of monitoring, this presents a very 
real loophole, in that it becomes difficult to set any kind of a threshold 
for detectable tests. Accordingly, agreements to suspend testing in the 
atmosphere, and to limit testing to explosions outside the atmosphere, 
would seem to be indicated.

It is also technically possible to conduct weapons tests in outer 
space out to about 180 million miles. Conceivably a satellite detec
tion system could be established that would be capable of detecting 
unshielded tests out to that distance, but this could be countered by 
shielding of weapons with lead shields that would prevent detection of 
tests up to several hundreds of kilotons.

In summary, a system with a low threshold cannot be guaranteed.
The President said he may want to have a session of a couple of 

hours’ duration with Macmillan here next week. He would want Dr. 
Killian to come up by helicopter.

The President added that he takes with some seriousness Khru
shchev’s statement that the Soviets are not testing small weapons. He 
added that this is being carefully studied at his request.

Dr. Killian said that if the Geneva talks should be recessed for 
political reasons, there are technical reasons supporting a decision to 
leave open the possibility of exploring techniques of monitoring and 
inspection, and in particular to see if agreement can be reached on con
ducting some tests to observe their effects and detectability.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Technical aspects of detecting nuclear testing. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on March 17.
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441. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 17, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Herter
General Goodpaster

The President said there seems to be growing evidence that testing 
is having bad physiological effects. He referred to recent articles about 
contamination by strontium 90. He is coming to the conclusion that our 
position should be that we will not test in the atmosphere. We will leave 
the underground and outer space tests out of any treaty. His thinking 
was that we should go for a system which both sides agree would 
work. To do so we would have to agree that small weapons could be 
tested under ground and in outer space. In his mind the biggest gain 
to be derived from such an agreement is the establishment of a system 
that could operate without veto, on a basis in which both sides could 
have confidence.

The President said he thought the scientists will in due time come 
to the position that the large scale use of nuclear weapons in the north
ern hemisphere is an impossible solution to military problems. He 
thinks we must come to a test ban not as extensive as initially planned. 
Governor Herter said we are studying many combinations. He thought 
that perhaps we should take out of the treaty any coverage of the under
ground tests and refer that matter to the United Nations, simply agree
ing to atmospheric testing. He thought, however, the Soviets would 
disagree to this proposal since they are more interested in sweeping 
pronunciamentos than in tightly designed systems. The President said 
if we don’t try to get an agreement that gives the right of inspection, we 
really have nothing.

The President next asked as to the status of the Surprise Attack 
negotiations. Mr. Herter said that he felt that some further studies 
should be made on the basis of which the negotiations could then go 
forward. Defense, however, is resisting this proposal at least to the 
extent that they do not wish studies made by the same group that was 
in Geneva, but rather by the established agencies. The President asked 
Mr. Herter for a memorandum on this matter.

The President next suggested that Mr. Herter ask Ambassador Cac
cia what the British want to take up while they are at Camp David, and 

1 Source: Nuclear testing suspension talks, surprise attack negotiations. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Drafted on March 20.
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Mr. Herter said he would do so. The President pointed out that we can 
bring additional people up by helicopter while the meetings are going 
on, but that he felt that the large staffs should be held in Washington.

In concluding, the President said that what would be of value in 
our negotiations with the Russians is to get anything on which the two 
sides will agree to in which each has the right to inspect and satisfy 
itself regarding the performance of the other, even if it is a tiny thing 
like withdrawal from a twenty mile zone. If either side has a complaint, 
it could then bring the matter right out into the open.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

442. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, March 22, 1959, 5:20–5:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: German peace treaty; Egyptian Iraqi relations; nuclear test suspension 
talks. Secret; Personal and Private. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings 
with the President.

The President
The Secretary
Governor Herter

Prime Minister Macmillan
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd

Our conversation was somewhat rambling and some of it purely 
anecdotal. The following matters of substance, however, were covered.

I remarked rather jocularly that the press seems to be playing the 
outcome of the Camp David talks as a “triumph” for the Prime Minis
ter. He and the President both said there is no basis in fact for any such 
inference.

We discussed the next steps in connection with our reply to the 
Soviet note of March 2. The President attached importance to getting this 
reply cleared with the other NATO Governments in Paris and delivered 
and published prior to his press conference on Wednesday; the Prime 
Minister shared this view as he expected to have to make a statement in 
Parliament the same day. I said that I thought it not unlikely the French 
Government would raise some objection, resulting in delay, primarily 
to demonstrate their independence of the British and Americans.
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We discussed the question of composition of prospective meetings 
with the Soviets, and Mr. Herter recalled that on the question of the 
German peace treaty, the Soviets had suggested 26 nations be partic
ipants. I said, however, that the Soviets had said that if there was an 
agreement on the full conference that they would then be willing to 
have a preliminary Four Power conference on this subject, eliminating 
all other participation in the preliminary meeting.

The President said that over the week end the group had discussed 
the whole gamut of Soviet probings for weak spots in the free world 
position. He and the Prime Minister then recounted some of the discus
sion about the Middle East.

It was the view of Macmillan and Lloyd that Nasser by attempt
ing to array the Arab world against Kassem was forcing him into 
the hands of the Communists. Actually he was not pro Communist 
and had not done anything to intensify his links with Communism 
during the past few months. The British felt that some one interme
diary should be sought who would try to mediate a modus vivendi 
between Nasser and Kassem, whereby both states would exist within 
the Arab world, without the UAR attempting to dominate or absorb 
Iraq. I said Italy would perhaps like to play some such role. Lloyd said 
the Lebanese were, he thought, making this attempt.

I said I felt it was somewhat ominous that we know nothing about 
what the Soviets were doing in relation to Iraq and Iran. It seemed to 
me that it was inevitable that they were doing something and that they 
had momentous plans, and that our lack of any knowledge should not 
be taken as proof that nothing was going on, but rather should make 
us more alert.

On the Geneva test suspension negotiations, the President and 
the Prime Minister noted that the latter attached importance to finding 
some way to keep these negotiations going after they resume on April 
13. He hoped that they could spin out at least until a Foreign Ministers 
meeting with the Soviets. The President indicated his readiness to con
clude an agreement suspending atmospheric tests; he recounted some 
of the briefing Dr. Killian had given the group at Camp David. This had 
led him to conclude that any explosion greater than 10 kilotons could 
be detected; he thought that it might be possible to get Soviet agree
ment on unmanned instrument detection stations. The reported Soviet 
“agreement” to our Duration Article makes it appear possible that the 
Soviets might make further concessions.

I recalled that we have made provision for effective mobile con
trols the sine qua non of any agreement.

The Prime Minister noted that our most recent scientific informa
tion suggests that there is a risk of disadvantage to us if the Soviets sud
denly give in on the veto issue. Nevertheless, he thought that our gain 
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would so outweigh any such disadvantage that we ought to assume the 
risk. The President said that he thought even an agreement limited to 
atmospheric tests, and including as few as three or four control posts, 
would be better than no agreement at all. I said that I thought that while 
our scientists can advise us on the size, composition and nature of con
trols, they are not in a position to make the required judgment as to the 
overall value to us of the establishment of mobile control personnel 
behind the Iron Curtain.

The President said that while he thought there was a clear under
standing on both sides as to the different points of view and matters of 
agreement, the officials would attempt to work out an agreed statement 
embodying the conclusions. I remarked it would be at this point that 
the trouble would begin. Macmillan said that what they had in mind 
was not so much a substantive paper as a procedural paper to cover 
who was to do what and where. The President said he planned to get 
together with Macmillan at 4 o’clock Monday afternoon to clear up any 
final ambiguities, and that the Prime Minister was leaving at 8:30 Tues
day morning.

I referred briefly to my own plans to return to the hospital for a cou
ple of days and the prospect that I might be discharged on Wednesday.

John Foster Dulles

443. Memorandum for the File by McCone1

Washington, March 23, 1959

Discussion with Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd  
at Luncheon on March 23, 1959  

at British Embassy

After reviewing the March 21st meeting at Camp David on the 
Geneva Conference, Mr. Lloyd stated he hoped that we would support 
their proposal for a limited number of on site inspections as a logi
cal means of solving the impasse on the inspection and veto issue. In 
answer to a question, Lloyd stated that he felt that 50 inspections per 
year would be a good number and, in his opinion, about all that the 
scientists would wish to undertake.

1 Source: Discussion with Lloyd on nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 5.
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I stated that we did not look with favor on the plan because it 
would inevitably bring up the issue of the number of inspections with 
the Soviets unquestionably proposing a very low number, and with our 
side suggesting a number adequate for reasonable safeguard assur
ances. I further stated that because of the possibilities of “decoupling 
effects” together with the general inadequacies of the Geneva system, 
for reasons explained by Dr. Killian, the number of on site inspections 
would necessarily have to be very high to satisfy us. I pointed out that 
the original Geneva report indicated over one hundred unidentifiable 
events, later data revised this to about one thousand, and the “decou
pling” might raise the figure much higher. Additionally, it seemed to 
me that an argument over the number of inspections might place us in 
a bad posture in public opinion.

Lloyd then discussed the possibilities of agreeing to suspension of 
atmospheric shots only with a very simple and “veto proof” detection 
system coupled with a decision to study the underground and high 
altitude problems for a time, and come to an agreement in these areas 
when technology is further advanced. I supported this idea stating 
that I felt Macmillan’s suggestion to me at the conclusion of Saturday’s 
meeting, that such a proposal might be withheld until the Summit 
Conference, was an appealing idea. Lloyd said that he had proposed 
to Macmillan that the Geneva negotiators draft a memorandum set
ting forth the areas of agreement and the areas of disagreement (the 
veto being the most important one) and refer the disagreements to the 
Summit Conference because the Geneva negotiators could not come to 
agreement. Lloyd left me with the impression he would press for this as 
a desirable procedure to be followed.

I then asked Lloyd to clarify remarks he made Saturday after
noon concerning the “threshold”. He stated that the British felt that 
we were negotiating a complete suspension and in doing so recognized 
the detection system would not be absolute and that tests in the very low 
yields could not be detected but, nevertheless, they would be suspended 
under the agreement. Lloyd stated that it was his impression and con
viction that if the Soviets on April 13 decide they will accept our pro
posal then we would be foreclosed from any underground testing for 
the duration of the treaty. He thought that we could not now bring 
up the “threshold.” I stated his remarks on Saturday had led me to 
the conclusion that he felt this way, but that it did not represent our 
viewpoint as we felt the threshold problem was still to be discussed 
and concluded.

I think this represents a very important difference of viewpoint 
between the United States and the British which should be resolved 
promptly.
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444. Memorandum From Berkner to Killian1

March 24, 1959

SUBJECT

Concealment of Underground Explosions

The Panel on Seismic Improvement, appointed by the Chairman 
of the President’s Science Advisory Committee, considered the general 
problem of the concealment of underground nuclear tests at its meeting 
on 5 and 6 March 1959. The Panel reviewed various proposed methods 
of concealing underground nuclear tests. The Panel concluded that, on 
the basis of present knowledge, the most promising approach was the 
method of reducing the distant seismic signal from an underground 
explosion by suitable design of the shot chamber. The Panel, therefore, 
examined this proposal in detail.

The enclosed report by the Panel, “Certain Aspects of the Con
cealment of Underground Explosions,” summarizes the preliminary 
theoretical analysis of this particular method as well as the possible 
limitations and deficiencies of the theory. On the basis of this prelim
inary theoretical analysis, available experimental information, and 
other practical considerations, the Panel arrived at the following gen
eral conclusion on concealment which was included as paragraph 4 (f) 
in the summary report of the Panel’s findings, “Report of the Panel on 
Seismic Improvement,” dated March 16, 1959:

“In considering the problem of concealment, the PSI has exam
ined the possibilities of reducing the magnitude of the seismic sig
nal from a nuclear explosion by means of suitable design of the shot 
chamber. The PSI concludes that it would be possible by this tech
nique to reduce the seismic signal by a factor of ten or more. The seis
mic signal from one Hardtack II shot (Evans) was ten times less than 
that from another shot (Tamalpais) of approximately the same yield 
although no attempt was made to reduce the signal. Moreover, pre
liminary theoretical studies have shown that it is possible in princi
ple by this technique to reduce the seismic signal from a given yield 
by a much greater factor than this. In view of the many complexities 
involved, it is necessary that this theory be tested with appropriately 
designed experiments to determine how large a decoupling factor 
can actually be realized in practice. While many of these tests can be 
carried out with high explosives, complete evaluation of the theory 
probably cannot be made without nuclear explosions. All possible 
seismic instrumentation should be employed in connection with such 

1 Source: Transmits report on concealment of underground explosions. Secret. 7 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament Nuclear Policy.
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tests to assure that adequate data is obtained to assess the phenomena 
involved and possibly to discover some characteristics which might 
allow long range detection of such decoupled tests.”

 (signed)

Lloyd V. Berkner
Chairman, Panel on Seismic Improvement

Enclosure

Report Prepared by the Panel on Seismic Improvement

March 24, 1959

Certain Aspects of the  
Concealment of Underground Explosions

1. Method. It is proposed to reduce the seismic signal from an under
ground explosion by setting the explosion off in an underground cavity 
of such size that the pressure on the wall of the cavity never exceeds the 
plastic yield stress of the surrounding medium. To reduce the pressure 
on the wall, it is proposed to fill the cavity with gas in such a manner 
that the explosive force is transmitted by radiation rather than by a gas 
shock. This requires a light gas such as hydrogen, or reduced gas pres
sure, or both.

2. Estimate of Seismic Signal. The seismic signal generated in the 
medium has been estimated by applying the theory of elasticity to the 
medium. This is justified, as the medium never suffers a non elastic 
deformation. Elastic theory permits us to calculate the energy per unit 
frequency E (ν) for which we find

 

) )( (ν =
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where δ is the density of the medium, c its sound velocity, W the energy 
released in the explosion, γ refers to the equation of the state of the gas 
and ω is the circular frequency.

It will be noted that (1) is independent of the radius of the hole; 
once the hole is big enough to insure elasticity of the medium, it 
no longer matters how big it is chosen. It is further seen that the 
amplitude of the elastic wave which is proportional to (1) is directly 
proportional to the energy released and is also proportional to the 
frequency. The latter dependence will hold as long as the frequency 
is less than the characteristic frequency of the hole, c/R, where R is 
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the radius of the hole; the dependence on ω insures small amplitude 
for low frequency.

We have compared the result (1) with the empirical result from the 
Rainier experiment. It can be shown again from elastic theory that

E
c

r D2( )ν = κ πδ ω . (2)

where D is the total displacement of the rock measured at a distance r 
from the explosion. It has been assumed that ω is less than the critical 
frequency of the wave generated by the explosion, which in the case 
of Rainier was about ω x = 25 sec−1. In the Rainier experiment, D was 
observed to be 15 cm. at r = 110 m. Using this information and the 
theoretical equation (1) and assuming the medium in which the hole 
is made to be hard rock of δ  = 2, c = 5 km/sec, we find that the signal 
(1) is about 700 times smaller than the signal (2).

3. Detectability. In the Geneva net of stations one has to rely on 
receiving signals at distances more than 2000 km. At such distances 
only frequencies of less than 1 cps can be easily received. If we apply 
the theoretical factor of 700 and if we assume that the Geneva net can 
detect explosions of 5 kt and above, then explosions in a cavity could 
be concealed up to yields of 3.5 megatons. There are other limitations 
which make it very difficult to use this method of concealment for such 
large explosions, particularly the size and cost of the required hole 
which will be discussed below.

If there were a net of auxiliary stations of spacing 170 km, it is 
expected such a net could detect first motion from 1 kt explosions. 
Moreover, such a group of stations respond to high frequencies of the 
order of 10 cps. In this case, the frequency is higher than the critical 
frequency of an unconcealed 1 kt explosion. Generally in Rainier sur
roundings the critical frequency is about

ωx= 5 W–1/3 cps (3)

where W is in kilotons. If ν > νx, the concealment factor is reduced to

700 xν
ν  

(4)

and therefore at 1 kt to 350. In this case an explosion of 350 kt can be 
made to look like 1 kt and will therefore be just detectable.

4. Limitations of the Method.
a. Radiation wave. It seems important to avoid an appreciable mate

rial shock wave in the cavity, and thus to use gas at reduced density as 
described above.

b. Temperature at wall. In a cavity designed to have 50 atmospheres 
static pressure and air at 1/100 normal density, the temperature will 
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be 10 ev. Such a high temperature may remove solid material from the 
cavity surface which would come off with appreciable momentum 
and thus might give a recoil to the wall, which would increase the 
seismic wave. Estimates indicate that this ablation of the wall is prob
ably not important. If it should turn out to be appreciable, it could be 
minimized by providing thin foils inside the cavity to absorb some of 
the heat.

c. Plastic deformation. It is important that the wall suffer no appre
ciable plastic deformation. The elastic behavior of rock is not known to 
us sufficiently to assess the limitation which this puts on the pressure 
in the cavity. Experiments would be important.

d. Cracks in rock. If the rock wall has cracks that are likely to open on 
application of internal pressure, this would eliminate the hoop stresses 
around the cavity and would permit very much larger expansion of the 
cavity radius. This would increase the signal transmitted to a distance 
in proportion to the expansion. We are entirely ignorant on the occur
rence of cracks in rock, and here again only experiment can determine 
the limitations from this cause. We believe that it should be permissible 
in any case to apply a pressure equal to the lithostatic ambient pressure 
which is about 1 atmosphere per 5 meters depth. It is suggested that 
salt may be particularly free of cracks, especially if it is leached out by 
water.

5. Maximum permissible pressure. We do not know the maximum 
pressure in the cavity which is permissible to insure elastic behaviour 
of the rock. It is important to know this pressure because the cavity 
volume is inversely proportional to the pressure, and the cost of exca
vating the cavity will be approximately proportional to its volume. If 
we assume that 50 atmospheres is a permissible pressure, the required 
radius will be 33 meters for 1 kt which corresponds to a volume of 
150,000 cubic meters.

6. Deficiencies in the theory. The following deficiencies in the theory 
are known to us which can probably be removed by further theoretical 
work:

a. The generation of surface waves, in particular of a long period, 
has not been investigated. These waves may be important for detection.

b. The ablation of the surface of the cavity due to high temperature 
must be determined, in order to assess whether it is necessary to pro
vide foils.

c. A calculation should be made of the effect of shocks in the gas in 
the cavity. Also, the impulse carried by the expanding bomb material 
should be considered.
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d. It is somewhat remarkable that the shock predicted by our the
ory is about 30 times less than earth shock observed from air explosions 
of the same yield. This paradox should be cleared up.

7. Construction of Cavity. A hole of one million cubic meters would 
be required to contain an explosion of about 7 kilotons at 50 atmo
spheres pressure. One method of obtaining a hole of this size, which 
has been looked into in a preliminary manner, is to wash it out in a 
large salt dome. Salt is believed to have the required properties of high 
strength and freedom from cracks. In addition, there is some experience 
with excavating large holes in salt by dissolving out the solid material. 
The principal problem is to locate a salt dome near an adequate supply 
of water. (This can be sea water.)

An estimate of the cost of excavating such a cavity on an urgent 
time scale was made in another connection. It was estimated that it 
would require 6 months to a year to do the excavation and would cost 
between 4 and 7 million dollars so that the cost is about a million dol
lars per kiloton if the pressure has to be held to 50 atmospheres. It is 
probably possible to reduce the cost by increasing the time required, 
and a much more thorough investigation should be made to establish 
more accurate costs.

It may be possible to use ice instead of salt for the containing 
media. This possibility should be investigated since it would increase 
the availability of sites and may decrease the cost.

8. Test Requirements. Because of the potential effect on the capa
bility of a detection system, the Panel recommends an immediate 
experimental and theoretical program to evaluate quantitatively the 
possible decoupling by means of a properly designed cavity. The pro
gram should include an extensive series of HE tests leading up to 
full scale nuclear shots. The HE tests should be closely coordinated 
with theoretical predictions to provide valuable information for the 
design of a nuclear test. Final verification that all of the conditions for 
decoupling are satisfied will undoubtedly require full scale nuclear 
shots.

9. Other Methods. The Panel has briefly considered a variety of 
additional concealment methods. These included: the use of noise 
cover from large earthquakes, from after shock sequences, from arti
ficial explosions, from volcanic explosion, and from local meteoro
logical conditions; the location of test sites to take advantage of such 
noise cover and to minimize the effectiveness of the control net; the 
introduction of confusing signals into the network by an explosion 
pattern; the effect of geologic structures on wave propagation; the 
possible effects of the surface reflection from flat and curved surfaces 
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on the initial P wave at distant stations; the possibility of decreasing 
the initial compression and accentuating the subsequent rarefaction 
by an array of explosion points; the possibility of producing an ini
tial rarefaction wave by venting a large cavity of high pressure gas 
in the vicinity of the nuclear explosion; the possibility of venting an 
underground explosion chamber into tunnels. A quantitative evalu
ation of these methods requires an extensive experimental and the
oretical program. The preliminary examination suggests that many 
of these methods will make detection and identification substantially 
more difficult than tests under Rainier conditions. In general, the 
methods seem to have somewhat compensating disadvantages. Of 
the many possibilities, the Panel recommends special emphasis in the 
immediate future be given to the study of the effect of the surface on 
underground explosions and the possibility of venting the explosion 
chamber into underground tunnels.

Lloyd V. Berkner, Chairman
Hugo Benioff

Hans A. Bethe
W. Maurice Ewing

John Gerrard
David T. Griggs

Jack H. Hamilton
Warren Heckrotte

Montgomery Johnson
Albert Latter

Julius P. Molnar
Walter H. Munk

Jack E. Oliver
Frank Press

Carl F. Romney
Kenneth Street, Jr.

John W. Tukey
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445. Memorandum for Killian1

Washington, March 26, 1959

SUBJECT

Recommendations by Panels on High Altitude Detection and Seismic Improvement

The following recommendations were made by the Panel on High 
Altitude Detection:

1. We recommend that direct responsibility be assigned for con
tinuing detailed engineering study of the nuclear space test detection 
system including laboratory development of instrumentation. We 
should like to emphasize that this need is independent of any pending 
decisions on the status of the nuclear test program.

2. We recommend that more detailed measurements of space radi
ations should be incorporated in the satellite and space probe schedule 
than are now planned.

3. We recommend that a study be undertaken to consider the 
detection system (including satellites) required to obtain information 
on Soviet space tests for intelligence purposes if such tests are legal.

4. We recommend that a brief study be initiated immediately to 
analyze the compatibility of the missiles and pay loads considered in 
this report.

The following principal recommendations are drawn from the 
reports of the Panel on Seismic Improvement:

1. Steps should be taken to initiate a research program in seismol
ogy directed toward the fundamental problems involved in the detec
tion and identification of underground tests. While this program should 
make use of existing private, university, and government laboratories, 
it should be viewed as a single package, centrally directed and funded 
and reviewed by an appropriate advisory committee of scientists.

2. Steps should be taken to initiate a “system development” pro
gram, including development of new equipment, actual field trials of 
significant elements of the system and the planning of operational pro
cedures. Responsibility for “system development” should be assigned 
to a single, central laboratory.

3. An experimental test program should be undertaken immedi
ately to obtain data under different environmental conditions and to 
test theories on the possibilities of concealment. While many of these 
tests can be carried out with HE, complete evaluation probably cannot 
be made without nuclear explosions.

1 Source: Recommendations by the Panel on High Altitude Detection and the Panel 
on Seismic Improvement. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, 
Disarmament Nuclear Hi Alt. Misc.
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446. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, March 26, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Negotiating tactics for nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret; Limit Dis
tribution. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

Dept. of State
Mr. Herter
Ambassador Wadsworth
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Baker—S/AE

White House
Dr. Killian
Mr. Gray
Mr. Keeny

AEC
Mr. McCone
Mr. Foster

CIA
Mr. Dulles
Mr. Brent

Dept. of Defense
Mr. Quarles

Mr. Herter said that the purpose of the meeting was to consider our 
approach at the April 13 resumption of the Geneva negotiations, in the 
light particularly of the Macmillan Eisenhower talks and of the recent 
technical studies completed by Mr. Killian at State Department request. 
Mr. Herter said that there had been considerable discussion during the 
Macmillan visit of the nuclear test negotiations and that this seemed 
to be, next to the Summit meeting, the problem of greatest interest 
to the U.K. Macmillan attaches the greatest importance to reaching 
some agreement on nuclear tests with the Soviet Union, although he 
appears to be firm with respect to our position on the veto. Mr. Herter 
said that both Macmillan and Selwyn Lloyd had attempted to get our 
agreement to the idea Macmillan had put to Khrushchev for a ceiling 
on inspections as a way around the veto problem. Selwyn Lloyd had 
suggested to Herter the number of 100 inspections per year. However, 
the U.S. representatives had resisted this suggestion, since adoption of 
this approach would throw us directly into discussion of the techni
cal issues which would have to be solved before any sound number 
could be agreed. The second Macmillan suggestion had been that if it 
proved impossible to get the Soviets to change their position on the 
veto, the conference would recess after adoption of an agreed report 
to Governments outlining the areas of agreement and disagreement, 
with the thought that this subject would be discussed at a Summit con
ference. Since the U.S. would not accept the idea of an automatic Sum
mit conference, this suggestion has little appeal for us. Accordingly, the 
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only agreement reached was that there would be further scientific and 
diplomatic discussions prior to the April 13 resumption. Sir William 
Penny and Sir Edward Bullard would arrive in Washington on April 2 
for the scientific discussions on the Berkner and Panofsky reports. We 
have a stiff deadline which will require early decisions within the U.S. 
Government on the approach to be taken on April 13. It was agreed that 
Dr. Killian would bear the responsibility for conducting the scientific 
discussions with the British representatives and that the Departments 
of State and Defense and the AEC would have representatives at these 
discussions.

Mr. Herter then described the views of the Secretary and the Pres
ident on the future course of the negotiations. The President feels that 
any detection system that could be devised would be imperfect and 
that even if there were no agreed threshold, we should be prepared to 
reach agreement with the Soviets if they give in on the veto. The Pres
ident feels that we need to be sure only that there is a reasonable level 
of deterrence. Mr. Herter then read from a memorandum prepared by 
Mr. Dulles on a subsequent meeting with the President and the Prime 
Minister, in which Mr. Dulles said that effective mobile inspection 
would be a sine quo non of agreement. This would be of great political 
importance. Whereas our scientists can advise us on the size, compo
sition and nature of controls, they are not in a position to make the 
required judgment as to the over all value to us of the establishment of 
mobile control personnel behind the Iron Curtain. Both the President 
and the Secretary consider this element of the Geneva negotiations of 
extreme importance for future progress in disarmament. Dr. Killian and 
Mr. McCone agreed with this and Dr. Killian observed that the problem 
is how the objective could be accomplished, and what imperfections 
would be acceptable.

Mr. Herter said that there were two contingencies which must be 
considered. The first was to consider our position in the event that the 
Russians stick on the veto. In this case we must decide what our fall
back position would be and when it might be presented. The second 
contingency would arise in the event that the Soviet Union gave in on 
the veto. In this case we would have to face the question of how much 
imperfection we could accept and whether it would be necessary to 
press for a threshold. Dr. Killian said that the British suggestion on 
the ceiling on inspections would represent a possible approach if it 
were coupled with a threshold. He said also that we would have to 
have experimentation in order to test the practical possibilities of con
cealment by decoupling which were now only theoretical. Mr. Quarles 
said that we should not drop the possibility of a threshold, although 
he recognized the validity of the tactics of not taking the initiative in 
proposing it.
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Mr. McCone said that he was disturbed by the idea of “deterrence” 
and thought that this was a new concept which had not been previ
ously discussed. Ambassador Wadsworth said that this had been an inte
gral part of our approach from the beginning. Mr. Farley said that it 
had become apparent in his appearances before the Joint Committee 
and the Humphrey Subcommittee that the inability to achieve 100 per
cent perfection was recognized. He described the approach presently 
set forth in the U.S. Annex to the Treaty which involved inspection 
of only 20% of the unidentified events below five kilotons. The ques
tion was not whether the principle of deterrence was acceptable, but 
what constituted adequate deterrence. Mr. Herter said that a decision 
on the degree of deterrence which we could accept would need to be 
made only in the event of a change in the Soviet position on the veto. 
Ambassador Wadsworth said that such a change was a distinct possibility 
in view of the adoption by the conference of a duration article which 
made withdrawal easy.

Referring to the two contingencies he had described, Mr. Herter 
said that in the event of Soviet sticking on the veto he would prefer 
to have President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan propose 
by letter an agreement limited initially to atmospheric tests. He did 
not personally believe this should be proposed during the course of 
the present negotiations, but that it should be done immediately after 
a recess in the negotiations. Ambassador Wadsworth said it might be 
possible after the return of the Delegation to Geneva, when it become 
apparent that the Soviet position had not changed, to recess the nego
tiations for this purpose. In any event he did not believe that we 
should seek an abrupt break in the negotiations, since it would be 
easy for the Soviets to make it appear that we were responsible for 
such a break.

Mr. Herter then raised the question of whether we should move 
to a unilateral cessation of atmospheric tests if the Soviets turned this 
proposal down. Dr. Killian said that this would mean giving up the 
chance to make a beginning step in arms control. He felt this point was 
of overwhelming importance since new technological developments in 
the weapons field will increase the uncertainties and instabilities of the 
present world situation, and with it the hazards of war. The only way 
out of this dangerous situation was through some monitored arma
ments accommodation with the Soviets, and we should not give up 
this important objective lightly. Mr. Quarles said that he agreed with 
this view. Dr. Killian went on to say that the changing situation with 
regard to the technical aspects of detection and the possibilities of evad
ing detection created a situation which perhaps led to the desirabil
ity of seeking an agreement on atmospheric tests first. This initial step 
could be done, he felt, without giving up the ultimate objective of an 
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agreement with the Soviet Union to end all tests. This loss might be 
the consequence of moving to a unilateral proposal. Mr. Herter agreed 
that we could propose to continue negotiations towards the ending of 
all tests, along with an offer to stop atmospheric tests as the first part 
of a package. Dr. Killian felt that we should not let insistence on mobile 
inspection hold up whatever progress was possible on limited meas
ures where it was not required. We should do whatever we could on 
the basis of what was now feasible and should seek an evolutionary 
development of an inspection system which would extend to cover all 
tests. Mr. McCone said that the AEC would support such an approach. 
 Ambassador Wadsworth suggested that the objective should be to seek 
cessation of all tests as agreement was reached on the appropriate 
inspection provisions. As part of this approach we could suggest col
laboration on a program of underground tests to test improvements in 
the detection system.

Dr. Killian said that we should arrange for an urgent analysis of 
whether underground tests would really be useful to the U.S. or to any
body. There was a serious difference of opinion in the scientific commu
nity on this point. Another technical problem in connection with ending 
atmospheric tests was to obtain a definition of where the atmosphere 
ended, since fallout could result from tests at very high altitudes. Mr. 
McCone said that the AEC was looking into this latter question urgently 
at State Department request.

After a discussion of whether mobile inspection, even on a very 
limited basis, would be needed as a part of an atmospheric test agree
ment, Dr. Killian said that the uncertainties without mobile inspection 
would be minor, and that we should not let the genuine USSR fear 
of inspection as an instrument of espionage prevent us from getting 
agreement on atmospheric testing. Mr. Herter said that we would be 
right back where we started if we insisted on mobile inspection in this 
connection.

The meeting concluded with a discussion about whether the 
information in the Berkner and Panofsky panel reports should be 
made public or available to the Congress. It was agreed that the 
information would be kept classified and that it would be preferable 
to make available the Panofsky report, which contained Restricted 
Data, only to the Joint Committee. Consideration should be given 
to making available the Berkner report and the non Restricted Data 
parts of the Panofsky report to the Humphrey Subcommittee on a 
private basis.
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447. Letter From Quarles to Herter1

Washington, March 26, 1959

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Reference is made to the 26 February meeting of principals of the 
Interdepartmental Coordinating Group on Disarmament, at which it 
was agreed that a Working Group from our staffs would proceed to 
develop a fall back position for guidance of the U.S. Delegation and 
for use in the event of failure to reach agreement at the current Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.

It is the view of the Department of Defense that an important first 
step in developing a fall back position in the present situation should 
be the clarification of our basic policy on nuclear weapons test suspen
sion. Then, within the concepts of that policy, the various possible fall 
back positions would be explored.

As discussed at the last meeting of the principals, it was under
stood by the Department of Defense that the following concepts were 
accepted as a basis for future U.S. policy on nuclear weapon tests in 
these circumstances:

1. As a result of the Soviet Government conducting a series of 
nuclear weapons tests 1–3 November 1958 the United States was 
released from the voluntary suspension announced by the President 
on 22 August 1958. Nevertheless, the United States should continue to 
abide by its voluntary suspension until 31 October 1959, with the pos
sible exception of some underground tests to gain data for improving 
the proposed detection and identification system. (If the USSR should 
resume testing during this period, our policy should be reviewed in 
light of the circumstances at that time.)

2. After 31 October 1959, the U.S. should reserve the right to test as 
we deem necessary, until such time as there is an agreement to discon
tinue specific types of tests under effective control.

3. The U.S. should take no further unilateral action to deny to our
selves the right to test.

4. The U.S. should enter into no further arrangements whereby 
we would agree to suspend any types of tests, even though the USSR 
would do likewise, in the absence of agreement on an effective control 
system.

1 Source: U.S. position at resumed nuclear test suspension talks. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen
hower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special 
Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament Nuclear Policy.
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5. The U.S. should continue to support agreement to discontinue 
any types of tests which can and will be controlled effectively by an 
agreed control system.

6. Any fall back position:

a. should be consistent with the foregoing concepts, and
b. should not be characterized as a change in present policy, but 

rather as an effort within the context of our present policy to seek agree
ment for discontinuance of any tests which can be effectively controlled.

It is now understood that agreement on the above concepts, as 
presented in the Working Group by Department of Defense represent
atives, is not reflected in the Working Group’s evaluation of possible 
fall back positions. If the Department of Defense is correct in under
standing that these concepts were accepted by the principals at the 
26 February meeting, it is considered that the Working Group should 
be so informed. If that assumption by the Department of Defense is 
incorrect, then it is recommended that the principals meet at an early 
date to determine policy concepts for guidance of the Working Group 
in their consideration of possible fall back positions.

It is also recommended that our fall back position be resolved 
before the end of the present recess on 13 April, in view of possible 
termination of the Geneva Conference soon thereafter.

Sincerely yours,
 SIGNED

Donald A. Quarles
Acting

Copies to:
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
Director, Central intelligence Agency
Special Assistant to The President for Science and Technology
Special Assistant to The President for National Security Affairs
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Assistant to Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy
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448. Memorandum From Killian to the Department of State1

March 31, 1959

SUBJECT

Modification in the Memorandum of Conversation, dated March 26, 1959, on the 
subject of “Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations”

In the statement attributed to me at the bottom of page 3, I would 
suggest that the wording be modified as follows:

“Dr. Killian suggested that we should seek a better understanding 
of the extent to which underground tests would be practical in terms 
of increased cost, extended development times and yield limitations. 
There is some difference of technical opinion at the present time about 
the problems involved in conducting underground tests.”

J.R. Killian, Jr.
Special Assistant to the President  

for Science and Technology

1 Source: Suggests change to memorandum of conversation of March 26, 1959. 
Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament Nuclear Policy.

449. Memorandum From Killian to Eisenhower1

Washington, March 31, 1959

SUBJECT

Technical Factors Relating to Arms Limitation and to the Geneva Conference on 
Nuclear Test Cessation

In the attached memorandum I have outlined the principal tech
nical factors which may have a bearing on policy decisions affecting 
nuclear test negotiations.

On the chance that you may find this summary statement of some 
help as background material, I send it along but I hasten to point out 

1 Source: Technical factors relating to arms limitation and to the Geneva conference 
on nuclear test cessation. Secret. 11 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administra
tive Series, Killian, James R., 1957.
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that the views expressed have not been coordinated with the Depart
ments of State or Defense nor with the Atomic Energy Commission.

J.R. Killian, Jr.

Attachment

Memorandum by Killian

March 30, 1959

MEMORANDUM ON SOME TECHNICAL FACTORS INVOLVED IN 
POLICY DECISIONS ON ARMS LIMITATIONS AND  
SPECIFICALLY ON THE LIMITATION OF NUCLEAR TESTING

The recess of the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Tests with a stated date (April 13) for reconvening, requires 
the United States Government to re examine its policy positions with 
respect to these negotiations.

This memorandum deals with my personal summary of the tech
nical considerations which have a bearing on these policy questions. In 
discussing the technical factors, I recognize that they probably are of 
secondary importance to political and policy objectives.

Trends in Military Technology

Let me first point out how current trends in military technology 
emphasize the urgent importance of arms limitation of some kind. 
While deeply convinced that we must be unremittingly alert to keep 
ahead in our military technology, I also must conclude, in the light of 
factors mentioned below, that I see little opportunity to simplify the 
complexity of our military technology, to reduce the burden of defense, 
or to achieve a stable condition by means of military technology alone. 
On the contrary, the trend of technological measures and countermeas
ures will steadily complicate our defense, augment instability, and 
increase the cost of maintaining the relative strength we need.

We see this trend clearly revealed in our needs to make our stra
tegic striking power, both aircraft and missiles, less vulnerable to sur
prise by dispersal, hardening, and shorter reaction times (including 
ground alert and possibly some degree of air alert). We see it clearly 
in the changing requirements of air and missile defense as typified by 
the problems associated with the Sage system and Bomarc, with Nike 
Zeus, ballistic missile early warning systems, antisubmarine warfare 
systems, and with requirements for more comprehensive communica
tions systems.
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We see further evidence in the effort to improve the yield to weight 
ratio of atomic weapons, and in the developing program for using space 
and space vehicles for military purposes. The possibilities for military 
technology in modifying the geophysical environment of the earth are 
illustrated in the possibilities (remote) now envisaged for weather modi
fication and by the results of Argus and other high altitude experiments.

As military technology moves toward more systems operating 
on a global scale, and as it begins to make use of extraterrestrial space 
and effects, and as the time scale becomes more condensed, we face 
the requirement for weapons systems, offensive and defensive, of 
increasing performance and complexity. Because of rapid technological 
change, we see the new systems overlapping with quickly obsolescing 
older ones and we see the consequent possibilities of systems being 
piled upon systems.

As complexity increases, the chances for error or aberrations on 
the part of humans and machines grow greater, and the consequences 
of such errors and aberrations (e.g., accidental war) become enormous. 
The shortened time scale also reduces the opportunity for careful judg
ment by increasing the rewards for spontaneous response.

The overriding technological fact, however, is the continued 
build up of improved high performance nuclear weapons on both 
sides to make possible catastrophic effects if they are used in massive 
attacks.

Another technical factor involving uncertainties is the problem of 
fallout. The biological effects of radiation involve uncertainties, partic
ularly in the genetic area, and we may possibly face a growing body of 
sober scientific judgment that the fallout hazard is greater than we now 
believe.

The profound over all effect of these trends points to the great 
urgency and importance of our diligently and creatively seeking meth
ods of arms limitation—limitation which will not weaken our position 
relative to the Soviets.

Some Technical Aspects of Arms Limitation

If progress is to be made in any kind of arms limitation (such as 
reducing the hazard of surprise attack or limiting the production of fis
sionable material or any other form of limitation), the agreements for 
such limitation will have to be accompanied by some form of monitor
ing to assure both sides that agreements are being carried out. We have 
so far held steadfastly to the principle that arms limitations agreements 
must be monitored. If we are to achieve such agreements and preserve 
this principle, then we will certainly be faced with the design of moni
toring and inspection systems that will have to fulfill technical, military 
and political requirements.
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While the discontinuance or limitation of nuclear tests are not, 
except in a limited way, disarmament measures, they do have a special 
importance in establishing the principle and techniques and practice 
of monitoring agreements. On the technical side, and perhaps on the 
military and political sides too, we have given more study and thought 
to monitoring and inspection systems for the control of nuclear tests 
than we have for any aspect of arms limitation. We probably have a 
better chance for arriving at some acceptable arrangement for monitor
ing and inspection of nuclear tests than we have for any other form of 
arms limitation. This was illustrated by the difficulties encountered in 
the Geneva Conference on Surprise Attack. A monitoring and inspection 
system for nuclear tests is likely to be simpler and more achievable than 
a monitoring and inspection system for surprise attack. We are not only 
further advanced in the technical aspects of the problem, but we have 
large pressures of world opinion favoring the achievement of such an 
agreement.

What Do We Do About the Geneva Negotiations?

Let me now turn specifically to the problems associated with 
our negotiations on the limitation or discontinuance of nuclear tests. 
We must recognize that new data secured in the Hardtack II tests, 
together with conclusions reached in recent studies on underground 
testing and on testing in outer space, leave us in a position where the 
system agreed to last summer at the Conference of Experts involves 
more substantial and significant uncertainties than believed at the 
time. While the Panel on Seismic Improvement has concluded that 
the Geneva system can be substantially restored to its originally 
conceived capability, they also concluded that by deliberate conceal
ment it would be possible to reduce the signal from an underground 
explosion by a factor of 10 or more and that, in theory at least, the 
signal might be reduced by a much larger factor than this. It is, there
fore, impossible—without further tests—to give any firm estimate of 
the capability of the Geneva system for underground tests. This does 
not mean that such a firm estimate may not be achievable in the fore
seeable future.

The Panel on High Altitude Detection indicated the technical fea
sibility of testing in outer space, as well as the technical feasibility of 
a system to detect these tests. Such a system would have a detection 
threshold which would be as high as a few hundred kilotons if the vio
lator of the agreement resorted to very expensive measures to try to 
achieve concealment.

The reports of these two panels represent as good a discussion of the 
technical possibilities as could be achieved in the time available. They 
emphasize that continuing studies and experiments on a reasonable scale 
are needed for the further understanding of test detection and for the 
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understanding of concealment possibilities. It was clear from the find
ings of both panels that attempts to conceal tests, either underground or 
in outer space, would be very costly.

The Concept of Probability or Calculated Risk

In our policy making, we should recognize that no technological 
system is going to be perfect or absolute in its performance. We must 
consider the effect of such technological inspection systems in terms of 
probability and consider their restraining value on the basis of an esti
mated probability to detect within stipulated limits.

In a world of rapidly changing technology, it may be impossible 
to devise fool proof monitoring systems—either for nuclear test cessa
tion or for other forms of agreed arms limitation. The most that these 
systems may accomplish will be to make evasion very costly and very 
uncertain. These may be the principal functions of monitoring systems. 
Hence, if they are to be of maximum use to us, they would have to be 
supplemented by highly developed intelligence systems of our own 
and with appropriate military measures.

Political- Technical Factors in Geneva Negotiations

The current Geneva negotiations indicate that there are very 
great difficulties in reaching a satisfactory agreement with the Soviets 
on the critical questions of voting, staffing, and inspection. The pres
ent Soviet position on these questions is clearly unacceptable since it 
would eliminate even the deterrent effect of the Geneva System. We 
should not seek to find our way out of the present impasse in Geneva 
by relaxing our requirements on the critical political aspects of the 
control organization.

It would, therefore, seem desirable at this stage to draw back 
from our original efforts to achieve a system as comprehensive as 
that discussed by the Geneva Conference of Experts last summer and 
to settle for some more limited form of test agreement that would 
simplify both the technical and political requirements of the control 
organization. The most obvious possible alternative approach would 
be to seek an agreement which would provide for no testing in the 
atmosphere but would permit testing underground and at high alti
tudes. The timing and method of introducing this alternative is not 
dealt with here.

It would seem important that if we seek to agree to exclude atmo
spheric testing that we propose doing so by formal agreement (rather 
than by unilateral action) which involves some system of monitoring 
and which thus preserves the principle of monitoring and, perhaps, 
inspection and provides experience with such a system.

Such an agreement might include specific provisions for a phased, 
evolutionary extension of the test ban to include coverage of testing 
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underground and at high altitudes when controls adequate to detect 
such tests become technically available. Research to develop this more 
extensive control organization might well be made a responsibility of 
the control organization itself.

If our decision is to proceed in this direction, it is important that 
we make an early technical analysis to determine what we mean by the 
“atmosphere.” In view of the present discussion about fallout from the 
stratosphere, it seems clear that a system to limit testing to the tropo
sphere will neither solve the fallout problem nor alleviate public con
cern about this problem. Some radioactivity will return to earth from 
tests conducted out to a distance of many thousands of miles. The limit 
of the “atmosphere” will probably be difficult to establish.

It is also possible that an agreement not to test in the atmosphere 
might be accompanied by an agreement to conduct explosions in outer 
space only under internationally supervised conditions, or alterna
tively, it is possible to define somewhat sharply the outer limits of the 
atmosphere and assume that unilaterally planned testing will take 
place beyond that altitude. There are other kinds of technical prob
lems that would need to be resolved, such as the conduct of explosions 
lightly covered with earth, or explosions under water.

It is reasonably certain, however, that these technical matters can 
be satisfactorily resolved from the U.S. point of view and that it would 
be possible to suggest a monitoring system that would be relatively 
simple and that would greatly reduce, if not eliminate, the requirement 
for inspection teams and the fear that they would be used for purposes 
of espionage.

However, before proposing such an agreement, I believe we should 
know, more clearly than we do now, the effect of this type of agreement 
on our own weapons program. Specifically, estimates should be made 
as to the additional costs involved and the usefulness of data obtained 
if our test program were to continue at its present rate and all tests 
were conducted either underground or in outer space. In addition, we 
should examine carefully the effect of an atmosphere test ban on our 
anti intercontinental ballistic missile weapon system testing.

Sustained Disarmament Studies

The complexities inherent in understanding the monitoring of 
arms limitation agreements and the great importance of our achieving 
a thorough understanding of what is to our advantage or disadvantage 
suggest the importance to the United States of undertaking systematic 
and sustained studies of the technical, military, and political aspects of 
arms limitation. Our experience in the Geneva Conference on Reducing 
the Hazards of Surprise Attack pointed up the deficiencies of ad hoc 
and hurried preparation for such negotiations.
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Even though an agreement for limited nuclear test cessation 
remains our first goal, we should look beyond this. We might well 
direct our studies and planning toward a possible reduction in the 
advanced means or delivery of nuclear weapons. This may be a more 
practical objective than control of nuclear weapons stockpiles and 
production.

A small but important beginning was made in this direction by 
the Geneva Conference on Surprise Attack. The failure of this confer
ence should not deter further efforts. It seems especially urgent that we 
proceed with further studies of ways to reduce the hazards of surprise 
attack.

We must also undertake studies and experiments to improve our 
capacity to detect tests other than in the atmosphere (as, for example, 
in outer space), even if we achieve no agreements. The research and 
experiments recommended by the Panel on Seismic Improvement 
and the Panel on High Altitude Detection should be carefully consid
ered and followed up as a part of our long term effort to advance the 
technology of detection.

Summary

The trends in military technology, together with the threat of cat
astrophic war, in the continuing development of nuclear weapons sys
tems emphasize the overwhelming importance of seeking sound ways 
of limiting armaments. The possibilities of uncertainties in scientific 
estimates of biological effects of radiation hazards should be kept in 
mind in formulating policy.

Since any kind of arms limitation will probably have to be accom
panied by a monitoring system, it is important to establish the princi
ple of monitoring and inspection and to achieve an agreement which 
will give us experience in monitoring. The monitoring of nuclear tests 
has received more study and is more thoroughly understood than any 
other arms limitation monitoring. This is an added reason for seeking 
an agreement for the limitation of atomic tests.

It would seem technically feasible to achieve a sound agreement 
that would involve the stoppage of tests in the atmosphere, this stop
page to be subject to monitoring through an agreement. Such an agree
ment might provide for the evolutionary development of improved 
detection systems for underground and outer space testing. If we are to 
seek this kind of modified test limitation agreement, we should at once 
clarify the technical premises for such an agreement.

We also need to organize and pursue on a sustained basis creative 
efforts to understand the technical, military, and political aspects of 
arms limitation of other kinds than nuclear tests cessation.

D.E.
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450. Memorandum of Conversation1

USDel/MC/12 Washington, April 4, 1959, 3 p.m.

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Nuclear test suspension negotiations. Secret; Limit Distribution. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

United Kingdom:
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd
Sir Harold Caccia
Sir William Penney
Mr. John Roper

Department of State:
Mr. Christian Herter
Amb. James J. Wadsworth
Mr. Philip J. Farley— S/AE
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers

Mr. Lloyd suggested that the discussion begin with a consideration 
of our position when the Geneva nuclear test negotiations resume April 
13. Mr. Herter asked Sir William Penney to report on his impressions of 
the technical position he found in his discussion with U.S. scientists this 
week. Sir William said that the most important issue related to the pos
sibilities of decoupling or concealment. He said that he had carefully 
reviewed the theoretical treatment of the U.S. scientists which be found 
accurate and “almost certainly right”. However, there were many 
uncertainties in geophysics and it was impossible to tell whether what 
was theoretically possible would be possible in practice. He strongly 
supported the idea of a testing program to check on the theoretical 
possibilities of decoupling as well as on improvements in instrumen
tation worked out by Berkner and his panel. He did not know whether 
nuclear tests should be part of this program or whether high explosive 
detonations would be sufficient. This was a question with many polit
ical implications.

Mr. Lloyd said that, as he understood it, it now appeared that 
there would be no certainty of detecting underground tests under 
50 kilotons or more. Mr. Herter said that this brought us to the prob
lem of what our position would be if the Soviets dropped their veto 
demands, and whether there would be a sufficient deterrent to vio
lation to make it possible for us to accept the agreement. Mr. Herter 
said that we had this afternoon despatched a letter from the Presi
dent to Prime Minister Macmillan regarding our position on April 
13, a copy of which be handed to Mr. Lloyd. After reading the letter 
Mr. Lloyd asked whether the following sentence in the draft letter to 
Khru shchev was not somewhat disingenuous: “If you are prepared 



1626 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

to change your present position on the veto, on procedures for on 
site inspection, and on early discussion of concrete measures for high 
altitude detection, we can of course proceed promptly to conclude 
negotiation of a comprehensive agreement for suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests.” Mr. Herter said that if the USSR were to change its 
position on the points cited, the U.S. would be willing to negotiate an 
agreement on the cessation of all tests. We had never thought a fool
proof agreement possible. What we were seeking to create was a level 
of risk for the potential violator sufficient to deter him from violat
ing. He pointed out that we were now, under the terms of the Annex 
we had proposed in Geneva, prepared to accept inspection of 20 per 
cent of the underground tests below 5 kilotons. This was a concrete 
example of the approach of deterrence. Mr. Lloyd said that he consid
ered this a quite adequate level for deterrence. Mr. William Penney and 
Amb. Caccia thought the general approach presented in the letter to 
Macmillan was excellent.

Mr. Herter then handed Mr. Lloyd copies of a draft statement to be 
made by Amb. Wadsworth at the opening meeting. He explained that 
this statement had not been fully cleared within the U.S. Government, 
but that it would be useful to the British in understanding the approach 
we suggest.

Sir William Penney said that in his view the basic question to be 
answered if this approach were taken was whether we would resume 
underground testing. If this was the case the position might be difficult 
to put across, since it would be pictured as a stratagem intended to 
permit continued weapons testing. Mr. Herter said that we would cer
tainly not resume underground testing before October 31. Sir William 
suggested that the Soviets would also claim that there needed to be no 
further controls than those already in existence if the agreement were 
limited to atmospheric tests. A final technical question which would 
need to be resolved would be the definition of the upper limit of the 
atmosphere. He was satisfied with the American position of using the 
50 kilometer figure set forth in the Genova experts’ report, but felt it 
would be necessary also to state that we would do no extra atmospheric 
testing while we were working out the control schemes.

Mr. Lloyd stated that the British would give careful study to the 
American suggestions and respond promptly.
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451. Memorandum From Herter to Eisenhower1

Washington, April 4, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

I am enclosing for your consideration a draft letter to Prime Minis-
ter Macmillan suggesting the position we should take when the Geneva 
nuclear test negotiations resume on April 13th.

This letter proposes that on the day the negotiations resume we 
state our willingness, if the Soviets continue to be unready to abandon 
their position on the veto over mobile inspection, to agree to put the 
test ban into effect in stages. The first step would be a ban on tests in 
the earth’s atmosphere under simple controls, and underground and 
outer space tests would be suspended also when agreement is reached 
in these negotiations or in the control commission on the required con-
trol measures for these tests. At the same time we would reaffirm our 
readiness to reach agreement on a full test ban, if the USSR is ready to 
abandon its position on the veto and its refusal to consider the relevant 
technical problems of underground and outer space test detection.

You have already approved the atmospheric test ban proposal 
as a fallback position. The proposed letter sets forth the reasons for 
which we believe the proposal should be made on the first day of the 
Conference.

If you approve this letter, I will discuss this matter with Selwyn 
Lloyd on Saturday, April 4th.

Christian A. Herter
Acting Secretary of State

Enclosure

Draft Letter From Eisenhower and Macmillan to Khrushchev

April 4, 1959

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Today the Geneva negotiations for the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests are resuming. During the recess I have considered where 

1 Source: Transmits a draft letter to Macmillan suggesting a position to take in 
nuclear test suspension negotiations. Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
Dulles-Herter Series, April 1959.
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we stand in these negotiations and what the prospects are for the suc-
cessful conclusion which I earnestly desire. I have also talked with 
Prime Minister Macmillan, who reported to me on his frank discus-
sions of this matter with you.

The United States strongly seeks a lasting agreement for the discontin-
uance of nuclear weapons tests. We believe that this would be an import-
ant step toward reduction of international tensions and would open the 
way to further agreement on substantial measures of disarmament.

[Illegible in the original] Such an agreement must, however, be 
subject to fully effective safeguards to insure the security interests of all 
parties, and we believe that present proposals of the Soviet Union fall 
short of providing assurance of the type of effective control in which all 
parties can have confidence. Therefore no basis for agreement is now 
in sight.

In my view these negotiations must not be permitted completely 
to fail. If indeed the Soviet Union insists on the veto on the fact- finding 
activities of the control system with regard to possible underground 
detonations, I believe that there is a way in which we can hold fast to 
the progress already made in these negotiations and no longer delay in 
putting into effect the initial agreements which are within our grasp. 
Could we not, Mr. Chairman, put the agreement into effect in phases 
beginning with a prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in the atmo-
sphere? This would require a simplified control system not involving 
the mobile on-  site inspection which has created the major stumbling 
block in the negotiations so far.

My representative is putting forward this suggestion in Geneva 
today. I urge your serious consideration of this possible course of action. 
If you are prepared to change your present position on the veto, on pro-
cedures for on- site inspection and on early discussion of concrete meas-
ures for high altitude detection, we can of course proceed promptly to 
conclude negotiations of a comprehensive agreement for suspension of 
nuclear weapons tests. If you are not yet ready to go this far, then I pro-
pose that we take the first and readily attainable step while the politi-
cal and technical problems associated with control of underground and 
outer space tests are being resolved. If we could agree to such initial 
implementation of the first phase of a test suspension agreement, our 
negotiators could continue to explore with new hope the political and 
technical problems involved in extending the agreement as quickly as 
possible to cover all nuclear weapons tests. In the meanwhile, the world 
would have assurance that nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere 
with their attendant addition to levels of radio- activity had been discon-
tinued, and we would be gaining practical experience and confidence in 
the operation of an international control system.
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I trust that one of these paths to agreement will commend itself to 
you and permit the resuming negotiations to make at least an initial 
response to the hopes of mankind.

End message to Mr. K.

Enclosure

Draft Letter From Eisenhower to Macmillan

Dear Harold:

One of the most heartening aspects of our talks here was the accord 
we found in our strong convictions as to the importance of the negotia-
tions in Geneva for the controlled suspension of nuclear weapons tests. 
These talks offer the one early possibility for a first step toward enforce-
able disarmament and toward control over the future development and 
spread of modern means of destruction.

I have been giving further thought to what we might do to revi-
talize these negotiations. I believe it is important to give a note of hope 
to the talks. We cannot achieve this merely by resuming interminable 
wranglings over the veto and the composition of inspection teams. If 
that is what faces our negotiators, then I think there will be increasing 
discouragement in our own countries and throughout the world.

What we might do is make clear immediately that these important 
differences in approach need not be a bar to putting into effect promptly 
the elements of a control system which are not in dispute—control posts 
and agreed aircraft flights, together with the banning of the atmospheric 
tests which these elements can adequately monitor. As fast as the politi-
cal and technical problems of monitoring underground and outer space 
tests are worked out, an initial agreement would, of course, be broad-
ened to include these also.

What I propose is the very opposite of an ultimatum. We would 
make clear by our statements and actions that we are prepared and 
determined to continue negotiating a comprehensive test suspension 
agreement. We would simply be offering a way to get started promptly 
in a limited area of agreement, if the Soviets remain adamant on the 
veto. Indeed, between us, I think that advancing such a reasonable 
alternative course of action may be the only effective way to test the 
real Soviet position on the veto.

The Soviets are no doubt considering their own moves. We should 
act when talks resume on April 13th if we are to retain leadership and 
to take action to restore a sense of purpose and hope in the negotiations. 
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Our representatives might make carefully prepared statements at the 
opening session in Geneva on April 13th, recapitulating the progress 
and difficulties in the negotiations, and pointing out the possibility 
of action to capitalize immediately on the areas of agreement already 
reached or in prospect.

Simultaneously letters from you and me to Premier Khrushchev, 
perhaps along the lines of the enclosed draft, might be delivered in 
Moscow endorsing the approach. In order that our suggestion might 
not seem to be advanced as a propagandistic gesture, it might be made 
privately and released publicly only after sufficient time for a Soviet 
response—unless, of course, a premature leak forces our hand.

These thoughts are being discussed here with Selwyn and your 
Embassy. Because I believe we have an opportunity to give a new and 
sounder impulse to these negotiations, I wanted to bring them to your 
attention directly and to hear your views.

With warm regard
As ever,

452. Telegram 8816 to London1

Washington, April 4, 1959, 3:38 p.m.

8816. Following is text of message to Prime Minister Macmillan 
from President for immediate delivery. Advise date and time of delivery.

QUOTE. April 4, 1959

Dear Harold:

One of the most heartening aspects of our talks here was the accord 
we found in our strong convictions as to the importance of the nego-
tiations in Geneva for the controlled suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests. These talks offer the one early possibility for a first step toward 
enforceable disarmament and toward control over, the future develop-
ment and spread of modern means of destruction.

I have been giving further thought to what we might do to revi-
talize these negotiations. I believe it is important to give a note of hope 

1 Source: Transmits letter from Eisenhower to Macmillan on nuclear test suspension 
talks. Secret; Niact; Presidential Handling. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspond-
ence: Lot 66 D 204, Eisenhower to Macmillan.
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to the talks. We cannot achieve this merely by resuming interminable 
wranglings over the veto and the composition of inspection teams. If 
that is what faces our negotiators then I think there will be increasing 
discouragement in our own countries and throughout the world.

What we might do is make clear immediately that these import-
ant differences in approach need not be a bar to putting into effect 
promptly the elements of a control system which are not in dispute—
control posts and agreed aircraft flights, together with the banning of 
the atmospheric tests which these elements can adequately monitor. As 
fast as the political and technical problems of monitoring underground 
and outer space tests are worked out, an initial agreement would, of 
course, be broadened to include these also.

What I propose is the very opposite of an ultimatum. We would 
make clear by our statements and actions that we are prepared and 
determined to continue negotiating a comprehensive test suspension 
agreement. We would simply be offering a way to get started promptly 
in a limited area of agreement, if the Soviets remain adamant on the 
veto. Indeed, between us, I think that advancing such a reasonable alter-
native course of action may be the only effective way to test the real 
Soviet position on the veto.

The Soviets are no doubt considering their own moves. We should 
act when talks resume on April 13, if we are to retain leadership and to 
take action to restore a sense of purpose and hope in the negotiations. Our 
representatives might make carefully prepared statements at the opening 
session in Geneva on April 13, recapitulating the progress and difficulties 
in the negotiations, and pointing out the possibility of action to capitalize 
immediately on the areas of agreement already reached or in prospect.

Simultaneously letters from you and me to Premier Khrushchev, 
perhaps along the lines of the enclosed draft, might be delivered in 
Moscow endorsing the approach. In order that our suggestion might 
not seem to be advanced as a propagandistic gesture, it might be made 
privately and released publicly only after sufficient time for a Soviet 
response—unless, of course, a premature leak forces our hand.

These thoughts are being discussed here with Selwyn and your 
Embassy. Because I believe we have an opportunity to give a new and 
sounder impulse to these negotiations, I wanted to bring them to your 
attention directly and to hear your views.

With warm regard
As ever,

Ike
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Enclosure

Draft Letter to Khrushchev

DRAFT LETTER TO KHRUSHCHEV

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Today the Geneva negotiations for the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests are resuming. During the recess I have considered where 
we stand in these negotiations and what the prospects are for the suc-
cessful conclusion which I earnestly desire. I have also talked with 
Prime Minister Macmillan, who reported to me on his frank discus-
sions of this matter with you.

The United States strongly seeks a lasting agreement for the dis-
continuance of nuclear weapons tests. We believe that this would 
be an important step toward reduction of international tensions and 
would open the way to further agreement on substantial measures of 
disarmament.

Such an agreement must, however, be subject to fully effective safe-
guards to insure the security interests of all parties, and we believe that 
present proposals of the Soviet Union fall short of providing assurance 
of the type of effective control in which all parties can have confidence. 
Therefore, no basis for agreement is now in sight.

In my view, these negotiations must not be permitted completely 
to fail. If indeed the Soviet Union insists on the veto on the fact finding 
activities of the control system with regard to possible underground 
detonations, I believe there is a way in which we can hold fast to the 
progress already made in these negotiations and no longer delay in 
putting into effect the initial agreements which are within our grasp. 
Could we not, Mr. Chairman, put the agreement into effect in phases 
beginning with a prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in the atmo-
sphere? This would require a simplified control system not involving 
the mobile on- site inspection which has created the major stumbling 
block in the negotiations so far.

My representative is putting forward this suggestion in Geneva 
today. I urge your serious consideration of this possible course of 
action. If you are prepared to change your present position on the veto, 
on procedures for on- site inspection, and on early discussion of con-
crete  measures for high altitude detection, we can of course proceed 
promptly to conclude negotiation of a comprehensive agreement for 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests. If you are not yet ready to go this 
far, then I propose that we take the first and readily attainable step while 
the political and technical problems associated with control of under-
ground and outer space tests are being resolved. If we could agree to 
such initial implementation of the first phase of a test suspension agree-
ment, our negotiators could continue to explore with new hope the 
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political and technical problems involved in extending the agreement 
as quickly as possible to cover all nuclear weapons tests. In the mean-
while, the world would have assurance that nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere with their attendant addition to levels of radioactivity 
had been discontinued, and we would be gaining practical experience 
and confidence in the operation of an international control system.

I trust that one of these paths to agreement will commend itself to 
you and permit the resuming negotiations to make at least an initial 
response to the hopes of mankind. UNQUOTE.

OBSERVE PRESIDENTIAL HANDLING

Herter
Acting

453. Letter From McCone to Herter1

Washington, April 4, 1959

Dear Chris:

I have noted your letter of March 28 to the President reporting 
on our meeting of the previous day during which we discussed the 
Geneva negotiations.

I agree with points 1 and 2 as stated in your letter. With respect to 
point 3, the final sentence in the paragraph concerns me. This sentence 
states, “A limited program for underground testing, perhaps under 
international participation, might be undertaken as part of this effort 
to see whether the problem of detecting underground tests might be 
simplified.” While we agree completely with the idea of international 
participation in a program to prove underground detection methods, 
we feel that during this period when investigations are being made 
and improved monitoring systems developed and installed, we must 
be free to carry out essential weapons tests which are not forbidden by 
treaty and which do not contribute to atmospheric fallout.

To do otherwise would permit the Soviets unrestricted latitude 
for weapons development through underground, and possibly higher 
altitude, testing during a period when we would be deprived by our 
own injunction of opportunity to advance our own weapons program. I 

1 Source: Believes U.S. should test during interim period; U.S. should not accept 
a detection system that only deters testing. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/4–459.
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thought all in the meeting were agreed on this point. However, the word-
ing of the sentence of your letter as noted above gives me concern that 
some might feel that the testing during the period of experimentation 
would be limited to shots made solely and exclusively for the purpose 
of developing the detection system. Mr. Farley tells me this was not the 
intent of this sentence in paragraph 3 but, nevertheless, I felt you should 
be advised of the AEC position which we feel must be maintained by our 
negotiators because of the very important weapons developments that 
will accrue to either side from tests during the two or three year period 
set aside for experimentation and research.

Your item 4 at the top of page 2 concerns us. It seems to establish 
the principle of accepting a very inadequate monitoring system on the 
theory that, because the system may detect a forbidden explosion, a 
party to the treaty will be deterred from violation. If you will recall, 
I said at the meeting, and several others agreed, that it seemed to me it 
would be a major departure if we were to accept a system having just 
sufficient capability to act as merely a “deterrent” in lieu of an effective 
monitoring and inspection system. This idea departs from authoritative 
statements, all of which have supported the idea that we shall accept 
the suspension of such tests as can be policed by an effective monitor-
ing system that would have a high probability of proving any violation. 
If we are now to accept the “deterrent” theory, we are talking about 
something very different which will call for a change in our public posi-
tion as well as our representation to Congress.

The Commission feels that such a move would be a serious mis-
take and we urge that our negotiators in Geneva be instructed not to 
accept an arrangement based on the theory of “deterrence” rather than 
adequate policing.

Our notes on the meeting listed as inconclusive discussions covering 
the following topics: a treaty based upon “an effective inspection system” 
as compared to one that was deemed to be “an effective deterrent”. — 
From these notes you can see that we did not feel there was agreement in 
the meeting on the so- called “deterrent theory”.

We consider these two matters I have discussed above to be of the 
utmost importance. We recommend, therefore, that your letter to the 
President of March 28 be supplemented to reflect these points.

Sincerely,

John A. McCone
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454. Memorandum From Killian to Gray1

Washington, April 7, 1959

SUBJECT

Limitation and Control of Armaments

At its meeting on 16 and 17 March 1959, the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee considered the need for developing a more thor-
ough understanding of the military and technical aspects of interna-
tional agreements aimed at the limitation and control of armaments. The 
Committee was deeply concerned by the fact that at present no organi-
zation within the United States Government is conducting systematic 
and continuing studies on this problem, which the Committee recog-
nized as one of great importance and complexity.

The Committee was impressed by the requirements for technical 
studies on the limitation and control of armaments, not only to under-
stand the effectiveness of available technical means for carrying out 
possible inspection and control concepts but also to understand the impli-
cations of the objectives desired and the effects on national security of the 
various measures that might be proposed to attain these objectives. The 
Committee concluded that in considering these problems it is necessary 
not only to cover existing military forces and inspection techniques but 
also to lay great stress on the effect of changing technology on military 
forces and operations and on the techniques of monitoring agreements.

The Geneva Conferences on Surprise Attack and the Discontinu-
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests have demonstrated the great importance 
of adequate preparation for discussion of these complex problems at 
international conferences. The various departments of government and 
the scientific community cooperated exceedingly well in the technical 
studies undertaken immediately prior to these conferences. It is clear, 
however, that it is not possible either to understand specific proposals 
and alternatives adequately or to develop an integrated national policy 
on the limitation and control of armaments by means of such periodic 
ad hoc studies conducted under the pressure of impending negotiations.

An effective study program on this problem should not be limited 
to purely theoretical considerations but should include the conduct of 
research and experimentation in order to permit the development and 
evaluation of technical means for control and inspection. As a specific 
example, the recommendations in the recent reports by the Panel on 

1 Source: Recommends systematic study on military and technical aspects of arms 
control. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean 
Up, Suspension of Nuclear Testing.
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Seismic Improvement and the Panel on High Altitude Detection clearly 
demonstrate the need for a program of creative research and exper-
imentation if the capabilities and limitations of systems designed to 
detect and identify nuclear explosions are to be adequately understood.

While the Committee’s immediate concern is with the scientific 
and technical aspects of this problem, it recognizes that the under- 
standing of this problem from the point of view of national security 
requires the integrated study of a combination of military, technical, 
and political factors. It seems clear that there is no single department 
in government with the combination of technical, military, and political 
resources to study all of these factors in depth or arrive at fully inte-
grated judgments on the entire problem. The resulting organizational 
problems must be successfully resolved in order for studies in this area 
to be really responsive to the needs of policy decisions on questions of 
the limitation and control of armaments.

The President’s Science Advisory Committee recommends that steps 
be taken to initiate a sustained program of systematic study, including 
appropriate research and experimentation, on the military and technical 
aspects of possible international agreements concerned with the limitation 
and control of armaments and that consideration be given to the manner 
in which this program can be most effectively organized and conducted.

J.R. Killian, Jr.

455. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, April 7, 1959

SUBJECT

Surprise Attack Study

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Herter, Acting Secretary of State
Mr. Quarles, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Mr. Irwin, Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA)
Mr. Farley, S/AE

Mr. Quarles outlined the thinking of the Department of Defense 
regarding the proposed surprise attack study, as presented in his letter 

1 Source: Discussion of proposed surprise attack study. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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of March 10 to the Secretary of State. He emphasized particularly the 
way in which the proposed terms of reference for the surprise attack 
study broadened out into basic disarmament issues and the need for 
a review of present U.S. disarmament policy. He stressed also the spe-
cial interest of the Departments of State and Defense in disarmament 
matters.

Mr. Herter said that he personally had come to the conclusion that 
it was important to have a review of U.S. disarmament policy. A very 
practical problem was that it was difficult for the State Department to 
release the type of officer needed for such a fundamental policy review 
in view of the existing demands on the personnel of the Department and 
the limitations of funds. For this reason, among others, the Department 
had been eager to take advantage of the interest shown by Mr. William 
Foster in pursuing the avenues of study opened up during the surprise 
attack conference with the Soviet Union and the preceding period of 
preparation. Mr. Farley pointed out that the Department’s proposal for 
a study specifically directed at the surprise attack problem was moti-
vated by the considerations that the surprise attack talks with the Soviet 
Union were formally in recess rather than broken off and that we needed 
to be prepared in event there was occasion to resume them; in addition, 
the study would be useful since it bore on many of the problems now 
being considered in connection with the European security aspects of 
forthcoming negotiations.

Mr. Quarles expressed appreciation for the staffing problem for 
any broad disarmament review. He thought that the Department of 
Defense might be able to help in finding the funds for outside con-
sultants or participants and that studies which the State Department 
desired might be placed with such organizations as the Rand Corpora-
tion if State Department funds for this purpose were not available. With 
regard to Mr. Farley’s point, he raised the possibility that, in the broad 
disarmament policy review, special early attention might be given to 
the surprise attack aspects.

Mr. Herter suggested that as a next steps a draft terms of reference 
be drawn up for a broad disarmament policy review.
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456. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, April 7, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Herter, Acting Secretary of State
Mr. Quarles, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Mr. Irwin, Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA)
Mr. Farley, S/AE

Mr. Quarles read through the letter of April 4 from the President to 
Prime Minister Macmillan, enclosing a draft letter to Khrushchev on the 
Geneva nuclear test negotiations. Mr. Quarles said that, as Mr. Herter 
and Mr. Farley were aware, he personally had reservations regarding 
the proposed tactics of suggesting the possibility of a controlled agree-
ment for suspension of atmospheric tests. He thought that our present 
public posture was excellent and that introducing this modified pro-
posal would enable the Soviet Union to “shift the monkey to our backs” 
and place the blame for failure to reach a comprehensive test suspen-
sion on us. Mr. Herter said that he felt, with increased concern about 
fallout and the Soviet obstinacy on the veto, the Soviet Union would be 
placed in a very difficult position if we made this modified proposal.

Mr. Herter summarized for Mr. Quarles his conversation with the 
President regarding the philosophy of “deterrence” with regard to an 
adequate control system for a nuclear test suspension.

1 Source: Letter to Macmillan; concept of deterrence. Secret; Limited Distribution.  
1 p. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1639

457. Letter From Herter to McCone1

Washington, April 8, 1959

Dear John:

I appreciate your bringing to my attention the points in your letter 
of April 4, which are very important ones in our thinking about the next 
steps in the Geneva negotiations.

You ask the intent of the sentence in my letter to the President of 
March 28 which states “A limited program for underground testing, 
perhaps under international participation, might be undertaken as part 
of this effort to see whether the problem of detecting underground tests 
might be simplified.” This sentence was included in order to record 
the principle that, in event of an atmospheric test ban, there should 
be underground nuclear experiments in order to learn more about the 
detection problem. There was absolutely no intention to imply that we 
had agreed tests would be conducted for no other purpose. If there 
were to be a limited agreement for suspension of atmospheric tests, the 
United States would of course retain freedom of action to conduct any 
underground tests which we found necessary.

Your second point, which relates to the question of what constitutes an 
adequate policing system for a test suspension agreement, appears to reflect 
some misunderstanding of our view. Certainly we do not support what you 
refer to as the “principle of accepting a very inadequate monitoring sys-
tem”, nor do we believe that “deterrence” is different from “adequate polic-
ing.” Any acceptable agreement must provide for an adequate and effective 
monitoring and inspection system. In devising an “adequate” monitoring 
system, however, we believe that we cannot aim for an unachievable 100% 
fool- proof system but rather for an effective system which will deter any 
other nation from attempting violation by the knowledge that there is a 
high probability that the system would detect any effort to violate.

Having learned of your concern on this point, I took the occasion 
of my call on the President on the morning of April 6 to tell him about 
it. You will be reassured to know that he too considers an adequate and 
effective monitoring system to be one which has a high enough probabil-
ity of detecting any attempted violation that it deters a potential violator.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Chris
Acting Secretary

1 Source: Response to McCone letter: U.S. would retain right to conduct under-
ground tests, detection systems. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Nuclear Testing.
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Gray to Goodpaster

Washington, April 9, 1959

You no doubt have copies of this further exchange of correspond-
ence. However, please note Mr. Herter’s statement about having 
informed the President.

Do you think that the President is sufficiently informed about 
the potential serious difference of view in this matter? I agree with 
Mr. McCone that there may be a great difference between a system of 
“deterrents” and a system providing adequate inspection and control.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Enclosure

Memorandum From Calhoun to Gray

Washington, April 8, 1959

There are enclosed for your information copies of AEC Chairman 
McCone’s letter of April 4 to the Acting Secretary of State and of the lat-
ter’s reply of April 8 concerning nuclear test suspension. A copy of the 
Acting Secretary’s letter of March 28 to the President is also enclosed.

458. Record of Telephone Conversations Between Herter and 
Goodpaster and Eisenhower and Herter1

April 10, 1959

5:30—Gen. Goodpaster telephoned and said he had explained to 
the President as best he could what position our friend is taking and 
he is at a loss to understand why they are doing this. The President 

1 Source: Discussion of Macmillan proposal on nuclear testing. No classification 
marking. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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thinks he is thinking of this additional provision because he anticipates 
Khrushchev will turn down the President’s proposal. Then, if he does 
turn it down, evidently due to our friend’s home situation and the elec-
tion coming up, he does not feel he can let the thing break up. In any 
event, the President is very concerned about it and does not think they 
are on sound ground. Goodpaster said the President had questioned 
whether there was an agreement on the 50 kilometers. CAH said we 
did agree on that. (2) Goodpaster said the President will be in early 
tomorrow, around 7:30, and if we have our draft reply ready for his 
consideration he had told Arch Calhoun to send it over and Goodpas-
ter will make communications arrangements for it. CAH said we hope 
to have the draft within about half an hour. (3) Discussed Macmillan’s 
statement that he would be willing to send a brief message. CAH said 
Macmillan is not reserving the right to veto the thing, merely to talk to 
us again about it.

5:55—The President telephoned. Said that this statement of Macmil-
lan’s position is different from the previous one, and he doesn’t think we 
can object too much to this because he says “three powers”. Also doesn’t 
think our people can object too much if there is no atmospheric pollu-
tion. CAH said his understanding is that Macmillan would like to come 
back and go over the thing again in the event of their being a refusal to 
agree on the atmospheric. President reiterated he is now of the dispo-
sition it would not hurt us too much; looks with favor on the proposal 
as now laid before us. CAH said we hope to have a draft reply ready 
shortly; thinks we should say that if they do refuse to do anything on 
the atmospheric tests, we would consider again Macmillan’s suggestion.

459. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, April 15, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

1 Source: Macmillan proposal to offer unilateral moratorium on underground and 
outer space testing while negotiations on those issues are underway. Secret; Limit Distri-
bution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/4–1559.
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PARTICIPANTS

Department of State
G—Mr. Murphy
EUR—Mr. Kohler
S/AE—Mr. Farley
Mr. Baker
Mr. Morris
S/S—Mr. Berg

The White House
Mr. Gray
Dr. Killian
Mr. Beckler

Department of Defense
Mr. Quarles
General Fox

Atomic Energy Commission
Mr. McCone
Mr. Gardner

Central Intelligence Agency
Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville

In Mr. Herter’s absence Mr. Farley explained that during the course 
of consultations with the U.K. last week regarding the phased approach 
to a test cessation agreement presented by Amb. Wadsworth in Geneva 
on Monday, Prime Minister Macmillan had proposed to President 
Eisenhower that we supplement our proposal for a first step inspected 
agreement on the cessation of atmospheric tests by offering a unilateral 
moratorium on testing underground and in outer space for a finite period 
while further negotiations on extension of the agreement to these areas 
are in progress. The State Department felt that such a move at this time 
would not be wise from a negotiating point of view and Mr. Herter had 
so recommended to the President. The President accepted Mr. Herter’s 
recommendation but noted agreement with Prime Minister Macmillan 
that such a course of action might have to be reconsidered at some point. 
The President had therefore directed that the British proposal receive 
urgent and objective consideration within the US Government.

Mr. Farley said that staff personnel of the agencies concerned had 
attempted to identify the considerations bearing on this question as 
reflected in the paper which had been distributed to each of the princi-
pals as a guide for this morning’s discussion.

Mr. Quarles said that, speaking for the Department of Defense, he 
found the considerations outlined in the staff paper appropriate but felt 
that the conclusions reflected an overly sympathetic attitude toward 
the British proposal. Mr. McCone said that the AEC would have consid-
erable concern about any such proposal which would stop our testing 
underground or in outer space in the absence of adequate assurance that 
the Soviet Union was likewise refraining from such tests. He explained 
that the effect on the weapons laboratories of any temporary one or two- 
year suspension of nuclear tests would be quite far-reaching. Whereas 
if a permanent cessation of tests came into effect, new missions could 
be assigned and the staffs could be reorganized, temporary cessation 
would make such reorganization extremely difficult. It would be almost 
impossible to retain the teams presently working together at the labora-
tories in the absence of firm goals for their work. Once these groups had 
dispersed it would be extremely difficult to reassemble them.

Mr. McCone noted that the proposed Humphrey-Fulbright joint 
resolution concerning the negotiations had been discussed at an 
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executive session of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy yesterday. 
Some members of the Committee had felt that the language of the reso-
lution and particularly that of the preamble seemed to give the impres-
sion that the U.S. was headed toward nuclear disarmament rather than 
overall disarmament including conventional forces. Some members 
also had felt that it would be highly unwise for the U.S. to stop under-
ground and high altitude testing until our present needs for weapons 
development in the anti-missile and small-weapons fields had been 
satisfied and that therefore we should agree now only to a cessation 
of atmospheric testing. Mr. McCone said that he had notified Senator 
Fulbright, and had so informed the Joint Committee, that the AEC sup-
ports the proposed joint resolution but felt that the specific language 
should be reviewed carefully in order to avoid any wrong impressions. 
He said he mentioned this matter at the present time to indicate that 
the Macmillan proposal would probably meet resistance among some 
members of Congress.

Mr. Farley suggested that it might be more forthright if the staff 
paper could quote AEC and possibly DOD judgement as to the relevant 
factors pertaining to problems with the laboratories, necessary research 
and desired weapons tests in relation to the Macmillan proposal. It was 
agreed that the AEC and the DOD would undertake to prepare suitable 
language for inclusion in the paper.

Mr. Quarles said he felt the tactical situation with regard to any uni-
lateral action such as proposed by the U.K. should be considered before 
any firm conclusions as to its desirability were drawn. He felt that the 
U.S. should not join with the Soviet Union in any suspension of nuclear 
testing for which no control is planned. He would suggest that the U.S. 
adopt the position that as long as the negotiators are continuing to seek 
controls for a total agreement we will continue to abstain from all nuclear 
testing until the October 31, 1959 date previously announced by the Pres-
ident, and that we will examine our course of action at that time in the 
light of the situation which then exists. He believed that this would be as 
far as the U.S. should move without risking damage to its own overall 
security position.

Dr. Killian suggested that urgent consideration be given to the 
question of what would be our policy toward future tests in the atmo-
sphere in the event we do not reach agreement with the Soviet Union at 
the present negotiations to ban such tests.

Mr. Farley noted that we had not pressed for any firm understanding 
within the Government on this question because we felt that the Soviet 
reaction to the April 13 proposal and the course of these negotiations 
as well as the Foreign Ministers meeting during the next month or two 
would have considerable bearing an any decision we might make.
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Mr. Quarles said that he felt that we should continue our unilat-
eral abstention until October 31 and then if no progress toward agree-
ment is evident we might announce that we will abstain unilaterally 
from atmospheric testing indefinitely but that we consider ourselves 
free to conduct such non- contaminating tests as our security interests 
may require. Such a move would seem to be the best combination of 
cold war tactics and technical requisites. It would undoubtedly be more 
expensive to do all our testing in the underground and outer space 
environments, but he felt it would be better to bear such expense than 
to continue to bear the onus of contaminating the atmosphere. If such a 
policy were too difficult in terms of development requirements it might 
be modified by limiting atmospheric tests to a certain amount of radi-
ation. Mr. Quarles said that in any event he felt we should reserve any 
such announcement until October 31.

Dr. Killian said he wished to emphasize the importance of obtaining 
better and more solid factual information on the usefulness of under-
ground tests. He noted that there was considerable difference of opinion 
between Los Alamos and Livermore on this question and that AFSWP 
was skeptical of the usefulness of tests in this environment. Similar 
attention should be given, he felt, to the question of testing beyond the 
50 kilometer altitude limit now being discussed for our atmospheric 
proposal since there seems to be a real problem of fallout from explo-
sions beyond this altitude. Mr. McCone and Mr. Quarles agreed that these 
questions should be urgently studied and that the mechanics for such 
study would be discussed further with Dr. Killian. Similarly, the prob-
lem of further exploratory programs to further our knowledge of detec-
tion of underground and outer space tests would be coordinated with 
Dr. Killian.

Mr. McCone noted that he was often asked whether a total cessa-
tion of nuclear tests would not involve foreclosing the possibility of 
development of an anti-missile missile system.

Mr. Quarles said that “foreclose” was perhaps too strong a word but 
that he felt that if we could make no further nuclear tests we would seri-
ously prejudice the possibility of developing an effective anti- missile 
missile system. Dr. Killian pointed out, however, and Mr. Quarles 
agreed, that the primary technical problems now standing in the way 
of an anti- missile missile system were engineering rather than nuclear 
and that we do now have a warhead which could be used with such a 
system.

Mr. McCone said that if the U.S. depends to a large extent for its 
security on defense against incoming missiles he wondered how we 
could justify any stoppage of nuclear tests in the high altitude area. 
He thought that the public had been convinced of the need for protec-
tion against attacking aircraft and that an anti- missile system would be 
looked at in the same light.
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460. Letter From Killian to Herter1

April 18, 1959

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I have transmitted to Gordon Gray the attached recommendation 
of the President’s Science Advisory Committee. The view it expresses is 
essentially what I have discussed with you on several occasions.

The Committee did not suggest how these studies should be orga-
nized or what their terms of reference should be, but it is strong in its 
conviction, based upon experience we have had in providing techni-
cal studies to support the Geneva negotiations on test suspension and 
surprise attack, that we need to achieve better preparation and deeper 
understanding of some of the technical problems involved in the whole 
arms limitation area.

Yours sincerely,

J.R. Killian, Jr.

Attachment

Memorandum Prepared by the President’s Science  
Advisory Committee

March 16, 1959

ARMS LIMITATION FOLLOW- UP STUDIES

This memo has been prepared to stimulate the interest of the PSAC 
in taking an active role in the initiation and in support of sustained 
activities dealing with the military- technical aspects of international 
agreements aimed at reducing the threat of war. It is an aim of our 
national policy to preserve and enhance the security of United States 
through agreements whose objectives are the reduction of international 
tension, the reduction of the threat of war and the reduction of the bur-
dens of the arms race.

This memo is concerned with the ways to improve the efforts 
for implementation of this policy through agreements for inspection 
and monitoring of armed forces, for arms limitations and for arms 

1 Source: Transmits President’s Science Advisory Committee’s recommendation for 
arms control studies. Confidential. 10 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, 
Disarmament- Surprise Attack, Miscellaneous.
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reductions. The two recent conferences in Geneva have demonstrated 
anew the extreme importance of preparation prior to such conferences, 
i.e, the need of acquisition of a clear understanding of the objectives 
desired and of the actual effects of various measures that might be 
proposed to attain the objectives. The need for a continuing develop-
ment effort to provide the technical means for support of inspection 
and controls has also been clearly demonstrated. The most obvious 
demonstration of this need is, of course, the detection of underground 
nuclear tests.

To achieve the needed understanding it is not sufficient to consider 
the existing military forces and to devise means for reducing their threat 
to peace, while preserving the military security of United States. Rather, 
one has to look into the future and anticipate the effects of changing 
technology on military forces and operations; one must consider the 
effects of changing technology on the feasibility and on techniques of 
the monitoring of military forces, as well as on the usefulness of an early 
warning of an impending attack; further, one must devise detailed inte-
grated patterns and time tables for agreements (somewhat like weapon 
systems are designed from component parts), whose objective should 
be the enhancement of the security of United States in the sense defined 
above by the national policy. That sense we interpret more broadly than 
simple enhancement of our military power because though the reduc-
tion of the threat of war may be brought about by an enhancement of 
our military power, it can certainly be assisted by other factors as well.

While the emphasis in the preceding paragraph was on military- 
technical matters, it is essential to recognize that the ultimate objectives 
of the agreements we seek are political and that political consider-
ations are of the greatest importance in finding mutually acceptable 
patterns of agreement. Thus it is clear that the preparation for future 
international conferences must include the study of military, techno-
logical and political factors. It is a task which is best carried out by an 
inter- departmental or non- departmental body rather than a necessarily 
slanted single department.

Agreements which in principle might reduce the threat of war and 
reduce the armaments race are of several types. Starting with the least 
ambitious they may be classified as:

I. Agreements for partial inspection of armed forces. The partiality 
of inspection may arise from the geographic limitations of the zones to 
which inspection is limited or from deliberately incomplete but world- 
wide inspection. The incompleteness itself may be of two kinds. For 
instance inspection may apply to only one kind of military activities 
(e.g. nuclear weapons tests) or only one type of inspection mechanism 
may be agreed to (e.g. the “Open Skies” proposal of the President). The 
objectives of such agreements may be to provide “strategic” warring 
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of the other side’s activities (which certainly applies to the nuclear 
tests) or to provide timely warning of preparations and launching of an 
attack (which could have been the effect of the “Open Skies” agreement 
if the attack were to be launched by conventional ground or sea forces). 
Neither objective may be attainable with rather limited agreements, 
but they may still be valuable for political reasons, e.g., the building of 
mutual confidence, the experimentation with inspection in essentially 
unfriendly countries, etc.

II. Agreements for comprehensive monitoring of armed forces. The 
word comprehensive implies here that no geographic limits are set on 
the inspection apparatus. As regards the thoroughness of inspection, 
however, some limits must be set, as their absence would imply a vir-
tually complete surrender of sovereignty by contracting parties, not a 
likely event. The immediate objectives of such inspection schemes are 
strategic information and possibly “early” warning in a tactical sense; 
the ultimate objectives are reduction of tensions and of the arms race.

III. Partial arms limitation agreements. It is our national policy 
not to accept any such agreements unless the compliance is monitored. 
The nature of the monitoring, however, should vary greatly depend-
ing on what is the nature of the limitations (e.g. that of the improved 
nuclear weapons in the test cessation proposal). There may be other 
factors which should influence our choice of the severity of monitoring. 
For instance, agreements where the agreed- to monitoring apparatus is 
the sole mechanism for detecting non- compliance and where the non- 
compliance can lead to drastic changes in the balance of power before 
detection, call for especially strict monitoring, etc.

IV. Comprehensive arms reduction, i.e. disarmament, agreements. 
The world we live in is such that ambitious disarmament proposals 
seem much less realistic than even the more modest steps indicated 
above, but some understanding of the comprehensive plans should 
be acquired, in order to insure that the more modest plans could be 
molded so as not to conflict with the comprehensive plans.

Any one of the agreements broadly indicated above contains many 
inputs, of military, technical and political nature. In the following we 
shall indicate some of them, insofar as we have become aware of them 
in preparing for and then participating in the Geneva conference on the 
prevention of surprise attacks.

Effective inspection and monitoring of military forces inevitably 
provides the inspecting side with strategically important information 
on the disposition, state of readiness, etc. of the inspected forces. If 
suitably designed, it may also supply the inspecting side with early 
warning of the impending attack. However, as the speed of the attack 
increases with changing military technology (e. g. the trend from ground 
forces to long range fast bombers and then to ballistic missiles) the 
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advance warning of an attack gives the defender ever less time to make 
the attack ineffective. Since the probability of circumstances in which 
the United States would carry out a surprise attack is extremely remote, 
we must be concerned, lest an inspection scheme provide our potential 
enemies with such strategic information as to make their attack more 
effective, without giving us sufficient additional warning to counteract 
the effects of previous disclosure of information regarding our forces. 
This point requires careful study, whether one considers the inspection 
schemes alone or adds to them arms limitation measures.

In the schemes involving inspection alone, it appears preferable to 
focus the monitoring on operational forces and weapon systems, but as 
the schemes are expanded to include arms limitation agreements, mon-
itoring may also include manufacturing and/or development activi-
ties, or even may be limited to one or both of them. These are complex 
problems, certainly not well understood at present.

Involved in all inspection schemes are a host of military-technical 
problems. To mention but a few: (a) the development and evaluation 
of various monitoring techniques as applied to particular weapon sys-
tems (e.g. the effectiveness of aerial photography in detecting opera-
tional missile sites); (b) the “rights and privileges” and the freedom of 
access of the inspectors. Surely some limits must be set on them as oth-
erwise the schemes would not be acceptable even to us, not to mention 
the USSR, but these limits must be so chosen as to introduce the least 
interference with the objectives of the plan; (c) communications from 
inspectors to data evaluation centers become a serious problem when 
hours or minutes become decisive and also the problem of authenti-
cation of these messages needs study; (d) the handling of the data at 
the centers and their transmission to decision centers have not been 
worked out; these are not trivial problems already because of the dan-
ger of false alarms and the consequent possible increase of tensions, 
the reverse of what the scheme is designed to achieve; (e) especially in 
comprehensive inspection systems the inspecting staffs, with logistic 
support, seem to run to tens of thousands; these are expensive schemes 
even if the best use is made of technical aids. This consideration alone 
suggests a consideration of a change from the concept of the complete 
inspection of all forces to that of random sampling, a principle which 
has been effectively used in many industrial situations; (f) distinction 
in the degree of monitoring is probably required between strictly offen-
sive and largely or wholly defensive forces and weapon systems; (g) an 
even more difficult problem is the devising of monitoring schemes 
which, even in the case of a failure of the built- in early warning, tend 
to protect retaliatory forces of the attacked side and thus stabilize peace 
by mutual deterrents.
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These are some of the problems in which the technical inputs are 
especially strong. Many other problems have stronger military and 
political emphasis, although still involving technical considerations. 
For instance, the choice of geographic zones for “trial” inspection 
schemes involves not only the political, and strategic considerations, 
but also those of ever changing military technology and of technical 
aspects of inspection. The USSR delegates in Geneva emphasized their 
unalterable opposition to even the discussion of any schemes involving 
monitoring alone, without arms limitation measures. It would appear 
desirable to determine whether, from the point of view of the USSR, 
with its emphasis on military secrecy, the inspection schemes alone are 
indeed as disadvantageous as their delegates implied. If that is the case, 
it needs to be determined whether it is to our political advantage to 
propose nonetheless such schemes in conferences or to abandon them. 
In the latter case the technical work indicated in the preceding may take 
a somewhat different slant.

The discussion of the last few pages, we hope, justifies our con-
viction that the study of the whole area must be done by a staff that 
represents not only the military but also the technical and political com-
petence. We hope also that this discussion gave some indication of the 
variety and complexity of the problems involved. It is our belief that 
the complexity is so great that to rely on ad hoc study groups prepar-
ing each particular conference is to our national disadvantage. What is 
needed, we believe, is a sustained effort on a significant level, in order 
to have available the required information and technology when a suit-
able opportunity for an agreement is in prospect and also to have on 
hand a competent staff trained in the problems involved, so as to have 
the best possible on- the- spot advice when conferences do take place. 
This certainly would be needed in the eventuality that the USSR seri-
ously enters the discussions of some agreements and comes forth with 
proposals of its own.

It is not the purpose of the present memo to present a detailed 
organizational plan for a continuing study of the problems outlined 
above. However, certain features of a desirable organization can now 
be indicated. We deem it desirable to have this organization set up on 
a non- departmental basis. The organization itself might consist of a 
full time director with a modest administrative and technical staff and 
a board of consultants, whose advice would be seriously weighed in 
planning activities and whose opinion would add weight to the conclu-
sions reached. It goes without saying that a budget must be provided, 
to support activities outside of the director’s office, as well as this office 
itself. These activities, which are the essence of the concept being pro-
posed, fall into three categories:
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(a) Studies and development under contract by private institutions 
and corporations on specific aspects of the broad area encompassed. 
Examples of possible contractors might be the RAND Corp., Lincoln 
Lab, STL, JPL, ORO, ITEC, Russian Research Center at Harvard, etc.

(b) Studies and development on request of the suggested organi-
zation and possibly with the transfer of funds, by several departments 
which have active interests in the problems, e.g. studies by groups 
setup in the State Dept, Defense Dept or in AEC.

(c) Conferences of limited duration (but perhaps as long as the 
entire academic summer vacation) in which competent people from gov-
ernment departments concerned (e.g. Defense and State), from groups 
engaged in continuing studies under (a) and competent “outsiders” take 
part. The main purpose of such conferences would be the integration of 
data obtained under (a) and (b) and the planning of future work.

461. Memorandum From Herter to Eisenhower1

Washington, April 20, 1959

SUBJECT

Voluntary Temporary Moratorium on Underground and High Altitude Tests

On April 11 you directed that the interested agencies give urgent 
consideration to Prime Minister Macmillan’s proposal that we offer to 
accompany a controlled agreement for suspension of atmospheric tests 
with a temporary moratorium on other nuclear weapons tests provided 
the Soviet Union did likewise.

This question has been carefully examined with the Secretary of 
Defense, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, Director of Central 
Intelligence Agency, and the Special Assistant to the President for Sci-
ence and Technology. We have concluded that proposing an extended 
uncontrolled moratorium on outer space and underground tests, even 
if the Soviets agree to negotiate controlled suspension of atmospheric 
tests, is an undesirable course of action at the present time. Such a 
proposal would undercut our basic principle of effective control, and 
would be unlikely to increase Soviet interest in serious negotiations.

1 Source: Recommends against Macmillan proposal for moratorium on under-
ground and space nuclear testing. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technol-
ogy, Disarmament- Nuclear Policy.
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Consideration of this question has served to draw attention to the 
urgent need for decisions on United States nuclear testing policy in the 
event negotiations are unsuccessful or reach agreement only on con-
trolled suspension of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere. We have 
agreed that studies looking toward such decisions should be initiated 
promptly and should embrace future requirements for nuclear weapons 
testing, improvement of methods of detection, fall- out considerations, 
and factors of cost and practicability involved in testing underground 
and in outer space. Arrangements for these studies are being worked 
out by the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology.

Acting Secretary

Attachment

Proposal

Washington, April 17, 1959

VOLUNTARY TEMPORARY MORATORIUM  
ON UNDERGROUND AND HIGH ALTITUDE TESTS

PROBLEM

To consider whether it would be in the U.S. interest to offer to accom-
pany a controlled suspension of atmospheric nuclear weapons tests with 
a voluntary one to two year moratorium on underground and high alti-
tude nuclear weapons tests, provided the Soviet Union does the same.

BACKGROUND

During preparation of the proposal put forward on April 13 at Geneva 
by the U.S. and U.N. delegations, a possible additional feature was con-
sidered. While this additional element was not included in the April 13 
proposal, it was agreed that it would be given further urgent study by the 
U.S. against the possibility that the Soviet reaction to the April 13 proposal 
might be such as to justify reconsideration of the decision not to include it.

The additional proposal was put forward in the following terms. 
The Russians will probably be very disinclined to reach any agreement 
falling short of a complete ban on all tests. They will argue for a com-
plete ban on grounds of general principle and say that anything short 
of it will be unsatisfactory and unfair. The U.S. and the U.K. might 
meet this objection by announcing that they would be prepared, pro-
vided the Soviets are likewise to refrain for a period from the entry into 
force of the initial agreement from conducting tests underground and 
above 50 kilometers. This moratorium would be a voluntary arrange-
ment outside any formal agreement—thus preserving the important 
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principle that the agreement itself should only commit us to steps 
which we know can be controlled. The U.S.–U.N. hope would be that 
during this moratorium period scientific advances would [illegible in 
the original] agreement with the President on a ban extended to cover 
further explosions. The moratorium should not exclude the possibility 
of conducting experimental nuclear explosions underground jointly 
with the Russians or under international control, so obtain necessary 
data for developing a control system. There is presumably a reasonable 
prospect that scientific advances will enable us to move further before 
long. The period of moratorium should thus be either one or two years.

It might of course be argued that during this period of one or two 
years the U.S. and U.K. would be bound by their voluntary abstention, 
while the Russians might carry out experiments undetected. Against 
that, the U.K. suggests, the points can be made first, that we do not 
know whether the Russians are in fact doing underground tests; and, 
second, even if we got a comprehensive test suspension it would take 
well over a year to install the control system, during all of which time 
the Russians could cheat if they wished to; and third, this risk is inher-
ent in the present moratorium which has been in force since the Geneva 
conference began. Thus it is suggested that we would not lose very 
much and we might make a considerable impact upon public opinion.

DISCUSSION:

1. Effect upon public opinion. Such a move would be viewed favor-
ably by that segment of public opinion which welcomes any move 
toward the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. It would provide an 
effective answer to Soviet charges that we have proposed an atmo-
spheric test ban because we never really intended to stop all tests. On 
the other hand, it could create the impression that effective interna-
tional controls are not really necessary and to this extent weaken public 
support for the U.S. position on controls.

Since the U.S. and U.K. have suspended tests for the time being—
without the Soviet Union having felt it necessary to make a similar explicit 
renunciation—our public posture is not now vulnerable. If challenged as to 
long range testing plans, the U.S. and U.K. can point out that they are not 
now testing and that it is up to the Soviet Union to demonstrate its inten-
tions in serious negotiation for an atmospheric test ban rather than for the 
U.S. and U.K., without any quid pro quo, to answer for the indefinite future.

2. Effect upon negotiations. While such a move might increase the 
chance of Soviet acceptance of an atmospheric test ban, it would weaken 
our position seriously in negotiation for a complete test cessation under 
effective control. Once we were committed to a complete suspension, 
the pressure would be on us to withhold testing even if there were no 
progress in negotiations for extending the control system. Yet what the 
U.S. and U.K. want is to put pressure on the Soviets to extend controls in 
order to get other tests brought to a halt. This can best be done if the U.S. 
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and U.K. do not reduce their bargaining power voluntarily. Moreover, 
any appearance of acquiescence in the Soviet view that an agreed sus-
pension of tests can be undertaken without controls would correspond-
ingly weaken our bargaining position in insisting upon such controls.

3. U.S. Requirements for Nuclear Weapons Tests. The U.S. has import-
ant needs for further nuclear weapons tests: to improve existing design 
(particularly in the small warheads field); to develop new or improved 
designs (particularly in the ballistic and anti-ballistic missile field) to 
improve the safety of certain designs; and to examine further the phe-
nomena revealed by the Johnson Island and ARGUS firings.

4. Relative ability of the U.S. and USSR to carry out weapons improve-
ment (or [illegible in the original]) tests under the proposed arrangement. If 
the proposed arrangement was adopted, it would not be possible for 
the United States to conduct nuclear weapons tests. The USSR might 
not be inhibited to the same degree and could undertake [illegible in 
the original] they believed undetectable. It would be difficult for us to 
carry out nuclear tests for improvement of the detection system (or for 
peaceful purposes) that would not carry with them the possibility that 
the Soviets would conduct nuclear weapons tests under these guises. 

5. U.S. Congressional and public reaction. Public and Congressio-
nal support for moves which might advance the objective of first step 
agreements toward an inspected test cessation should be weighed 
against distrust in these quarters of any arrangement with the USSR 
which does not embody effective controls.

6. Effect on laboratories and developmental programs. In the judgment 
of the Atomic Energy Commission and Department of Defense, while 
the potential of the weapons laboratories has been affected only slightly 
up to now, it is probable that deterioration will proceed rapidly if the 
U.S. should commit itself to the proposed further one or two year mor-
atorium. Although current programs which are in advanced stages of 
development and which are based to large degree on devices already 
tested will proceed relatively unaffected, it is most probable that a one 
or two year voluntary suspension of this type will greatly accelerate the 
trend of scientific personnel away from the long-range weapons devel-
opment programs. Once these people are dispersed, their  reassembly 
into an effective scientific organization [illegible in the original] virtu-
ally impossible in absence of extreme emergency. 

It will be extremely difficult for the laboratories to plan new devel-
opment [illegible in the original] without knowing, at an early date, in 
what environment, if any, testing would be permitted. A development 
program without testing is, of course, in itself a most difficult under-
taking. The voluntary ban would further delay any decision as to the 
basis on which weapons development is to proceed. Also, there might 
be difficulties in securing adequate appropriations for continuation of 
weapons research or resuming a weapons testing program after a pro-
longed voluntary suspension.
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7. Need for further studies. The following matters relating to the 
conduct of future nuclear tests should be studied as early as possible so 
that an early decision on future nuclear testing policy can be reached 
well in advance of the expiration of the present one-year voluntary 
withholding of nuclear testing:

a. Requirements for additional nuclear weapons testing.
b. The feasibility and practicability of underground testing 

including the cost and timing of test programs. 
c. The problems of testing in the earth’s atmosphere above the 

detection limits of the Geneva System including the problems 
of radioactive fallout and the definition of the upper limits of 
the atmosphere in relation to the fallout problem. 

d. The organization and test program needed to explore the 
problems of underground test concealment, improvement of 
seismic detection, and system studies for detection of tests in 
the upper atmosphere and outer space.

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of these factors it is suggested:
1. That proposing an extended uncontrolled moratorium on 

outer space and underground tests represents an undesirable course 
of action at the present time, and that the United States should adhere 
to the policy set forth in the August 29 and November 7 White House 
announcement concerning a voluntary nuclear test suspicion. 

2. That studies relating to future requirements for nuclear test-
ing, the improvement of methods of detection of nuclear tests, the fall-
out problem, and factors of cost and practicability involved in testing 
underground and in outer space should be undertaken promptly so 
that decisions can be reached on future nuclear testing policy as soon as 
possible and well in advance of the expiration of the present one-year 
voluntary withholding of nuclear testing. 

462. Telegram Supnu 382 From Geneva1

Geneva, April 22, 1959, 3 p.m.

Supnu 382. For Herter from Wadsworth. Reference: Nusup 307.

I think your message covers very well what we should do in response 
to various approaches the Russians might take. I personally think that 
what is most likely is that Russians will not give clear acceptance or 

1 Source: Negotiating tactics at nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret; Niact; Lim-
ited Distribution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/4–2259.
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rejection of either of alternatives suggestions we have made and that 
they will not make any major new proposals on basic issues in next few 
days. So line of action that we will probably have to follow is the one you 
have laid out in next to last paragraph of your telegram.

We may meet Soviet objections to idea of formal recess before 
 Foreign Ministers meeting but I do not think they will press these objec-
tions and, in any case, we will be in a strong position just to say that 
time terms of resumed negotiations should be set by our Foreign Min-
isters. The fact that no one can accurately foretell how long the Foreign 
Ministers meeting will last will in itself help us avoid setting a date for 
re- opening our conference at the time that we recess.

The only point on which I differ, and I think this is a very important 
point, is on question on how we handle staffing issue. I agree completely 
that we should try to play down the staffing issue and have it not appear 
as equal in importance to inspection and the veto. But I sincerely believe 
the only way we can do this, in present situation, is to make a limited 
movement from our present position. I think all we really have to do is to 
say that since the Soviets have now agreed that the business of control is 
really carried out by actual technical staff, and since they have abandoned 
their previous idea of controllers, we have decided to accept the idea of 
having a strictly limited number of host country nationals in the control 
posts. The number should be strictly limited so as to guard against any 
obstruction of the control function. But the presence of a limited number 
of host country nationals could be justified on grounds that host country 
also has an interest in seeing that control posts operate properly.

I would not expect that we would expose ourselves to any detailed 
negotiations on the staffing issue. And I would not put forward any 
specific formula on staffing. But I think some movement off our present 
staffing position is required to give plausibility to our claim that this 
issue can be resolved and to clearly remove it as one of the decisive 
issues. If we continue to stand pat on staffing I am afraid any talks at 
Foreign Minister level will be cluttered up by Soviet challenges on this 
point. Some slight modification of our previous position will avert the 
risk of Gromyko emphasizing this issue and thus cutting into efforts 
you have in mind to focus attention sharply on Soviet intransigence on 
basic control issues of veto and inspection.

Otherwise I agree that we are in first rate position to put our prop-
osition squarely to the Russians and put on them the onus for any 
breakdown or lack of progress in negotiations.

As I have said, I think the tactics you have outlined are sound and if 
I am authorized to make the kind of statement on staffing that I have sug-
gested, I am sure we can handle the situation so that you will have a strong 
and clear position to field when your meet with the other Foreign Ministers.

I am sending a separate message on the details of tactics we would 
like to follow over the next two weeks.

Villard
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463. Telegram Supnu 383 From Geneva1

Geneva, April 22, 1959, 3 p.m.

Supnu 383. Believe Soviets will probably continue their line of 
hinting willingness to make compromises as part of the continuing 
negotiations but without actually making any substantive changes in 
position. They will claim the possibility of significant progress in the 
negotiations has been proved by the Soviet shift on staffing and the 
adoption of a number of articles and that in view of this there is no real 
reason to consider a shift in direction.

We have been thinking about how best to maneuver the Soviets into 
more of a yes or no position in next two weeks on the alternatives we 
have presented. We believe that the best tactic is for us to let the Soviets 
exhaust the supply of non- controversial articles, most of which apply 
to either of our alternatives, periodically emphasizing that these are all 
really peripheral matters. By letting them do this, we commit them more 
and more to our basic framework. This will inevitably focus attention 
more sharply on the issues at the heart of our treaty, e.g., voting pro-
cedures and on-site inspection. While this process is going on we will 
begin to fill out the details of our staged alternative, first in a general 
descriptive statement, and then when the Department’s views on Supnu 
365 are received, perhaps by tabling as a single document a treaty draft 
for the staged approach. We will then have two alternative documents 
on the table, each of which will include a good number of articles which 
have been agreed. This will let us play up in more concrete terms the 
choice we are putting to the Soviets, and just what is involved in each. At 
this point it will be difficult for the Soviets to maintain any [garble] sense 
of movement in the negotiations, and the real issues to be solved can be 
spotlighted with little risk of anything else getting in the way.

We believe these tactics in line with those outlined Nusup 307.
With respect to question release modified version Berkner report, 

the view would depend on how problem of para 4 (f) treated since 
we would wish avoid situation where Soviets could misinterpret any 
move for recess as being motivated by desire to break off negotiations 
and that our revelation further technical difficulties demonstrated true 
nature our intentions. Would prefer have any specific treatment ques-
tion new data or theories re decoupling postponed until Soviets accept 
our proposal for technical discussion.

Villard

1 Source: Negotiating tactics at nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret; Priority; 
Limit Distribution. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/4–2259.
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464. Telegram Supnu 401 From Geneva1

Geneva, April 29, 1959, noon

Supnu 401. Paris for the Secretary. On basis Tsarapkin performance 
yesterday, it appears that Soviets will probably move quickly to reply to 
questions we have posed on Khruschev-Macmillan proposal and that 
their answers may be clear and to the point. They have already stated 
flatly that in context of quota agreement they are prepared to drop 
veto and requirement for commission decision on dispatch inspection 
teams. They have indicated that agreement on criteria which would 
qualify events for inspection will not present major problem. They have 
bought concept of permanent inspection teams. They will probably be 
prepared negotiate on composite inspection teams. They have opposed 
idea that quota should have relationship to number of unidentified 
events and have stated clearly that they thought size of quota was a 
political decision. They might, however, make point that if we feel so 
inclined there is nothing to prevent us from basing our “political” posi-
tion on size of quota on “technical” factors of number of unidentified 
events and capabilities of system. In sum it begins to look as if Soviets 
will shortly demonstrate that they have really adopted Macmillan plan 
and will be in position to stress this in their propaganda. Accordingly 
we are quickly approaching point where we will have to decide what 
US position on Macmillan approach is to be.

In considering Macmillan approach Department may wish give 
thought possibility of adding to quota suggestion provision for peri-
odic revision quota number. In first two years of actual operation of 
treaty time taken to construct control posts and to bring them into 
operation will mean that there will be relatively few events in any case 
which would justify inspection under criteria as presently contained 
Annex I. For the first two years of treaty size of quota is therefore not of 
major practical importance. If there were provision for periodic review 
of quota number and agreement on annual quota for succeeding year, 
and if moreover this provision were so phrased as to provide basis 
for withdrawal from treaty if agreement not reached USDel believes 
 Macmillan approach might be more palatable. In separate telegram 
USDel is sending illustrative draft of type of review provision which 
might be considered.

1 Source: Soviets seem to adopt Macmillan quota proposals. Secret; Priority; Limit 
Distribution. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/4–2959.
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If Washington decides that we should go along with Macmillan 
approach we will need to know what kind of initial quota would be 
acceptable. Recommend thinking on this point be urgently undertaken.

Villard

465. Memorandum From Panofsky to Killian1

Washington, May 1, 1959

SUBJECT

Preliminary Findings of the Working Group of the Panel on High Altitude Detection

At a meeting on 1 May 1959, a Working Group of the Panel on 
High Altitude Detection considered the problem of identifying nuclear 
explosions in the region between 50 and 100,000 kilometers. This region 
was chosen since it was believed this would eliminate the problems of 
both fallout and communications disturbances.

The Working Group came to the following preliminary conclusions:
1) Detection of unshielded bombs of low yield at distances of 

100,000 kilometers is possible with high confidence from terrestrial sta-
tions by means of both direct emission of light and fluorescence of the 
upper atmosphere induced by bomb x- rays. Cloud cover will probably 
not reduce this capability substantially.

2) Identification should involve signals arising from some other 
effect than thermal radiation alone. Of the various possibilities, radar 
backscatter may be particularly significant since it does not necessarily 
depend on the thermal x- rays emitted from the bomb as do most of 
the other effects. Other identification aids are: a) magnetic field per-
turbations, b) modification of the Van Allen radiation as measured in a 
 satellite, c) ionospheric perturbations, and d) direct radio signal.

3) Special problems exist in the very low altitude range (50–200 kilo-
meters) where only one ground station might “see” (line of sight) the 
explosion. Consideration will be given to this problem.

4) Current judgment is that concealment of direct light emission 
is difficult but that concealment of the x- rays which give fluorescence 
radiation and ionospheric disturbances could be effective.

1 Source: Preliminary findings of the working group on high altitude detection. Secret. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of 
the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament- Nuclear- Hi- Alt- Misc.
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Individual members of the Working Group will prepare detailed 
papers on each of these methods which will be submitted to the Chair-
man within two weeks. These papers will present estimates of the 
capabilities, and, if possible, the availability and costs of each of these 
systems. A final meeting of the Working Group will be held within a 
month to prepare a general report covering the detailed conclusions on 
this problem.

Wolfgang K.H. Panofsky
Chairman, Panel on High

Altitude Detection

466. Memorandum for the Record1

Washington, May 5, 1959

Gordon Gray gave me several comments concerning Secretary 
Herter’s memorandum of April 27th on disarmament policy review, 
indicating that they had been discussed with Dr. Killian, who seemed 
to be at least in general agreement with them:

There is a question of bringing into the study personnel outside the 
established governmental departments. Dr. Killian thinks this is very 
much needed: it is doubtful that State has been thinking in these terms.

The terms of reference seem rather long and comprehensive. Ques-
tions No. 2 and 5 in particular seem to be rather far- reaching and not 
susceptible of definite treatment.

If such a study is to be conducted with any great promise of suc-
cess, it should have the President’s support and commitment. In addi-
tion, there would be no point in going into it unless Defense, not only at 
top level but at military level, were quite serious about it.

It is worth considering whether this should not be initiated with 
an NSC action. Perhaps the terms of reference should bear the stamp of 
the NSC. If this were done, a NSC meeting with the JCS and the Service 
Secretaries present might be a desirable way to start the project off.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Gray’s comments on Department of State proposal for disarmament policy 
review. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of 
the Staff Secretary, Disarmament.
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467. Telegram Supnu 433 From Geneva1

Geneva, May 14, 1959, 7 p.m.

Supnu 433. Following is text memorandum worked out ad referen-
dum at US–UK staff level after Gromyko-Herter- Lloyd meeting reported 
separately.

“The Foreign Ministers of the USSR, UK, and USA have exchanged 
views on the position reached in the Conf for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests. The three FonMins recognised that technical 
aspects of questions outstanding at the conf require further study. The 
three FonMins agreed that their technical representatives should meet 
in Geneva on June 1, 1959 to consider, in the light of the most recent 
scientific and technical information available:

I. Recommendations for techniques for detecting nuclear explo-
sions at altitudes above 50 kilometres and in outer space;

II. Recommendations for improving methods of distinguishing 
between underground explosions and earthquakes;

III. Recommendations for specific technical criteria which must be 
satisfied by data from the control system before an inspection can be 
undertaken.

The three FonMins agreed that their technical representatives 
should be requested to report to the Conf for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests at the earliest possible date, and in any case to 
make an interim report to the Conf when it resumes its meetings on 
June 8 1959.”

Since USDel technical staff other than Northrup has left, request 
Dept comments on suggested terms of reference in time to allow trans-
mittal above text to Sov Del tomorrow.

Above has not yet been seen by Secretary.

Villard

1 Source: Transmits text of proposed communiqué on nuclear test ban. Secret; Niact; 
Limit Distribution. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/5–1459.
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468. Telegram Secto 67 From Herter at Geneva1

Geneva, May 18, 1959, 9 p.m.

Secto 67. Secretary met with Lloyd (U.K.) today re Soviet refusal 
technical discussions capabilities detection and identification seismic 
events and technical criteria for inspections. Following is approved 
summary conversation: Lloyd mentioned three points: (1) Whether 
we should continue to press Gromyko on acceptance technical talks as 
requested in discussion with him; (2) whether we should agree to tech-
nical discussions on high altitude alone, and (3) extent of further discus-
sions nuclear testing at Foreign Minister level during this conference.

Secretary stated Gromyko owes us an explanation because in dis-
cussion on May 14, he seemed to go quite far toward accepting wide- 
range technical talks.

With respect to high altitude alone, Secretary stated he did not think 
we should accept at this time. Secretary and Lloyd agreed that there 
should be no extensive talks with Gromyko on nuclear testing during 
Foreign Minister’s conference. Secretary pointed out that it could be 
Gromyko’s intention to use minor concessions on testing during For-
eign Minister conference as basis necessary progress for summit.

Lloyd briefly discussed status U.S.–U.K. positions outstanding 
issues. It was agreed much work remains to be done by both U.S.–U.K. 
staffs in developing respective positions and in developing jointly- 
agreed positions outstanding issues. It was agreed Secretary would 
approach Gromyko for meeting at noon May 19 to again seek agree-
ment for technical talks high altitude, capabilities detection and iden-
tification seismic events and technical criteria for inspections. It was 
agreed that if Gromyko accepts, U.S.–U.K. scientists should meet Lon-
don or Washington several days before technical talks with U.S.S.R.

Herter

1 Source: Account of talk with Lloyd on Soviet refusal of technical discussions 
on seismic detection, criteria for inspections. Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
396.1–GE/5–1859.
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469. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, May 19, 1959, 11 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Dr. Killian, Dr. Bacher, Dr. Baker
Dr. Bethe, Dr. Bronk, Dr. Chance
Dr. Fisk, Dr. Kistiakowsky, Dr. Land
Dr. Piore, Dr. Purcell, Dr. Rabi
Dr. Seaborg, Dr. Smith, Dr. Weiss
Dr. Wiesner, Dr. Dryden, Dr. Hill
Dr. Scoville, Dr. Waterman, Dr. York
Mr. Beckler, Major Eisenhower
General Goodpaster

The President welcomed the group. Dr. Killian asked if he had 
any points he wanted to bring to the attention of the group, which had 
not met with him for some months. The President said he did not. He 
hoped they would continue their study of means of simplifying and 
making more effective the control of governmental research activities, 
and eliminating duplication. He referred to a troublesome amendment 
by Senator Russell to the Military Construction Bill, under which Con-
gress would authorize on an annual basis programs for specific aircraft 
and missiles. Dr. Killian mentioned that the Congress is doing this in 
relation to the space program, and the result is to delay these programs 
considerably. Dr. Dryden confirmed this.

Dr. Killian said the group had two matters they wanted to bring 
to the President’s attention. As to the first, they were impressed by 
the great and growing complexity of our military technology, by the 
reduction in the time scale, both of possible conflict and of weapons 
development, by the rapid obsolescence of weapons types, and by the 
overlapping of different systems. All this seems to mean an increase in 
the cost of weapons, and a lack of stability in military relations between 
nations. On the point of obsolescence, the President commented that 
once we have an effective standardized item, we should proceed by 
gradually replacing it, but not by scrapping such items as soon as an 
improved type of item is available. Dr. Killian agreed with this phi-
losophy. He added that dispersal programs, quickened response and 
improved alarm and alert systems add to the same tendency. The group 
was much impressed with this point and wanted to propose to the Pres-
ident that they think the United States should tackle the arms control 
problem anew. From the standpoint of the group, what they want is a 

1 Source: Technical basis of disarmament; international exchange of scientific infor-
mation. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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systematic and rigorous feeding in of technical factors involved in arms 
control. The Presided asked if Dr. Killian felt that any additional charter 
or directive from him was needed to carry this out, expressing agree-
ment with the principle. He added that, just as military men succeed 
as they work themselves out of a job, the scientists should be working 
themselves out of the job of devoting their talents to military weapons 
systems.

At Dr. Killian’s request, Dr. Land carried forward the discussion of 
the subject. He said first that he was grateful for the President’s support 
of scientific activity since the group first met with him about a year and 
a half ago. The whole attitude of the country has been turned around in 
the few months, and the President’s personal part in this has been the 
decisive factor.

(At this point a note was brought in which the President read aloud 
to the group, indicating that Admiral Strauss’ nomination had been 
reported favorably out of committee by a margin of one vote; there was 
no generally shared reaction from the scientists.)

Dr. Land went on to say that the problem is, while using science 
for military ends, also to recognize in a practical way the obligation 
of science to bring about abundance, well- being, a better life, etc. He 
therefore asks whether something could be done to dramatize scientific 
efforts in behalf of arms control. He said that if scientists talk to our mil-
itary people about arms control, they are immediately suspect as being 
soft or indifferent to security—even if they are the very scientists who 
have made great contributions to military technology. There is every 
reason why the United States should take initiative on arms control, 
and scientists should be permitted to contribute all ideas they can—
as to how to control armaments and make a better life for everyone. 
His specific request is for the President to work with the scientists to 
advance and foster arms control. The President said that if the scientists 
can help to show concrete ways to make progress on arms control, he 
will be most grateful and glad to join in the process.

Dr. Wiesner next spoke, pointing out that this is a very large prob-
lem, some aspects of which caused him great concern while he was 
at Geneva. Our national effort in such fields as the disarmament field 
seems to be characterized by too slow decisions, too many conflicting 
objectives, and inadequate management and study of the problem. He 
is convinced that arms control needs study in detail. For example, he 
felt that U.S. policy makers, prior to the U.S. commitment last year to 
suspend testing, were woefully uninformed on the problem, at least in 
respect to any degree of detail. He said the inevitable consequence is 
overconservatism in negotiation. He said there is no continuing devel-
opment of technical background and studies for disarmament. Accord-
ingly, our group went to Geneva with quite inadequate technical and 
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political preparation. He felt that until we have such studies we cannot 
go into this subject seriously.

The President recalled that beginning three or four years ago he 
had the idea of stopping atmospheric tests. He encountered enormous 
resistance and found very little support initially. The lesson is that the 
great task is to bring thinking along, since in a democracy public opin-
ion weighs so heavily. He did not think that we need big bodies study-
ing these questions. Rather the need is for a few basic, good ideas. He 
thought that a small sub- committee may usefully be set up to develop 
the technical basis for disarmament. Dr. Killian commented that this 
effort would tie in very closely with the terms of reference submit-
ted to the President by Mr. Herter in relation to the whole question of 
disarmament.

Dr. Killian said the second item the group had in mind to discuss 
with the President had been the subject of a study of a panel under 
Dr. Bronk. The idea is one of greatly enlarged international exchange 
of scientific information. Dr. Bronk said that the scientists think they 
are especially well positioned to build international understanding. He 
thought that they could contribute to a better understanding of the U.S. 
by foreign countries as a country devoted to freedom and well- being 
of its people. As an example, he suggested exploring the possibility of 
encouraging young people to give several years of their lives to service 
abroad in technical and scientific fields, including the teaching of sci-
ence and technical subjects. He thought there is need for an overhaul-
ing of the concept of exchange of scientific information between the 
United States and countries abroad. For example, he thought the “quid 
pro quo principle” applying to the exchange of people is too restrictive 
to guide the exchange of scientific information.

The President said he certainly agreed in principle but would ask 
how the group considered that thinking should be organized on this 
matter so as to get qualified people working on it. In other words, what 
is the next step. That is what he would like to hear.

Dr. Rabi, at Dr. Killian’s request, reported that he had visited in 
Russia for six days. He had been well received and relationships were 
excellent. He said he had visited a large nuclear accelerator at Dubna 
(?) of about one- half mile diameter. This is being run as an international 
laboratory with personnel from many of the satellite nations working 
together as a team. He thought that perhaps the United States is failing 
to use some of its facilities in a way that would promote better interna-
tional relations. What he had in mind was the possibility of making the 
Brookhaven Laboratory or the Lawrence Laboratory a “Pan- American” 
facility. He said that the NATO Science Committee, after a slow start, 
is beginning to see the light. It is necessary for the U.S. to keep up the 
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pressure and the initiative with a flow of new ideas and provision of a 
large fraction of the funds.

The President repeated that as to the principle, he was in accord. 
He felt he could do something to help if the project is shaped up in 
a concrete way. Dr. Rabi pointed out that other nations participating 
should pay for part of the operation. This would add to their self- 
respect. Dr. Piore said that a radio- astronomy laboratory just now com-
ing into operation might be a very useful place to apply this. The South 
Americans, for example, have no facilities in this field. The President 
said he simply asked that the group work up a concrete plan.

He then spoke on what he termed the basic truth to which he 
always comes back. He said we have got to find an answer to cooper-
ating closely with other countries, “or else.” He did not think we could 
carry forward the heavy burdens for armaments that we are now sup-
porting. Inevitably we would have to go to controls throughout our 
society, or at the least to bureaucratic domination. He thought that all 
of the suggestions made indicated promising ways for progress, and 
challenged the scientists to show ways to go forward beyond what our 
military and political leaders are able to conceive. The crux, however, 
is to organize these efforts. He said he does not believe that the Soviets 
want war, but pointed out that Khrushchev is quite ready to engage in 
military bluffs to advance Soviet foreign policy. Dr. Rabi pointed out 
that he thinks neither country is seriously thinking about going to war, 
commenting on rows of apartments being built that he saw in Russia.

The President said he is ready to do anything he could to join in 
such an activity. Dr. Wiesner referred to the great lack of public under-
standing of the issues. The public, he said, thinks of test suspension as 
being dangerous to our well- being (which he considers to be an incor-
rect judgment). The President picked up this point, saying that his great-
est obsession is just this problem. He thinks the most important thing 
for people today is to get the American people to understand the basic 
factors of international and domestic issues. Such an understanding is 
the indispensable firm base from which governmental action can be 
undertaken. This is a terribly difficult task, however—not to be accom-
plished simply by saying it needs to be done. He mentioned many of 
the efforts that he makes to form and lead public opinion.

As the group dispersed, the President asked how the proposal for 
the linear accelerator is progressing. Dr. Killian said the paper work is 
in good shape and AEC is at the point of putting the proposal to the 
Congress.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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470. Telegram Tosec 144 to Herter at Geneva1

Washington, May 29, 1959, 8:57 p.m.

Tosec 144. For Herter from Dillon: From Acting Secretary. Next 
following telegram is draft tactics paper for resumption nuclear test 
negotiations June 8 which was developed by interagency working 
group and which I have authorized as basis initiating consultations 
with UK.

Objective proposed tactics is to follow- up probing Soviet position 
technical aspects and veto requirements for inspection as initiated by 
Wadsworth just before recess and in particular to resume pressure on 
Soviets for discussion technical issues identified in conversations you 
and Lloyd had with Gromyko.

We anticipate Soviets will continue to be unwilling to engage in 
discussion underground detection and our tactics contemplate exerting 
pressure by tabling at outset conclusions Berkner Panel studies outer 
space detection and supporting study documents. To avoid appearance 
of raising new obstacles to agreement we would table these technical 
findings to demonstrate value US–UK proposal in present draft Annex 
I for inspection of all unidentified events of 5 kt and above, and 20 
percent of those under 5 kt. This would have advantage of not REPEAT 
NOT appearing retreat from past treaty proposals and yet supporting 
our position on need for substantial number of inspections and for 
building some flexibility into treaty in view of uncertainties present 
knowledge and likelihood improvement in system.

Important consideration in planning introduce technical studies 
immediately on resumption negotiations is increasing pressure here 
from Congress and the press for publication studies on underground 
and outer space testing and detection. Pressure arises from both those 
alleging State Department hiding information showing detection such 
tests impractical and those believing studies lead to conclusions sim-
plifying detection problem. Much of substance of studies is coming 
out in garbled form in view of access of large number panel members 
as well as key Congressional committees. We believe that introduction 
into negotiations and subsequent release will give us best chance of 
putting proper interpretation on results these studies. Still unresolved 
is question whether concept of “perfect hole” for concealment under-
ground explosions should be tabled and published. While we are 
reluctant to reveal this concept in view possible usefulness to Soviets, 

1 Source: Negotiating tactics for resumption of nuclear test ban talks. Secret; Limited 
Distribution. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/5–2959.
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only way cope with allegations this concept is proven one which viti-
ates test suspension agreement may be to reveal all its difficulties and 
uncertainties.

High altitude study nearing completion and will be passed UK for 
study as soon as available. At that time will make arrangements for 
appropriate consultation US and UK scientists in advance of any dis-
cussion with Soviets this matter.

Dillon
Acting

471. Telegram Tosec 145 to Herter at Geneva1

Washington, May 29, 1959, 8:57 p.m.

Draft Tactics Paper for Nuclear Test Negotiations
Upon resumption nuclear test negotiations June 8 Department 

believes USDEL should pursue tactics along following lines, incorpo-
rating substance of following in comprehensive opening statement in 
order maintain control debate.

(1) USDEL should establish continuity by recalling Wadsworth 
statement May 8. Should continue place focus on questions needing 
solution if effective control to be achieved continuing tactics along lines 
outlined NUSUP 337 in defining issues and eliciting SOV response to 
questions bearing on technical and organizational elements effective 
control.

(2) In this connection delegation should welcome Soviet readi-
ness to discuss high altitude detection and should propose establish-
ment technical working group this subject to convene Geneva June 
15. US will suggest Term of Reference for this study. Make clear that 
we consider this to be only one of the three technical areas essential 
to clarify the problems associated with the establishment of effective 
control system and our willingness to discuss high altitude problem 
should not be interpreted as abandonment efforts to explore other 
technical aspects control system identified by Lloyd and Secretary. 
Objectives of technical discussion should be to recommend specific 

1 Source: Transmits draft tactics paper for nuclear test ban negotiations. Secret; Lim-
ited Distribution. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/5–2959.
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instrumentation and spacing requirements for ground based ele-
ments of high altitude detection and identification system for tests 
above 50 kilometers to be installed in control posts established in first 
phase and to make recommendations as specifically as possible re 
satellite detection system to be developed and installed at later date. 
USDEL may undertake to provide names of US panel members in 
advance of meeting and should propose report to conference within 
one week of date group convened.

(3) USDEL should indicate disappointment that Soviet delega-
tion has thus far been unwilling enter into technical discussion on 
assessment of capabilities for detection and identification seismic 
events and recommendations of methods for improving these capa-
bilities. Should express hope that upon clarification US– UK propos-
als as to purpose and task such group SOVDEL will reconsider its 
position.

(4) USDEL should state that US has, as indicated January 5, con-
tinued its studies of implications of new seismic data for control pro-
visions to be incorporated in treaty. US scientists have considered 
in light of all pertinent data concerning the capability of detection 
and identification system (1) certain improvements to detection and 
identification system that might be achieved within range of existing 
technology, (2) potential of further improvement through program of 
seismic research and (3) question of decoupling as it relates to capa-
bilities for detection and identification of underground tests. USDEL 
should table for consideration revised declassified version Berkner 
Report of Panel on Seismic improvement together with annex on 
concealment. Should also table detailed studies covering major 
possibilities for improvements and possibilities for advancement 
of science of seismology in fields directly related to detection prob-
lem. Should point out that contrary to SOV charges study of these 
reports and recommendations will demonstrate their constructive 
purpose. They do not recommend additional control posts; imple-
mentation of these recommendations would increase the capacity 
of the system to identify seismic events and in this respect serve to 
limit the number of inspections required for effective control. If these 
recommendations for improved instrumentation are considered and 
agreed in light of latest technical data, it would not be necessary to 
reach any precisely agreed reassessment of capabilities of system as 
such. This unnecessary in light US formula for determining number 
of on- site inspections contained Annex I which takes into account 
changing capabilities of system. Because formula is based on percent-
age relationship to unidentified events, it is self- adjusting accord-
ing to number such events that develop in practice. USDEL should 
renew proposal technical consideration capabilities for detection and 
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identification seismic events and recommendation of methods for 
improving these capabilities. Should point out US in such talks would 
answer any inquiries from other Dels re data submitted and would 
expect receive and consider any comparable data furnished by other 
Dels as background for recommendations. Purpose of talks would 
be reach agreed recommendations for improvements in instrumenta-
tion initial system. Effect of these improvements would clearly be in 
interest all parties concerned since they would serve to limit need for 
on- site inspection.

(5) The question of recommendations for specific technical criteria 
which must be satisfied by data from control system before an inspec-
tion can be undertaken, USDEL should table working paper outlining 
US ideas of criteria that would be used in connection formula set forth 
US Annex I. Should state if USSR finds ideas expressed in working 
paper acceptable we see no necessity for technical working group. If 
not, however, would propose discuss and seek resolve any differences 
in technical working group.

(6) USDEL should point out technical data present both uncertain-
ties as to detection capabilities that remain to be resolved and poten-
tialities for significant improvement in the system. Uncertainties and 
potentialities point equally to fact that program of research and devel-
opment and provisions for results of such development to the incorpo-
rated in system are of real importance. In this connection US welcomes 
statements of SOVDEL indicating willingness consider results of future 
scientific research in Control Commission. US will further elaborate 
views this question in subsequent meetings.

(7) Referring to US undertaking to consider carefully SOV proposal 
for quota inspections USDEL should state that while such consider-
ation cannot be carried very far until clarification received on ques-
tions posed earlier meetings USDEL observes, however, that US– UK 
proposal in Annex I wherein number inspections governed by number 
unidentified events deals far more realistically with existing uncer-
tainties and potentialities for improvement than does Soviet proposal. 
US– UK formula is self- adjusting on basis experience, provides clear 
incentive for improvement of detection capabilities. Because of self- 
adjusting feature which percentage basis affords results of program of 
joint research and experimentation such as US proposal April 13 would 
be readily reflected in reduced level of inspections, which would not be 
case in quota approach.

(8) USDel should indicate that as a part of its review of questions 
before conference it has prepared revisions of draft Articles VI and IX 
which will be tabled in short time. Redrafts attempt define more clearly 
relationship between Commission and administrator, involve new 
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wording re staffing which takes into account US position stated May 8 
and contain clearer definition role of Commission and Administrator 
with respect to research, review and improvement of System.

(9) USDel should again refer to questions raised in meeting of 
May 8 and recall President Eisenhower’s letter of May 5 in which he 
indicated that if Soviet position had not in fact changed on basic issues 
he would urge renewed consideration phased approach beginning 
with agreement discontinue atmospheric tests.

(NOTE: Above draft tactics paper furnished for background infor-
mation USDEL here in event initiation consultations with UK here 
leads to questions from Lloyd or others on UKDEL.)

Dillon
Acting

472. Memorandum From Irwin to Herter1

Geneva, June 8, 1959

SUBJECT

Mr. Wilcox’s Memorandum of June 1, 1959,
Subject: Resumption of General Disarmament Talks

Mr. Wilcox’s memorandum raises several points of interest to the 
Defense Department. In discussing possible negotiations within the 
enlarged UN Disarmament Commission, he speaks of the possibility 
of establishing “various sub- groups on certain aspects of our origi-
nal package and, in particular, surprise attack”. Again referring to the 
possibility of talks outside the framework of the UN, he suggests that 
“talks on, for example, surprise attack, could be undertaken in a politi-
cal framework rather than the past technical approach”.

As you know, the Defense Department has opposed separating 
specific disarmament subjects out from the original 1957 Disarmament 
Package. Certain subjects, such as, Tests Suspension, Surprise Attack, 
Outer Space, have been discussed apart from general disarmament 
negotiations. The Defense Department hopes no other topics will be 

1 Source: Department of Defense reservations on resumption of general disarma-
ment talks. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, IO Files: Lot 61 D 91, Disarmament.
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separated out from the 1957 Package unless the proposed State- Defense 
Disarmament Policy Review should determine that such could safely 
be undertaken. With respect to surprise attack, the Defense Department 
has no objection to a renewal of the technical discussions that were sus-
pended but would be concerned over separate policy talks on surprise 
attack.

With respect to the forum for general disarmament negotiations, 
the present enlarged UN Disarmament Commission, composed of 
32 members, seems most unwieldy. While we concur in the value of 
holding general disarmament talks under the aegis of the UN, we would 
be concerned that talks in the large Disarmament Commission might 
result in the establishment of a sub- group, whose members, other than 
certain NATO nations and the Soviet group, would be incompetent to 
deal with this complex subject and whose participation might be disad-
vantageous to us. If it were possible to ensure satisfactory composition 
of sub- groups, our concern would be largely met.

John N. Irwin, II

Copies:
Secretary McElroy
Mr. Merchant
Amb. Thompson
Mr. Becker
Mr. Berding
Mr. Reinhardt
Mr. Smith
Mr. Wilcox
Mr. Sullivan
Adm. Dudley
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473. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, June 17, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Detection Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: High- altitude technical talks, inspections of nuclear test ban. Secret; Limit 
Distribution. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

Department of State
Mr. Dillon—Acting Secretary
Mr. Farley—3/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Borg—S/S

The White House
Dr. Killian
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Keeny

Department of Defense
Under Secretary Gates
General Loper

Atomic Energy Commission
Mr. McCone
Dr. English

Central Intelligence Agency
Mr. Allen Dulles
Dr. Scoville

Mr. Dillon suggested that before getting to the.major problem before 
the meeting, i.e. the level of inspection which the U.S. would require in 
connection with a nuclear test cessation treaty, Dr. Killian report on the 
status of preparations for the high altitude technical discussions sched-
uled to begin in Geneva on Monday, June 22nd. Dr. Killian said that the 
panel, which will be headed by Dr. Panofsky of Stanford University, 
has been assembled and held a preliminary meeting in California on 
June 15. He asked Mr. Keeny to report on the work accomplished and 
the problems faced.

Mr. Keeny identified the members of the panel and described the 
general approach which the group would use in discussion with the 
Soviets. The group planned to use the summer experts’ report as a 
take- off point, first reviewing knowledge which had been obtained 
since that time. The group would cover both satellite and ground- based 
techniques and would avoid either minimizing or stressing the prob-
lem of concealment, attempting rather to lay out frankly the limitations 
and capabilities of all of the possible techniques. A plan of work has 
been developed and responsibility for preparation of papers has been 
assigned to members of the delegation. With respect to the matter of 
classification, AEC feels that the Restricted Data problem will present 
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no difficulty. Defense information is a more difficult problem and the 
Department of Defense was presently conducting a review of the sec-
ond Panofsky report. Mr. Dillon asked Mr. Gates to do what he could to 
expedite this review.

Mr. Dillon asked about the status of consultations with the U.K. 
Mr. Farley said that the U.K. has been given the reports and that he had 
explored with the British Embassy the possibility of Sir William Penny 
chairing the British experts in view of his experience in this kind of 
meeting.

Mr. Keeny, continuing, said that a summary of the Panofsky reports 
had been prepared for public release but that the panel members were 
unanimous in regarding such a release as undesirable. These reports 
were basically different from the Berkner study in making a specific 
system recommendation and got into a discussion of costs. Publication 
of a summary would entail laying out our position in toto at the begin-
ning of the discussion with the Soviets. There was no intention to table 
the reports as a whole in Geneva, and the objective was to move slowly 
into the problem as the U.S. experts did in last summer’s meeting. Pub-
lication of a summary would be at cross purposes with this objective.

Mr. Dillon observed that there appeared to be no real public 
demand for the release of these reports and Dr. Killian and Mr. McCone 
agreed that they should not be released, in view of the circumstances 
described by Mr. Keeny, until it was clear release would not adversely 
affect the technical discussions.

Mr. Dillon then suggested the group turn to the inspection prob-
lem, and said that the “question to be explored was the best approach 
to deciding what kind of a quota the U.S. would require, and what 
would be the best means of making a decision under either a quota or 
percentage approach that a given event should be inspected. He asked 
Mr. Dulles to outline the contribution which could be made by intel-
ligence in this process. Mr. Dulles said that intelligence could make a 
considerable contribution. Any Soviet attempt at violation would inev-
itably involve a large number of Soviet nationals. [text not declassified] 
The Soviet uncertainty about this would serve to keep them off bal-
ance. Mr. Dulles then reviewed a number of special ways in which the 
information available [text not declassified] could be applied to increase 
the effectiveness with which the U.S. would use any given number of 
inspections. After reviewing these methods Mr. Dulles concluded that it 
was possible to do enough by intelligence to make violations uncertain 
and dangerous, especially any violation which involved digging holes, 
since earth moving was easy to spot by various means. There was, of 
course, no guarantee that intelligence techniques would detect viola-
tions, but it must be considered an important adjunct to the system. 
Mr. Dillon asked whether the techniques described by Mr. Dulles could 
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be used without compromising our sources. Mr. Dulles replied that this 
would be the case only if the U.S. were able to select itself the events to 
be inspected. Mr. Scoville said that Mr. Dulles’ observations pointed up 
the relevance of Prof. Tukey’s thoughts on maximizing the effectiveness 
of a choice of inspections, and it showed how intelligence could help in 
assigning weights under the Tukey systems. Mr. Gates observed that a 
control system permitting on- site inspection in the Soviet Union would 
be of substantial intelligence value in itself. However, he reported that 
some of his people felt that there were some concealment techniques 
which were so simple that they would create no substantial indications 
which intelligence sources could pick up. The problem may be so great 
that intelligence will not be a help.

Dr. Killian suggested bringing a working group together to review 
the whole problem of inspection and the various approaches to it, as 
well as to study precisely what the risk would be for the U.S. if it were 
possible for the Soviet Union to conduct a small number of tests clan-
destinely. Such a group would, of course, look at the Tukey approach as 
well as at the effectiveness of the intelligence contribution. The objec-
tive would be to get a true overall picture of that problem rather than 
isolated bits and pieces, which are all we presently have. Mr. McCone 
agreed that such a study would be highly desirable and Mr. Dillon 
asked that Dr. Killian take responsibility for getting it started.

Dr. Killian observed that the Soviet proposal for selection by each 
side of events for inspection looks better and better the more he thought 
about it, and that he did not understand why the Soviets made it. He felt 
that if we had a budget of 100 inspections per year to use there would 
be a high probability of catching any violation. He felt that it was possi-
ble to reduce this number and still have a high probability, but that 100 
was a reasonable figure to start with. He said he felt that any figure as 
smaller as 25 would not be acceptable to us. Mr. McCone observed that 
100 inspections would allow inspection of all events above 5 kilotons 
and about 5 per cent of those under that figure. Gen. Loper said that 
the advantages of allowing the “other side” to choose the event to be 
inspected would not necessarily argue in favor of the quota approach, 
since it was equally applicable to making choices within a percentage. 
Mr. McCone said that the probabilities of detecting a violation appeared 
to be greatly improved if each side was able to choose the events to 
be inspected. He suggested that the Killian group might take various 
assumed numbers of allowed inspections a year, and, taking everything 
into account, see how effective it would be and what risks it would mean 
for the U.S. Mr. Dillon said that it was vital to have informed conclusions 
on these questions before we make up our minds on what to do in the 
negotiations. Every indication is that the Soviets will not be willing to 
talk about technical matters such as these but that we ourselves should 
still have this information as a basis for determining our own objectives.
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Mr. Dillon asked Mr. McCone to report on his visit to Geneva. 
Mr. McCone said that he had been graciously received by Tsarapkin 
who then turned around and told the press that he had come to scut-
tle the agreement. He said that Amb. Wadsworth was doing a superb 
job, displaying great skill and patience. Amb. Wadsworth was troubled, 
however, by the degree of turnover on the delegation staff, as well as 
by the problem of communications, which was no doubt a temporary 
one caused by the heavy traffic of the Foreign Ministers meeting. Amb. 
Wadsworth continues to believe that the Soviets do want an agreement 
and was troubled by the message sent by the Secretary regarding the 
possibility of a change in direction in three or four weeks. Mr. McCone 
thought that the delegation itself felt that agreement on the April 13 
proposal was, all things considered, the most desirable end result of 
the negotiations. The Joint Committee apparently shared this view. 
Mr. McCone said he believed, in the long run, the Soviets will be willing 
to discuss technical aspects of the underground problem.

Mr. McCone said he wished to raise one final point that was occa-
sioned by an inquiry from the Joint Committee as to how often the prin-
cipals meet to consider the course of negotiations. He felt that these 
meetings should be held quite frequently. Mr. Dillon agreed that they 
should be convened whenever there was a concrete need. Dr. Killian 
said that one of the next problems that would need discussion related 
to just how much of a high altitude system we will be prepared to press 
for, in view of the great costs involved and the conflict with other high 
priority satellite and missile objectives. He suggested that there should 
be an early meeting to discuss this problem after the staff had been able 
to lay out the relevant considerations.

474. Terms of Reference for Disarmament Policy Review1

June 23, 1959

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR DISARMAMENT POLICY REVIEW

An urgent study should be undertaken jointly by the Departments 
of State and Defense to review and make recommendations regarding 
United States disarmament policy.

1 Source: Terms of reference for disarmament policy review. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, 
Disarmament.
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The basic question to be considered is whether there are compre-
hensive or partial measures of arms control and reduction which would 
contribute to the achievement of our national security objectives.

In considering this question, existing detailed United States disar-
mament policy and positions should be reviewed. These positions were 
last systematically formulated in 1957 and only relatively minor mod-
ifications have been made since that time. The last proposals for com-
prehensive disarmament were advanced by the United States in 1955.

In reviewing existing policy and making recommendations, such 
questions as the following should be considered:

1. The extent to which specific measures of arms control and reduc-
tion might contribute to our national security objectives.

2. What comprehensive arms reduction arrangements might be 
in the interest of the United States and the possibilities (including the 
technical feasibility) of achieving such a comprehensive arrangement 
through single or multiphased agreements.

3. What limited or partial arms control or reduction measures (includ-
ing regional measures) might be in the interest of the United States, the 
timing and technical feasibility of such measures, and their interrelation-
ship with each other and with a comprehensive arrangement.

4. The technical and organizational aspects of enforcement. Full 
attention should be given to the need for technical and military studies 
which would be required to have an understanding of the problem of 
detection, monitoring and inspection essential to any arms limitation 
agreement.

5. The possible role of the United Nations and appropriate U.N. 
organs in enforcement of disarmament agreements (particularly agree-
ments involving radical reduction of national military establishments).

The review will take into account estimated Soviet attitudes toward 
various measures of arms control and reduction.

Conclusions and recommendations should be submitted by April 
(?), 1960.

Negotiations are currently under way with regard to nuclear test 
suspension, and discussions of aspects of disarmament may be antici-
pated in the near future in a possible Summit meeting or in competent 
organs of the United Nations. The results of any such negotiations and 
discussions should, of course, be taken into consideration during the 
study. The head of the study will not be expected to advise on day- 
to- day problems concerning international discussions which may be 
in process. However, his advice may be requested from time to time 
as matters of interest to the study arise. Priority attention should be 
given, within the framework of the general study, to consideration of 
various types of international agreements consistent with United States 
security interests which might reduce the danger of surprise attack, or 
unintentional war.
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The head of the study shall be directly responsible to the Secretary 
of State. Government personnel and consultants selected to work on 
the study will be assigned to the head of the study and will be responsi-
ble to him. Organizations under contract to work on the study will also 
take guidance from and report their findings to the head of the study. 
The head of the study, in consultation with the appropriate departments 
and agencies, shall select the staff. He may also obtain the services of 
civilian consultants, and organizations such, as RAND and ORO, as 
he deems appropriate. The full support and assistance of appropriate 
departments and agencies will be provided including the assignments 
of qualified personnel, and all necessary data including both military 
and technical pertinent to the study will be made available.

475. Letter From Herter to Taylor1

Washington, July 1, 1959

Dear General Taylor:

This is to confirm our telephone conversation of today regarding 
the review of U.S. disarmament policy. In accordance with our conver-
sation, I am sending herewith a copy of the terms of reference which the 
President has approved.

As I told you, this study is of the utmost importance to us, as we 
will most certainly be involved in one way or another in arms control 
and limitations negotiations with the Russians in the not too distant 
future. Such negotiations would, of course, be in addition to the current 
negotiations in Geneva on the suspension of nuclear testing.

I cannot express too strongly the hope that you will find it possi-
ble to undertake the undertaken the general direction of this important 
review of our disarmament policy and devote such time to it as your 
commitments will permit.

Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter

1 Source: Requests Taylor to head disarmament policy review; includes terms of 
reference for review. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 611.0012/7–159.
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Attachment
undated

TESTS OF REFERENCE FOR DISARMAMENT POLICY REVIEW

An urgent study should be undertaken jointly by the Departments 
of State and Defense to review and make recommendations regarding 
United States disarmament policy.

The basic question to be considered is whether there are compre-
hensive or partial measures of arms control and reduction which would 
contribute to the achievement of our national security objectives.

In considering this question, existing detailed United States disar-
mament policy and positions should be reviewed. These positions were 
last systematically formulated in 1957 and only relatively minor modifi-
cations have been made since that time. The last proposals for compre-
hensive disarmament were advanced by the United States in 1955.

In reviewing existing policy and making recommendations, such 
questions as the following should be considered:

1. The extent to which specific measures of arms control and reduc-
tion might contribute to our national security objectives.

2. What comprehensive arms reduction arrangements might be 
in the interest of the United States and the possibilities (including the 
technical feasibility) of achieving such a comprehensive arrangement 
through single or multiphased agreements.

3. What limited or partial arms control or reduction measures (includ-
ing regional measures) might be in the interest of the United States, the 
timing and technical feasibility of such measures, and their interrelation-
ship with each other and with a comprehensive arrangement.

4. The technical and organizational aspects of enforcement. Full atten-
tion should be given to the need for technical and military studies which 
would be required to have an understanding of the problem of detection, 
monitoring and inspection essential to any arms limitation agreement.

5. The possible role of the United Nations and appropriate U.N. 
organs, in enforcement of disarmament agreements (particularly agree-
ments involving radical reduction of national military establishments).

The review will take into account estimated Soviet attitudes toward 
various measures of arms control and reduction.

Conclusions and recommendations should be submitted by Janu-
ary 1, 1960.

Negotiations are currently under way with regard to nuclear test 
suspension, and discussions of aspects of disarmament may be antici-
pated in the near future in a possible Summit meeting or in competent 
organs of the United Nations. The results of any such negotiations and 
discussions should, of course, be taken into consideration during the 
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study. The head of the study will not be expected to advise on day- to- 
day problems concerning international discussions which may be in pro-
cess. However, his advice may be requested from time to time as matters 
of interest to the study arise. Priority attention should be given, within 
the framework of the general study, to consideration of various types of 
international agreements consistent with United States security interests 
which might, reduce the danger of surprise attack or unintentional war.

The head of the study shall be directly responsible to the Secretary 
of State. Government personnel and consultants selected to work on 
the study will be assigned to the head of the study and will also take 
guidance from and report their findings to the head of the study. The 
head of the study, in consultation with the appropriate departments 
and agencies, shall select the staff. He may also obtain the services of 
civilian consultants, and organizations such as RAND and ORO, as 
he deems appropriate. The full support and assistance of appropriate 
departments and agencies will be provided including the assignments 
of qualified personnel, and all necessary data including both military 
and technical pertinent to the study will be made available.

476. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, July 8, 1959

SUBJECT

Visit of Congressional Group to Geneva to Observe Nuclear Test Suspension 
Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Congressional observer group’s views on nuclear test ban talks. Secret. 
3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 033.1100/7–859.

State:
The Secretary
Mr. Macomber, H
Mr. Farley, S/AE

Senators Gore and Hickenlooper

AEC:
Mr. McCone

Representatives Holifield and Van Zandt

The Secretary expressed interest in the reactions of the Congressio-
nal group during their recent trip to Geneva to observe the nuclear test 



1680 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

suspension negotiations. All agreed that it had been very useful and 
informative.

The Secretary observed that he had never become reconciled to the 
fantastic elaborateness of the control system which the United States is 
proposing. In addition to its complexity and cost, much of its operation 
would involve unproductive activities which would make it extremely 
frustrating for the personnel engaged. From the point of view of sim-
plicity as an initial step, he would be pleased if an initial agreement 
could be worked out for suspension of atmospheric tests. However, it 
was firm U.S. policy to exhaust all possibilities of reaching agreement 
on an effectively safeguarded suspension of all weapons tests.

Senator Hickenlooper said that the Congressional advisers were 
acquainted with Mr. McCone’s letter of July 7 to the Secretary, and that 
they agreed in general with the report and recommendations in that 
letter. He commented particularly on the fact that the British were eager 
for any kind of agreement. The Soviet Union, while it talks of the con-
cessions it has made, has actually not agreed to a thing of any substance 
in the months of negotiations to date.

In response to the Secretary’s inquiry regarding Soviet attitudes, 
Mr. Holifield said that he had explored the inspection quota proposal 
with Mr. Tsarapkin. When Tsarapkin was unwilling to say what quota 
he proposed, Mr. Holifield had asked him whether he would accept 
100 (?), 50 (?), 25 (?), 15 (?)—at which point Tsarapkin had broken in to 
say “not 25, not 15, but a few”. Mr. Holifield observed that he gener-
ally agreed with Mr. McCone’s July 7 letter. He said that he had urged 
Dr. Fedorov to join in nuclear detonations to test out the possibilities for 
detection of underground explosions, and had received an evasive but 
negative response.

Mr. Van Zandt said that Tsarapkin had said repeatedly to him that 
the Soviet Union did not trust the U.S. approach to these negotiations 
and considered our introduction of new data as an effort to prevent 
agreement. Mr. Holifield said that he had asked Usachev how the par-
ticipation of Red China might be arranged, as was essential if the agree-
ment was to be enforceable, and Usachev had stated that this was the 
problem of the United States. Mr. Holifield said that he recommended 
that in the “white paper” proposed by Mr. McCone the problem of Red 
China be fully treated.

The Secretary said that he believed one very important concession 
had been made by the Soviet Union in agreeing to the U.S.- proposed 
duration article which was our principal safeguard in the agreement. 
Senator Gore observed that even in this case the United States made the 
major concession by giving up the year- to- year condition it had origi-
nally stipulated.

Senator Hickenlooper said that he wished particularly to endorse 
Mr. McCone’s proposal for a responsible, objective re- examination of  
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U.S. objectives in these negotiations and our continuation of them 
by people not previously involved. He thought that the negotiations 
should be recessed while this re- examination was under way and while 
the Foreign Ministers Conference continued. The Soviet Union clearly 
knew where it was going, and the U.S. could not afford to continue 
without a clearer definition of its own objectives and minimum require-
ments. He was confident that the Soviet Union would not in the end 
agree to a sound and effective control system and urged that we begin 
to bring to the fore the substantive questions which at present were not 
being discussed, in order to expose the true Soviet position.

The Secretary observed that it was clear the Soviet Union recog-
nized the great military advantage the present secrecy of the Soviet 
regime constituted. They could not be expected to give up this secrecy 
for any less than a very high price.

Senator Hickenlooper said that he doubted that it was techni-
cally possible to police underground tests. Fortunately, there was a 
way out of a comprehensive agreement which the United States might 
take: This would be a voluntary stoppage of tests in the atmosphere. 
The Secretary said that he was reluctant to give the Soviet Union any-
thing unilaterally. He recognized that there was a widespread concern, 
whether soundly based or not, regarding fallout. Mr. Holifield said that 
his Committee had looked very carefully into all the facts concerning 
the danger from fallout from nuclear tests, and these facts showed that 
there was no present global danger.

Messrs. Hickenlooper, Holifield, and Van Zandt all commented 
that of course the United States should not walk out of the negotiations 
and thus take the crushing propaganda loss that would result for the 
country that broke off the negotiations. It is a familiar Russian tactic to 
try to outlast us and wear us down. We must be prepared to continue 
negotiating, but without being trapped into an unpoliced, indefinite 
suspension of all nuclear weapons tests.

Mr. McCone commented that one obvious Soviet objective was to 
try to get us to agree in principle to the inspection quota idea, so that we 
would then be in the unfavorable position of haggling about numbers.

Senator Gore said that he was not unsympathetic with the over- all 
problem of the State Department in proceeding with these negotiations 
in the larger context of the Foreign Ministers meeting, our relations with 
allies, and our efforts to make a start on disarmament. He felt, however, 
that there was real danger in protracted negotiations on nuclear test 
suspension. He referred particularly to the risks of continuing the nego-
tiations during an election in the U.K. The Soviet Union is also  gaining 
propaganda advantage by playing up its pretended concessions. He 
urged a high- level reassessment leading to establishment of firm objec-
tives and time schedules, and an abandonment of the present drift  
in the U.S. approach to the negotiations. He commented that he believed 
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there was value to unilateral action to end atmospheric tests and thus to 
separate out the fallout problem from disarmament negotiations.

Senator Hickenlooper said that he wished to disagree with Mr. Holi-
field’s comment regarding discussion of the China problem in any “white 
paper” on the test suspension negotiations. He believed there should be 
no mention of Red China in view of the implied admission of the advan-
tages of recognition of Red China, and in view also of his belief that a 
three- power agreement, the only possible first step, would be a three- 
power test suspension agreement among the U.S., the U.K., and the USSR.

The Secretary expressed his appreciation to the Congressional 
group for making the trip to Geneva and giving him the benefit of their 
frank views.

477. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, July 9, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of the Principals

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Public opinion; possibility of concealment of nuclear tests. Secret; Limit Dis-
tribution. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament- Nuclear Policy.

State
Mr. Dillon
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Morris—S/AE
Mr. Toon—EE
Mr. Borg—SS

White House
Dr. Killian
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Dr. Bacher
Mr. Keeny
Mr. Skolnikoff
Mr. Gray

DOD
Mr. Gates
General Loper
Mr. Irwin

CIA
Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville

AEC
Mr. McCone
Dr. English

Mr. Gray said he thought it important that we consider how we 
obtain public understanding of the U.S. position and goals at the negoti-
ations. Mr. McCone agreed, saying he felt strongly that there is not a good 
public understanding of the aims of our Government at the nuclear test 
negotiations. Two things have served to obscure the issue in the public 
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mind: the Soviets have taken great pains to create the impression that they 
have made substantial and important concessions at the negotiations; at 
the same time, the U.K. has repeatedly, and most recently in a Macmillan 
statement last week, given the impression that agreement is just around 
the corner. In his opinion there remain many substantial problems to be 
solved before an agreement can be reached. For this reason he had sug-
gested in his letter of July 7 to Secretary Herter that a “white paper” on 
the U.S. position be prepared. Mr. Dillon said that he felt the public was 
fully aware of the primary U.S. objective, which is to attain agreement on 
a fully safeguarded, inspected suspension of nuclear weapons tests. As 
far as the negotiations are concerned, we should proceed rapidly to set 
out our views of the technical problems. For instance, we are currently 
preparing a working paper setting forth our concept of the technical cri-
teria which would have to be met before an event would be identified as 
natural. We believe that such a course will do a great deal to clarify the 
technical issues with regard to underground test monitoring and would 
serve to “smoke out” the Soviet position.

He had discussed with Secretary Herter the question of tactics during 
the immediate future when the Foreign Ministers Conference will be in 
session. They both felt that we should not seek a recess during the For-
eign Ministers Conference. This period could be used to detail our views 
concerning the large numbers of unidentified seismic events which would 
have to be dealt with—emphasizing the need to deal realistically with 
the inspection problem, especially as far as events below 5 kilotons are 
 concerned—and to seek resolution of such remaining procedural and 
organizational problems as we can. Thus, while he felt the timing of release 
of such a “white paper” as Mr. McCone had suggested should be deferred, 
he agreed that we should begin preparation of such a document.

Mr. Dillon then called on Dr. Robert F. Bacher, Chairman of the ad hoc 
committee on on- site inspection, to report on the findings of his group.

Dr. Bacher reviewed the history of the underground test detection 
problem, touching on the considerations of the Conference of Experts 
last summer, the complicating data resulting from the HARDTACK II 
underground explosions and the recommendations of the Berkner Panel 
on Seismic Improvement. He emphasized that the science of seismol-
ogy was largely in its infancy and, at the present state of the art, full of 
uncertainties. With regard to the question of concealment, he noted that 
decoupling theories, which had been thought to be relatively insignifi-
cant at the time of the Experts’ Conference, now held forth possibilities 
which could change the underground detection situation completely. 
He emphasized, however, that the decoupling technique developed by 
Dr. Albert Latter was a very complicated and uncertain matter. This 
large- hole method would require an approximately 1 million- cubic- 
meters hole for a 10 kiloton explosion at a cost of from 2 to 4 dollars 
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per cubic meter, i.e., 2 to 4 million dollars. He pointed out that there is 
essentially no experimental information to support this theory; how-
ever, the theory has stood up against severe theoretical scrutiny. It is 
expected that the HE experiments scheduled to begin in the near future 
by the AEC ought to be able to shed considerable light on the valid-
ity of the theory. There will remain, of course, other problems since no 
one knows whether a hole of the size suggested could hold together or 
whether there would be physical deviations from the experience with 
experiments in salt mines when dealing with a homogeneous medium 
such as would be used for an actual clandestine test.

Our thinking since last summer has been that inspection of a certain 
percentage of unidentified events should take place. Recently, however, 
the concept of an annual quota of on- site inspections has been intro-
duced, first by British Prime Minister Macmillan and subsequently by 
Soviet Premier Khrushchev. His group, which met July 1–2, had been 
called upon to study the problems in inspection bearing on determina-
tion of a percentage or quota for inspection and to estimate the likeli-
hood of detection which could be achieved by various percentages or 
quotas. Obviously after only such a short time he could not present a 
complete and detailed report on this complicated problem, but could 
merely sketch out the preliminary conclusions reached by the group. 
He noted that although there remained differences of opinion among 
the members of the Panel, he felt it was possible at this time to report 
some reasonably firm conclusions.

He noted that in dealing with the over- all underground problem, 
there were three major variables: (1) the ability to identify an under-
ground event as natural on the basis of instrument readings; (2) the num-
ber of annual inspections which would be available in a quota; and (3) the 
probability of finding and proving a violation by on- site inspection. A fac-
tor of improvement in any of these variables would improve the over- all 
situation by the same factor. Actually, the bulk of events above 5 kiloton 
equivalent would be identified by the Experts’ system. It was only when 
one dipped below the 5 kiloton range that large problems arose.

He explained that the Panel had taken three equivalent seismic 
yield ranges—0.5 to 2 KT, 2 to 5 KT and greater than 5 KT. In each area 
they had assumed three different kinds of coupling: (a) the Rainier cou-
pling; (b) decoupling by a factor of 4; and (c) decoupling by a factor 
of 10. (Because of the uncertainty of the Latter method, which theoret-
ically could give larger decoupling factors, this was not considered.) 
Applied to these figures were a factor of delimitation of areas of concern 
derived from intelligence considerations, a factor stating, the percentage 
of events which would be inspected, a factor indicating the probabil-
ity of proof that a violation had occurred and finally a factor indicating 
the increased probability of detection which would result from a test 
series rather than an individual clandestine test. The resulting numbers 
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gave a probability that a given violation would be caught. He noted 
particularly that the most difficult of these several factors was the 
probability- of- proof factor of which our knowledge was deficient. This 
was extremely important since the final result of detection probability is 
directly proportional to this probability- of- proof factor.

Dr. Bacher summarized the following conclusions indicated by the 
panel’s discussion:

1. If large decoupling factors prove to be possible using the Latter 
technique, we will then be driven back essentially to reliance on intel-
ligance, since the network will have very little capability of detecting 
such events, much less identifying them. However, he personally felt 
that the possibility of constructing holes for tests larger than 10 KT was 
extremely speculative.

2. The probability of being caught in a violation in the low- yield 
ranges is most heavily dependent on the effectiveness of the actual 
on- site inspection procedure since the other factors have less influence 
than in the higher yield ranges.

3. Urgent study of the following problems is needed: (a) experi-
mental testing of the Latter decoupling theory; (b) operational study of 
effective inspection techniques; (c) a hard look at the possibility of using 
unmanned seismic stations on a 150 to 170 kilometer network. This 
could be the main solution to the decoupling problem. If such a net-
work were used rather than the Geneva system, the identification capa-
bility would be improved greatly since the network would reach down 
to the 50- ton range. He noted that the use of such stations is common 
in seismology; of course, in a control system such units would require 
telemetry capability and would be difficult to make tamper- proof.

Dr. Killian said he felt that the results of this quick study made clear 
that underground detection problem is very difficult. He emphasized, 
however, that these analyses were very much on the conservative side 
and that the situation might in actuality be very much better.

Mr. Dillon said he was impressed with the fact that the real prob-
lem existed in the lower yields and that in the higher yield range we 
seemed to be much better off. Mr. McCone noted that this fact raised 
again the question of whether we should propose a yield threshold for 
the agreement. Mr. Keeny pointed out that the Experts’ Report had itself 
estimated a capability for underground events of only 5 kilotons and 
above and had not claimed to have such capabilities in the smaller yield 
range.

Mr. Gates asked whether experimentation on weapons develop-
ment in size below 5 kilotons was not very expensive. McCone agreed 
that it was quite expensive in terms of fissionable materials.

Referring to his recent trip to Geneva, Mr. McCone said that the 
Soviet Delegate, Ambassador Tsarapkin, had told him that his country 
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could never accept the concept of unmanned seismic stations so closely 
spaced because of the large numbers involved and the need for servic-
ing. Dr. Bacher pointed out that although a large number of such slave 
stations would be required, they would almost entirely do away with 
the inspection problem since such a network would identify almost all 
earthquakes without such inspection.

Mr. Dillon asked what we might do to improve the state of our 
knowledge of on- site inspection techniques. Dr. Scoville replied that a 
great deal of work had been done last fall and that there was no ques-
tion but that there were possible technical and detective methods to find 
underground nuclear explosions. He felt that it would be most useful if 
the AEC could prepare a study on ways in which tests could be hidden 
and minimum amount of diagnostic instrumentation which would be 
needed. Then, the “detectives” could pit their wits against the “hiders”. 
Dr. Bacher agreed that the HARDTACK II events had been very easy to 
find. However, no particular effort was made to conceal these shots.

In response to Mr. Irwin’s question as to whether the Berkner rec-
ommendations for 100 seismometers at each control post would be 
practical, Dr. Bacher explained that it was common in the oil industry 
to use arrays of 1,000 such units, Dr. Killian stressed that in general the 
Berkner estimates had deliberately been very conservative.

Mr. Dillon asked whether Dr. Killian thought we had enough infor-
mation to set forth for the President in lay language the present state of 
the problem. Dr. Killian said he thought that we can certainly give him a 
reasonable estimate of the implications of this latest study on our over- 
all position. It was agreed that Dr. Killian would undertake to prepare 
such a paper.

Dr. Killian said he would like to suggest a possible over- all con-
clusion based on Dr. Bacher’s report. He said that it would seem, 
on the basis of the existing state of knowledge and without further 
experiments, that the soundest course for us would be to accept an 
atmospheric test cessation alone until we get further data on the under-
ground problem. He said that he would be willing to suggest that this 
ought to be our position. Mr. Farley said that he understood Dr. Killian 
to be suggesting that we adopt such a position ourselves as the only 
realistic approach, but in our tactics at the negotiations and with regard 
to the public, we must be careful to prepare a logical and detailed case 
supporting such a course. Dr. Killian and Mr. McCone agreed.

Mr. Dillon called the attention of the group to the cost estimates 
previously circulated by the State Department and asked that the prin-
cipals look carefully at the implications of such large costs.

In response to a suggestion by Mr. McCone that it might be advis-
able to recess the negotiations, Mr. Dillon said Secretary Herter wished 
to avoid any consideration of the test cessation issue in the Foreign Min-
isters Meeting and for this reason had decided that it would be wisest 
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not to recess the negotiations while the Foreign Ministers are in Geneva. 
Mr. Irwin said he thought that it would be wisest if the Conference would 
recess in order to save the ammunition provided by the various issues, 
such as numbers of unidentified events, etc., for use in presenting any 
solution such as the threshold approach or the atmospheric- cessation- 
only- approach. Mr. Dillon said that in the light of the discussion at the 
meeting today, he and the Secretary would reconsider this point.

After Dr. Killian had reminded the group that when the Latter con-
cealment theory is proven to be feasible or infeasible, we would again 
be faced with a new set of circumstances on underground testing, 
Mr. McCone said that the AEC expected to finish the HE experiments 
designed to test out the theory by the beginning of September.

Mr. Keeny then gave a brief review of the proceedings at the tech-
nical discussions on high altitude detection held in Geneva the last 
two weeks. He said that essentially the Soviet Union has agreed to our 
entire position on a system for monitoring the high altitude environ-
ment, including our assessment on shielding. The only area in which 
he felt they would not agree was the use of ground- based back scatter 
radar, since they maintained this equipment had dangerous potential 
for intelligence gathering on their missile program.

478. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, July 10, 1959

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Suspension Talks

PARTICIPANTS

Sir Harold Caccia, British Ambassador
The Viscount Hood, British Minister
The Secretary
Livingston T. Merchant, Asst. Secretary, EUR

During the course of a call on the Secretary on another matter, the 
British Ambassador inquired whether there was any new development 
which he should report to Selwyn Lloyd concerning the nuclear test 
suspension negotiations.

1 Source: Nuclear test ban talks. Secret. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/7–
1059. Drafted on July 22.
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The Secretary replied that he would like to run up a warning flag 
in connection with the underground tests. The Scientific Committee 
had met yesterday and reviewed recently developed technical infor-
mation on the detection of underground tests. The report was very dis-
couraging. It made clear, however, that more underground tests must 
be carried out in order to reach any firm conclusion as to the detection 
possibilities of any existent system. The Secretary said he had not yet 
had the opportunity himself of going over the report but that he would 
be discussing it in Geneva with Mr. Lloyd.

On the matter of high altitude testing, the Secretary said that the 
experts’ talks on this subject in Geneva seemed to be going well. He said 
his tentative conclusion was that it may be necessary to settle for an agree-
ment limited to atmospheric tests while continuing negotiation on those 
underground. He said he had very much in mind the problem of securing 
approval by the Senate of any control system which had so low detection 
capability as to raise doubts as to its effectiveness even as a deterrant.

479. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, July 16, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of the Principals

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Technical aspects of nuclear test suspension talks. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. 8 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office 
of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy.

State
Mr. Dillon
Mr. Kohler—EUR
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Blanchet—S/AE
Mr. Fessenden—S/AE
Mr. Borg—S/S

White House
Mr. Gray
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Keeny

D.O.D.
Gen. Loper
Gen. Fox
Mr. Knight

CIA
Mr. Dulles
Mr. Brent

A.E.C.
Mr. McCone
Mr. English
Col. Sherrill

Mr. Dillon explained that the meeting had been called to follow 
up the discussion on July 9 and was concerned with two problems: the 
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presentation to the President of a simplified version of the report made 
by Dr. Bacher at the July 9 meeting; and secondly, recommendations as 
to what action should be taken in the light of the technical situation. He 
then asked Dr. Kistiakowsky what the status of the preparations for the 
submission to the President was and whether the report contemplated 
departed appreciably from Dr. Bacher’s comments last week.

Dr. Kistiakowsky replied the paper would be ready for presentation 
early next week. He said that it would not depart appreciably from 
Dr. Bacher’s remarks except in the avoidance of detail and the addi-
tion of visual aids. There had been no further meetings of the Panel. 
It was apparent that some of the findings reported by Dr. Bacher were 
technically supported while others were necessarily guesswork. He 
particularly noted the “P factor”, i.e., the estimated probability that an 
inspection party could actually determine the nature of a suspicious 
event. On this point there was great disagreement among the Panel 
members and agreement only on the point that there was no basis for 
reaching a firm estimate. Mr. Dillon interjected that this appeared to 
lend weight to the view that there was a need for additional experi-
mentation. Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that experimentation would not 
contribute to a more precise evaluation of this factor since it involved 
unpredictable considerations like the skill of the investigators, how 
much information we might have of the area concerned from intelli-
gence, etc. Mr. Dulles remarked that the conversation on July 9 had been 
largely confined to technical considerations and had not considered 
the psychological factors. It had not gone into how the Soviets would 
assess the risk of attempting evasion.

Mr. Dillon referred to the draft course of action (attached) circulated 
at the outset of the meeting. He commented that we should not alter 
our public position regarding our ultimate objective of a safeguarded 
test suspension, during a period in which we would ascertain whether 
we could, in fact, devise adequate safeguards for a discontinuance of 
tests. Mr. McCone said it was his impression on reading the paper that 
we were drifting away from the position of requiring adequate safe-
guards. Mr. Dillon replied that this was not our intention. Mr. Dillon 
then reviewed each of the recommendations of the paper in turn, call-
ing particular attention to paragraph d concerning a U.S. declaration 
of willingness to withhold nuclear tests underground while an experi-
mental program to clear up present uncertainties was being conducted.

Mr. McCone and General Loper noted that the estimate in the paper 
in paragraph c– 5 that such a program could be conducted in two to 
three years was out of line with Dr. Northrup’s estimate of three to five 
years. Mr. Dillon said that this number would of course be changed to 
whatever the actual estimate was. General Loper then took exception to 
the statement of the problem at the outset of the paper which placed too 
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great weight on the problem of the concealment of underground nuclear 
explosions. If this problem were solved there would still be the matter 
of detection of underground testing in the lower yield ranges where the 
deterrence factor was very small. He also questioned the recommen-
dation in paragraph d that we should agree not to test underground, 
suggesting that the language should be changed to “refrain from test-
ing in the atmosphere” so that there would be no contamination from 
radioactive fallout. He maintained that this had been the President’s 
idea all along. Mr. Dillon suggested that this paragraph be bracketed 
for the President’s decision and said that the statement of the problem 
would be generalized to take care of General Loper’s objection.

Dr. Kistiakowsky then gave a further account of the technical pre-
sentation that would be made to the President. He explained that there 
had been two key assumptions in Dr. Bacher’s presentation of July 9: 
that decoupling by a factor of 10 would be feasible and that probabil-
ity of success in on- site inspections was very low. If these assumptions 
were set aside, the picture was very much as it was at the end of the 
experts’ discussions in 1958, provided that the improved instruments 
recommended by the Berkner Panel were incorporated into the system. 
The weight of these two assumptions would be brought out in a series 
of charts in which, by means of bar graphs, probability of detection 
would be plotted against detonations of different yield under varying 
assumptions as to the number of on- site inspections which could be 
carried out. One chart also showed the situation which would occur if 
decoupling should be feasible to the extent of reducing amplitude by a 
factor of 200.

At the request of Mr. Dillon General Loper then reported on a 
joint AEC– DOD study on what action should be taken to follow up 
the main recommendations of the Berkner Panel. He said that the Air 
Force Technical Applications Center (AFTAC) had recommended that 
there should be applied research on the evolution of early improve-
ments on the detection of underground tests and secondly that there 
should in addition be fundamental research in seismology. New proj-
ects in both fields had been recommended, and the recommendations 
had been submitted to Dr. York for review. A panel had been selected 
to examine the projects recommended and subsequently to advise 
AFTAC on the carrying out of these projects. AFTAC has already begun 
to accumulate Soviet periodicals on seismology and to establish con-
tacts with U.S. laboratories working on allied fields. He said that the 
funding had not been settled but that the expenses had been estimated 
at $22.8 million for the first year and $30 million for the second year. 
General Loper noted parenthetically that AEC could look for assistance 
from the Department of Defense in the amount of $375,000 for work on 
the salt dome and granite experiments. McCone at this point inquired 
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whether the Panel believed that it could make a real contribution to 
solving the problem—whether it could come up with recommenda-
tions which would make a real difference in the system. He suggested 
that the Panel’s recommendations would require very close examina-
tion, citing again Dr. Northrup’s opinion that three to five years would 
be necessary and that even under these circumstances there might not 
be successful results. General Loper said that this was why AFTAC had 
emphasized the need for fundamental advances in seismology. He 
explained that AFTAC had under consideration the establishment of a 
model station to test the deep- hole equipment, long- period equipment 
and other improved equipment.

In response to Mr. Dillon’s request, Mr. McCone then reported 
on a study of the AEC and DOD on the requirement for additional 
weapons tests, including the feasibility and cost of conducting them 
underground. McCone said that it had been prepared by a commit-
tee composed of a representative of the Division of Military Applica-
tions in the U.S. Air Force; the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 
Atomic Energy; the Manager of the AEC installation at Albuquerque; 
the Directors of the Los Alamos and Livermore Laboratories; and the 
Vice President of the Sandia Corporation. He said that the report set 
out various areas in which improvements, some of them of a dramatic 
nature, could be made in both low and high yields, in the refinement of 
the Polaris warhead and in the development of the Minute Man war-
head. It projected a series of desirable underground tests extending into 
Fiscal Year 1960 and costing $50 million. It also projected other tests in 
the upper atmosphere which would cost $500 million to $775 million. 
Mr. Dillon asked what, in general, were the assumptions as to what 
could be done underground. Colonel Sherrill said they had arbitrarily 
limited the underground testing in the first instance to 50 KT. It might 
be possible to go higher than this but this would be impossible to deter-
mine without the benefit of further underground testing. They had pro-
grammed two tests which could go up to 130 KT if preliminary testing 
in lower yields should prove it feasible to go this high. Mr. McCone then 
read the conclusions of the report that further testing was necessary 
to develop “new concepts”; to explore the possibility of warheads for 
mobile ICBMs and effects tests for the study of high altitude defense; 
to develop high assurance and predictability in various weapons and 
to contribute to the further development of the anti- ICBMs warhead 
and anti- submarine weapons, as well as weapons with improved char-
acteristics for use over land surfaces. Mr. McCone said that there was a 
supplementary statement by Dr. Teller as well as an amplification by 
the Department of Defense. This report pointed up the seriousness of 
the question before the present group.
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Mr. Dillon asked whether all the principals would be available 
next week for the meeting with the President. Mr. McCone said that 
he would be away on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, but that some-
one else could represent him if there were reasons for going ahead with 
the meeting. Mr. Dillon indicated the meeting would be postponed until 
Mr. McCone’s return.

General Loper then raised the question of proposed instructions to 
the U.S. Delegation in Geneva concerning staffing. He said that he rec-
ognized that the position which the delegation was instructed to take 
was fundamentally sound, but he questioned on tactical grounds the 
wisdom of taking this position at this stage of the negotiations. Mr. Dil-
lon and Mr. Farley outlined the reasons for going ahead on the discussion 
of staffing. Mr. McCone expressed the view that from his observation of 
the situation in Geneva it would be bad to try to stop further discussion 
on the staffing problem. He suggested that we might, however, in put-
ting forth our position on staffing make dear that this was a peripheral 
issue in the negotiations and that the central issue lay elsewhere. It was 
agreed that Mr. Knight would discuss the matter with Mr. McElroy and 
call back in the evening.

Mr. McCone then stated that he did not think that the Tab A of the 
paper under discussion should go forward to the President, since the 
points included were matters of dispute. Mr. Dillon said that they had 
been attached as a tab for the information of the meeting participants 
rather than the President.

Attachment

Draft Course of Action

Problem. To outline a specific course of action in the event of a Pres-
idential decision that the newly- developed theoretical techniques for 
concealment of underground nuclear explosions invalidate the Geneva 
Experts’ system to such a degree that agreement on a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban would, on balance, involve an unacceptable security 
risk for the U.S., at least prior to conduct and assessment of further 
research and experimentation.

Possible Course of Action. The following course of action, which 
is proposed for discussion with the U.K. after Presidential approval, 
would do most to minimize adverse reaction and accord with the con-
siderations and basic objectives outlined in Tab A.

a) The Secretary to inform Lloyd of our present views, and offer an 
immediate visit by a U.S. technical team headed by Dr. Bacher to the 
U.K. to satisfy U.K. questions. (We should be prepared for a U.K. con-
clusion that the political advantages to be gained from agreement far 
outweigh the technical uncertainties involved. In addition the U.K. is 
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likely to resist a change in position while the Foreign Ministers Confer-
ence is under way and so long as a Summit Conference is a possibility.)

b) Secretary Herter and Lloyd to advise Gromyko in Geneva 
that we are seriously concerned about Soviet unwillingness to join in 
reconsidering the effectiveness of the Geneva system for dealing with 
underground tests in the low yield ranges and that, in spite of the prog-
ress which the negotiators have made, we will be unable to agree to a 
comprehensive ban until there is a solution of this problem. Gromyko 
should be made to understand that our public and Congressional opin-
ion will not accept an agreement which is not technically sound, and 
that we cannot longer defer facing up to this problem. Secretary Herter 
to offer that Dr. Bacher visit Geneva or Moscow to review the technical 
considerations with Dr. Feodorov or other Soviet scientists.

c) If, as is to be expected, the Soviet Union refuses to agree to the 
proposed technical reassessment despite this demarche, Wadsworth 
should be instructed to state in the meeting that the United States, short 
of finding ways of overcoming the technical uncertainties, no longer 
believes it possible to agree to a full test ban.

1) This would be preceded by a presentation in the meeting, by 
Dr. Bacher, of our full analysis of the technical situation.

2) This action would be coordinated with a message from Eisen-
hower to Khrushchev designed to authenticate this position.

3) If the USSR under this pressure, agrees to the proposed reassess-
ment, the conclusions of the Bacher Panel and the Latter theory will 
stand up under Soviet technical criticism, and thus will provide even 
stronger justification for our action. If the USSR continues to refuse, 
it will bear the onus of ignoring the difficulties we have described in 
specific terms.

4) In either event we should introduce a draft treaty for a phased 
approach similar to that developed subsequent to the April 13 pro-
posal, preserving as many as possible of the now agreed elements of 
the control system but extending to high altitude tests on the basis of 
the recent agreement in this area.

5) Concurrently, we should propose a concrete program of 
research and experimentation, to be conducted cooperatively over 
a definite period (2–3 years), designed to answer the present uncer-
tainties about underground detection capabilities. The treaty would 
include provision for extending the ban to underground tests, per-
haps in stages, as soon as effective control is proven possible by fur-
ther study and experimentation. The initial stage might be to prohibit 
underground tests creating a seismic signal larger than 10–20 KT if 
this is deemed feasible.

d) In order to emphasize that the objective of the U.S. is to develop 
a sound system and not to find a pretext to resume testing, the U.S. 
should declare readiness for its part to withhold nuclear weapons tests 
underground while the experimental program is being conducted, pro-
vided the USSR agreed to this approach, to cooperate in the research 
program, and undertook a similar declaration on its own part. (We 
anticipate that without this provision it will probably not be possible to 
obtain U.K. concurrence to the outlined course of action.)

e) If the USSR does not accept this proposal, the President should 
issue a statement recalling the U.S. delegation temporarily, announcing 
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the intention to undertake the experimental program unilaterally (or 
jointly with the U.K.) and proposing resumption of negotiations as 
soon as the program produces results sufficient to warrant this action. 
In this event we should refrain from conducting any tests in the atmo-
sphere and limit ourselves to a modest and restricted program of 
underground weapons tests conducted with an absolute minimum of 
publicity. (We must anticipate Soviet and U.K. declarations of intent not 
to conduct any testing.)

Considerations. Any plan of action for a change in U.S. position with 
respect to the Geneva negotiations must be developed with the follow-
ing considerations in mind:

a) The need to minimize the impression that the U.S. is seeking 
to evade agreement with the USSR now that it has become more of a 
practical possibility, or that the U.S. is seeking a pretext for resumption 
of nuclear weapons testing.

b) The necessity for full, candid and effective exposition of the 
reas ons for our position.

c) The importance of holding on to such advances in Soviet will-
ingness to accept international control and inspection as have been 
made during the course of these negotiations.

d) The importance of not prejudicing the possibilities of success in, 
or even the meaningful conduct of further disarmament negotiations.

e) The importance of avoiding a major policy split with the U.K., in 
which there is extreme internal pressure to obtain a successful result in 
the current negotiations.

f) The danger of unilateral Soviet foreswearing of all nuclear 
 weapons tests as a likely response to a U.S. shift in position, and the 
consequent propaganda gain for the USSR.

g) The implications which a change in the prospects for an agree-
ment on testing could have on other current or prospective negotiations 
with the USSR.

Basic Objectives. The U.S. initially decided to seek an agreement 
on suspension of nuclear tests for a number of reasons, which remain 
cogent:

a) A desire to combat the image of the U.S. as a military- minded 
nation, indifferent to world fears about nuclear war and world hopes 
that some means might be found to cope with the threat of modem 
arms.

b) To attack the 4th country problem, limiting the development of 
independent nuclear weapons production capabilities.

c) To break the 12- year disarmament impasse by taking an immedi-
ately practical first step that might make subsequent steps come easier.

d) To penetrate the Iron Curtain and force Soviet acceptance of the 
idea of international control.

e) To demonstrate to the world as well as to the Soviet Union U.S. 
willingness to seek sound agreements with the USSR and to probe the 
sincerity of Soviet professions of a desire for relaxation of tensions.

f) To freeze the status of Soviet nuclear weapons technology, inso-
far as possible, while it is still behind ours.
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g) To counter a successful Soviet propaganda drive which enabled 
it to pose as champion of peace on this issue, and to forestall an unequiv-
ocal UN call for test cessation with or without controls.

h) In achieving these objectives, at the same time to dispose of the 
“fallout” issue which was stigmatizing the nuclear weapons on which 
we relied.

It is necessary to insure that any course of action adopted does not 
mean a reversal of the U.S. position or adoption of an obviously unne-
gotiable one which would mean a setback to the chance of achieving 
these objectives. If through a change in our position we convince others 
we are no longer interested in an agreement on nuclear tests there could 
be a serious impact on the confidence of our allies and of uncommitted 
countries in the U.S. as a responsible power which seeks an alternative 
to an arms race.

In view of these considerations and the history of the negotiations 
so far, the U.S. must be prepared to deal frankly and fully with the 
technical factors which we believe justify a change in our objectives. It 
would be unwise to base such a change on Soviet recalcitrance in the 
negotiations, since the gap between the Soviet and Western positions 
at present, though substantial, may well be bridgeable by further per-
sistent effort. The Soviets have made substantial changes in position 
during the negotiations and have moved closer to our concept of inter-
national control than ever before in the long history of disarmament 
negotiations. There is no longer a clear, dramatic difference between 
the Soviet and Western positions on key issues. Initially the Soviets 
maintained that controls were unnecessary and, finally, during the 1958 
Experts’ Conference accepted in toto the U.S. position on the full range 
of control methods which we deemed technically necessary. This Soviet 
acceptance of our proposals was duplicated during the recently con-
cluded high altitude technical discussions. Accordingly, we believe that 
in order to be plausible we must clearly base any change in position 
on technical difficulties not foreseen last summer, which we must try 
jointly to overcome before we can be confident that a comprehensive 
test ban is in fact enforceable. We must be prepared, in particular, to 
explain the Latter concealment theory and its implications. This is the 
major new development justifying reassessment, since it was recog-
nized as far back as the Experts’ Conference that underground events 
in the low yield ranges would be difficult to identify and that below 
some point (which now appears to be about .7 KT) some would go 
undetected. This level of risk has been considered acceptable, given the 
limited motivation for cheating in these ranges.
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480. Memorandum From Killian to Kistiakowsky1

Washington, July 20, 1959

I wish to put into this memorandum the suggestion that I made 
to you verbally for modifying the position paper for the Geneva Test 
Cessation Conference which you showed to me on Sunday and which 
was presented by the Department of State at the meeting of principals 
on Thursday.

My suggestion is this: that as a first step in a plan to propose a 
phased and evolutionary test ban, we seek to introduce into the Geneva 
discussions the whole problem of the Latter Hole. In doing this we 
would first of all make a complete disclosure of the concept and theory 
with a complete discussion of the uncertainties that we feel this intro-
duces into the monitoring of underground tests. Next we should pro-
pose an agreement to conduct test experiments to gain solid evidence 
about the effects of the Latter Hole. These should include nuclear tests. 
Without nuclear tests, I doubt very much whether any experimentation 
is going to be convincing as to whether the theory is right or wrong or 
partially right.

A first step such as the one I propose would seem to put us in a 
more advantageous position. If the Soviets accepted the proposal for 
such tests, there could be a clear possibility of gaining more solid exper-
imental evidence to proceed with further discussions of a monitoring 
system, in a manner which would make it clear to the world that we 
were troubled by the uncertainty which has been introduced by this 
new concept and that also we were anxious to get the facts and let them 
fall as they may.

If the Soviets refuse to agree to such a proposal, our position would 
seem to me to be much stronger before the world in that we have sin-
cerely sought to make an effort to meet the technical uncertainties head 
on with information fully available to both sides.

If such a program of testing and experimentation to find the facts 
about the Latter Hole do proceed, we would then be in a much more 
solid position to determine what our next step should be. If, for exam-
ple, the experiments support the theory of the Latter Hole and indi-
cated very large decoupling factors, we might have to conclude that a 
second phase involving detection of underground tests might have to 
be drastically modified or even dropped. If, however, the tests showed 

1 Source: Proposes discussing Latter Hole in nuclear test suspension talks. Top 
Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy.
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that the decoupling factors are much smaller than those which theory 
indicates might be possible, we would have a solid technical base for 
looking at systems for detection of underground tests.

The step which I propose and describe is included in the State 
Department proposed position paper, but my plan puts it in a some-
what different setting and changes the timing. We would make such a 
proposal as I describe first, and then defer our decisions as to whether 
we propose an atmospheric ban as the first phase of an evolutionary 
plan.

One question that will have to be met in appraising my proposal is 
the time required to conduct such nuclear tests and the effect of the time 
required on our own planning. If it was agreed that we were to make 
such a proposal and if consequently the proposal were accepted, I think 
that we would be operating under a sense of urgency to make such a 
test and get the facts as soon as possible. I would hope that this could 
be a matter of two years rather than three to five years.

Whatever we now decide to do, I hope very much that we will 
cling to our policy of seeking to establish the principle of monitoring. 
We now know that monitoring systems are more complex than origi-
nally supposed, but I am not convinced that this additional complexity 
invalidates the concept of monitoring. I am convinced that the principle 
of monitoring is so important for any progressive development of arms 
limitation policies and procedures that we ought to pursue the effort to 
design and get agreement on monitoring systems with great determi-
nation. We have gone deeply into the technical aspects of nuclear test 
monitoring and inspection, and it may well be that we have a greater 
opportunity to reach sound agreements about this particular kind of 
monitoring system than we could expect in the future to reach with any 
other aspect of arms limitation.

More fundamental even than this is the importance in my view 
of making headway, however slight, in the development of methods 
of arms limitation which still provides adequately for the security of 
the United States. Despite all of the difficulties and frustrations that 
are inherent in the current negotiations, I still believe that these nego-
tiations are worth continuing and warrant our being persistent and 
patient in seeking to achieve progress and further results.

J.R. Killian, Jr.
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481. Memorandum of Conversation1

US/MC/164 Geneva, July 29, 1959, 1:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Resumption of disarmament negotiations. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
 Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

United States
The Secretary

U.S.S.R
Mr. Gromyko

SUBJECT

Disarmament Negotiations

After the discussion on Geneva Conference matters following 
lunch today, the Secretary raised with Gromyko the questions of renew-
ing disarmament negotiations. He said that he was prepared now to 
discuss with Gromyko his ideas on a suitable form for carrying on 
negotiations which are now in suspension. The Secretary’s view would 
be the negotiating group should be small, and he had understood from 
Gromyko’s conversation with Secretary General Hammarskjold that he 
shared this view. It was clear to the Secretary that if the negotiating 
group is to be a workable organ, membership in it should be restricted 
to parties with a high degree of technical competence and with a real 
sense of responsibility with regard to the disarmament problem. The 
Secretary would prefer therefore that the negotiating body not include 
neutral countries since, for the most part, they are lacking in the req-
uisite technical competence and their presence therefore would prob-
ably [illegible in the original] the discussions. The Secretary [illegible 
in the original] the United States, the United Kingdom [illegible in the 
original] the Soviet Union, Poland and Czechoslovakia [illegible in the 
original] which to consider the Secretary [illegible in the original] could 
lunch with him Friday or Saturday [illegible in the original] to carry on 
their discussion of the problem.
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482. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, July 29, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Acting Secretary Dillon
Mr. Charles Coolidge
General Goodpaster

Mr. Dillon said he was there to introduce Mr. Coolidge to the Pres-
ident in a new capacity, that of Director of the study of Disarmament 
which the President had recently approved. The President expressed 
his gratification that Mr. Coolidge was bringing his extended experi-
ence in security affairs back to the government to lead this study.

Mr. Coolidge said his ideas on disarmament are still pretty meager. 
It seemed to be something that everyone is for but for which it is very 
hard to find specific effective things to do. He said he did not intend 
to establish any big task forces, but thought he would take advantage 
of what has already been done. His staff he expected to include four 
from Defense, four from State, two or three from the scientific commu-
nity, one from CIA and one from AEC, at least initially. The President 
supported this approach, commenting that our normal experience is 
that these projects are over- organized, to the extent that they become 
bureaucratic. His thought is that the key is a few people with good 
ideas and imagination. Mr. Coolidge said he had talked with Dr. Kis-
tiakowsky, Dr. Killian and Mr. Allen Dulles to get their thinking, and 
would certainly be searching for ideas whereever they could be found.

The President said that one of the difficulties is that it is hard to get 
timely response even where we see some action possibilities. He recalled 
that he had thought some two years ago that it would have been a good 
idea to discontinue atmospheric testing. The Soviets probably would not 
have agreed, since they have insisted on banning all types of testing, but 
we would have improved our situation greatly without ruling out tests that 
were really essential. In the long run, he said he feels we cannot go beyond 
the ban on atmospheric testing since inspection against ground testing is too 
uncertain, and inspection against high altitude testing will probably be too 
costly. He felt that there is great value to be gained through the elimination 
of certain types of arms from certain areas. The virtue is that we thereby 
establish inspection systems, and it is from these that he expects progress in 
the international field to be achieved. After further discussion of the difficul-
ties involved in the disarmament approach, Mr. Coolidge and the President 
agreed that the only thing to do is to stay with it and do the best we can.

1 Source: Disarmament study. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE 
Diaries.
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The President again thanked Mr. Coolidge for taking on this 
assignment. At this point Mr. Coolidge left the President’s office.

The President then cleared a proposed message to Prime Minister 
Macmillan and gave it to Mr. Dillon for final editing and dispatch. He 
followed this with a message to Khrushchev with the same instructions. 
Mr. Dillon suggested delivering the message to Macmillan through 
Lord Hood and the one to Khrushchev through Ambassador Menshi-
kov here in Washington, and the President agreed.

Mr. Dillon recommended for the President’s approval the designa-
tion of Mr. Dowling as Assistant Secretary for European Affairs in the 
State Department. He mentioned that the international organization for 
the support of NATO is planning to designate a new head, and asked 
if the President would see any objection to Mr. Harriman’s taking that 
post, which is an entirely private position. The President said he did not 
think this was a matter which needed to be brought to him, and would 
therefore have no objection.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

483. Telegram Cahto 188 From Herter at Geneva1

Geneva, July 31, 1959, 10 p.m.

Cahto 188. Re Tocah 211, following are Wadsworth views on recess.

1. While recess until conclusion of Killian talks would be highly 
desirable from many standpoints. USdel is rather at loss to find reason-
able justification for requesting one which will wash with Russians and 
world opinion. Soviets are already deeply suspicious re United States 
attitude toward treaty. They have made this quite clear in their repeated 
probing for United States answer to their quota proposal. Unless desir-
ability of recess can be very clearly demonstrated, any attempt to obtain 
one likely be met by Soviet allegations re United States intentions and 
refusal go along on agreed basis.

Alternative of spacing out meetings and slowing down tempo of 
work seems to us preferable. Recently conference has averaged only three 
meetings per week. If United Kingdom agreed we could move ahead at 

1 Source: Wadsworth’s views on recess of nuclear test ban talks. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 700.5611/7–3159.
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about this rate or slower on number of uncompleted matters, all of which 
would have to be negotiated in any event, even for limited treaty.

3. Believe following tactics would permit United States to maintain 
reasonable posture for about two weeks:

A) Continue as during last five weeks to limit meeting schedule on 
basis ad hoc arrangements to three or less per week.

B) Continue staffing discussion, dealing with thirds proposal, ques-
tion of nationality of head of post, and United States views re exclusion 
host country nationals from inspection groups.

C) Continue discussion preparatory commission, Annex III, 
seeking clarification of Soviet position and definition of any issues of 
disagreement.

D) Table Annex II on privileges and immunities for discussion if 
this can be agreed with United Kingdom.

E) Table if possible amendments to treaty to incorporate high alti-
tude provisions as recommended Supnu 563.

F) Continue discussion of veto, especially as regards budgetary, 
administrative and logistic questions.

G) Deal with minor matters which are still pending such as depositary 
government, disposition of records of Experts’ discussions re high altitude 
detection, and amendments relating to choice of Vienna as headquarters.

H) Consider definitions and disputes articles when agreement 
reached with United Kingdom these matters.

Foregoing assumes high altitude provisions and Annex II can be 
readied for presentation within week. In any case it would of course 
be most helpful to Wadsworth if conversations with British could 
be started and carried through as quickly as possible.

Herter

484. Telegram Cahto 201 From Herter at Geneva1

Geneva, August 3, 1959, 7 p.m.

Cahto 201. For the Acting Secretary. Wadsworth and I met with 
Lloyd, Wright, Laskey and Morgan of UKdel August 1 and informed 
the group about latest schedule of Killian and his group re coming 

1 Source: Discussions with U.K. on nuclear test ban talks. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 
59, Central Files, 700.5611/8–359.
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to London. Lloyd indicated this was acceptable to them, not know-
ing at the moment where Penney was. He thought that if their scien-
tists agreed with the latest U.S. findings and with a two to three year 
research and experimentation program that the UK might agree that 
we cannot accept disarmament agreements which cannot be controlled; 
i.e., we could not yet sign treaty banning underground tests.

Lloyd expressed considerable concern about impact of present US 
plan on the General Assembly. He pointed out that unless the US–UK 
did something about continuing the moratorium on tests other than 
experimentation for the detection system, we stood a good chance of 
receiving a resounding defeat in the Assembly. He thought that world 
opinion would be “aghast” if the West resumed testing, that the Irish 
res presented certain difficulties and that a res calling for a moratorium 
might even be passed. He further thought that the West’s strongest 
point was the Russian refusal to discuss the new seismic data and that 
we should play the hand on that.

I replied that I felt this would not be as serious as Lloyd thought, 
since most of the world objected to tests because of fall- out and the 
results thereof.

Lloyd pointed out that although this was true, the Soviets would 
be sure to make a great deal of mileage with an argument to the effect 
that this proved that we never had wished to have a comprehensive test 
ban and that the “anti-treaty forces” in Washington had won the day.

All of the above predicated on assumption that Sovs would not 
agree to the negotiation of a limited treaty.

On further procedural matters it was agreed that Killian- Penney 
group should come to Geneva from London as soon as they had reached 
agreement. It was thought doubtful that Federov (USSR) would return to 
Geneva from Moscow, but it was agreed that Western scientific position 
should be placed upon record by Penney and Killian. It was also agreed 
that Western dels should table the alternative limited treaty covering 
atmospheric, high altitude and underwater explosions together with an 
undertaking to carry out the research needed, with Russian cooperation.

Considerable conversation then ensued about the advisability of mak-
ing an announcement that when, as and if research and experimentation 
had resulted in a detection system in which we could have confidence, the 
US would accept the quota idea in principle. It was generally agreed that 
this might be a good tactical move and that it might lead the Sovs closer to 
agreement to join with the West in the experimentation program.

It was agreed that we would wait until completion of London talks 
between Killian and Penney before setting up any rigid timetable for the 
future. In any event, Killian and Penney should first agree on the scien-
tific position. We could drag out the conference until they could come to 
Geneva and present their data. We might then suggest a recess to allow the 
Russians to consider the new package. Lloyd thought we should keep the 
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test conf in existence and try to delay a GA rpt GA disarmament debate 
at least until November with the conf still in progress to that time. It was 
also pointed out that there is a lot of hard work to be done on the alterna-
tive draft treaty and that it would be important to receive US Govt’s deci-
sion on the high altitude report which, according to UK group, had been 
accepted by the UK as an “acceptance as correct technical assessment.”

Herter

485. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 5, 1959

Dear Mr. President:

In keeping with your announcement on August 22, 1958, of a one- 
year’s suspension of nuclear weapons testing, I issued certain instruc-
tions concerning preparations to be made by the Department of Defense 
for the resumption of testing after expiration of the suspension period. 
Specifically, I directed that preparations be made for conducting a lim-
ited test series not earlier than February 1960 and a more comprehen-
sive series involving overseas operations by the middle of the Calendar 
Year 1960. These periods were selected with due regard to the prepa-
ratory time required and on the assumption that by the middle of 1959 
we would be able to make a fair evaluation of the chances of success or 
failure of the test cessation negotiations.

On the basis of these instructions two test series were planned; first, 
a single underground shot to simulate certain effects of explosions at 
very high altitude, as an important consideration in the design of anti- 
ICBM systems; second, a comprehensive overseas series to thoroughly 
investigate the effects of very altitude explosions on communications, 
radar, materiel and personnel; to further investigate safe delivery and 
kill distances for anti- submarine weapons and to determine the neces-
sary characteristics of fully hardened ICBM launching sites.

No substantial expenditures for the proposed underground test are 
required at this time.

1 Source: Plans to resume testing. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
Administration Series, McElroy, Neil, 1959.
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However, we have now reached a point when considerable sums 
must be expended in preparations for the more comprehensive pro-
gram if it to be conducted as scheduled during Calendar Year 1960. It 
is estimated that between the present date and the end of October 1959 
from $30 to $40 million would have to be committed in preparations 
for this test series if the presently placed operational date is to be met.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering, have advised me that the data to be obtained from these 
tests are of great importance to the design and operational employment 
of the several weapons systems to which they apply. The very high alti-
tude tests, in particular, are designed to obtain information on inter-
ruptions or blackouts of communications and other effects of nuclear 
explosions in a hitherto relatively unexplored environment which may 
be of vital importance to our future defensive posture. These high alti-
tude explosions would also serve as a partial test of the effectiveness of 
the detection system recently agreed upon at the Geneva Conference.

I recognize, however, that there are many factors which may make 
it impracticable to arrive at a firm decision at this time concerning the 
resumption of testing both as to timing and as to scope. While I am 
extremely reluctant to foreclose the possibility of obtaining, at the earli-
est possible date, the much needed data to be derived from the planned 
test series, I have concluded that it would be unwise to embark upon the 
expensive preparations required until the outcome of the Geneva negotia-
tions and its effect on future U.S. policy can be determined. Accordingly, I 
am issuing instructions to the effect that within the Department of Defense 
modest preparations for one or more underground tests in Calendar Year 
1960 will continue and that preparations for the more extensive series, 
including underwater and high altitude tests, will be limited to maintain-
ing test plans in a current status and to the procurement of very long lead 
time items only. These instructions will mean, in effect, that subject to a 
determination of policy by the end of this year, limited underground testing 
could be conducted in the Spring of 1960 and that a comprehensive series 
involving overseas operations could be conducted in the Spring of 1961.

I am aware that the Atomic Energy Commission, in response to 
specific weapons development requests placed by the Department of 
Defense and in pursuit of advances in the state of the art, has also tenta-
tively planned a number of tests involving both underground and high 
altitude explosions. These development tests are of equal or greater 
importance to the Department of Defense than the weapons effects tests 
referred to above. Inasmuch as the need for these tests is being studied 
at your direction by Dr. Kistiakowsky, it would not appear appropriate 
for me to comment on the Commission’s plans at this time.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

Neil McElroy
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Attachment

Memorandum From John Eisenhower to Goodpaster

Washington, August 13, 1959

In connection with the attached memorandum, Dr. Kistiakowsky 
asked me to check with the President whether the study referred to in 
the last paragraph should be expedited in order to provide a preliminary 
briefing to the President before departure for Europe. The President said 
this was not necessary, and I so informed Dr. Kistiakowsky’s office.

JSDE

P.S. Dr. Kistiakowsky called after he had taken the action above. 
Mr. Gates is much concerned over the actions recommended herein 
and may feel it necessary to reclama to the President. In view of this, 
Dr. Kistiakowsky had decided to blitz his study anyway. I so informed 
the President.

486. Report of Joint U.S.– U.K. Technical Group1

London, August 10–11, 1959

Report of Joint US–UK Technical Group to Review Technical Aspects of 
Nuclear Weapons Test Detection

1 Source: “Large Hole;” satellite detection systems. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for 
Science and Technology, Disarmament, Nuclear Policy. Drafted on September 3.

UK PARTICIPANTS

Sir William Penney
Sir Frederick Brundrett
Dr. R. Press
Mr. Hulme
Mr. Mattock
Dr. Levin
Dr. Maurice Hill
Mr. Con O’Neill
Mr. V. Macklin

US PARTICIPANTS

Dr. J. R. Killian
Dr. Hens Bethe
Dr. Herbert Scoville
Dr. Harold Brown
Dr. Albert Lotter
Dr. Carl Romney
Dr. William Ogle
Mr. Philip Farley
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The joint group of British and American technical delegates has 
reviewed the technical aspects of detecting nuclear weapons tests in the 
light of new information which has become available since the report 
of the Geneva Conference of Experts and has reached the following 
conclusions:

(1) The group accepted for joint use by the U.S. and the U.K. the 
table, a copy of which is given in the appendix to this report, entitled 
“Estimated Capability of Control System for Detecting and Identifying 
Seismic Disturbances in the U.S.S.R.”

(2) The concept of the “large hole” has introduced a new kind 
of uncertainty which requires a re- examination of the control system 
agreed upon by the Geneva Conference of Experts. The “large hole” 
technique may provide a method of concealing underground explo-
sions which cannot be detected by the system recommended by the 
Geneva Conference of Experts. This conclusion seems inevitable unless 
future tests contravene the theory as developed for the “large hole”.

(3) In view of the large cost and unknown feasibility of the “large 
hole” it is agreed that a program of engineering analysis and exper-
imentation is desirable and necessary. The group therefore urges the 
prosecution and completion of high explosive tests as already planned 
both for the U.S. and the U.K. It further recommends that both the U.K. 
and the U.S. undertake engineering studies of the practicality and cost 
of constructing large holes and that these studies should be of such 
thoroughness as to give confidence in their conclusions. It is further 
agreed that there also should be consideration of the problems of radi-
ation transport, of the effects of X-rays and of neurons produced by a 
nuclear explosion in a large cavity.

It is a conclusion of this group that planning, (and if politically 
unobjectionable, execution) should proceed for a series of “large hole” 
tests, including complete plans for a nuclear test. This planning should 
include the choice of sites, the instrumentation, the method of measur-
ing yield, the time required and the cost.

(4) Consideration should also be given to the degree of decoupling 
achievable in “small holes”, and to alternative kinds of large cavities 
including the possibility of cavities including the possibility of cavities 
in ice and containers under water.

(5) The group notes that it is very unlikely that the engineering 
feasibility of decoupling by use of a “large hole” can be conclusively 
proven or disproven within a time shorter than a year, although high 
explosive tests will yield partial information within 4–6 months. Even 
after several years’ work the question may be unresolved. Any agree-
ment within the next few years which bans underground tests runs 
some risk that decoupling schemes may be able to circumvent the 
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experts system unless that system can be augmented in its capability 
by means beyond improvement of instrumentation.

(6) The group accepts the findings and recommendations of the 
Berkner Panel report and urges their rapid implementation. It recom-
mends in addition that on- site inspections of selected earthquakes be 
undertaken as quickly as possible after these earthquakes have occurred. 
It is noted that such field work could appropriately be undertaken in 
New Zealand and California. Whenever appropriate, advantage should 
be taken of those underground explosions which might yield useful 
information for developing on- site inspection techniques.

(7) The group concluded that the only technical norms now known 
for the detection of explosions in large cavities would be unmanned 
stations of the kind discussed in the Berkner Panel report. It urges a 
careful technical study of the design of unmanned stations including 
their feasibility and associated communications and safeguarding prob-
lems. In making this comment the group emphasizes that it is not rec-
ommending at this time a political decision that unmanned stations be 
introduced into the Geneva discussions, since this might undermine the 
present proposals for manned stations.

(8) The group stresses the importance of continuing study and 
research for the purpose of determining new techniques for decoupling 
and concealment and for detection and inspection.

(9) The group recognized that there were substantial uncertainties 
in signal strength as a result of variations in medium, geographical and 
geological formations, depth of burial, etc., which in some cases could 
reduce the coupling below that of the Rainier event. It also recognized 
the difficulty of evaluating the probability that an on site inspection in 
the region of a concealed underground nuclear explosion would result 
in identification. The risk of detection may be increased by a substantial 
but unknown amount by the use of intelligence information in selecting 
the events to be inspected. The combination of all these factors makes 
an estimate of the capability of the system, even excluding the possible 
use of large holes for decoupling, very difficult below the yield level of 
about 20 kts. Experimentation, much of it with high explosives, could 
reduce some of these uncertainties. The group considers that when all 
the technical problems mentioned above have been fully investigated 
it may not be possible to offer a system which has a reliability equal to 
that estimated by the Geneva Conference of Experts.

(10) Although it is not possible to make a quantitative evaluation 
of the contribution of intelligence, it can be expected to supply assist-
ance in determining the degree of suspiciousness of seismic events and 
thereby in selecting which of these events should be inspected. This 
assistance can be expected to be much more effective in detecting large 
scale unusual operations such as may be required in the construction 
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of a “large hole”. However, intelligence by itself cannot provide a case 
for carrying out an inspection. Finally intelligence will introduce an ele-
ment of uncertainty into any Soviet planning for a concealed nuclear 
test and thereby provide a deterrent to such Soviet activities.

(11) The group noted that the satellite system and ground station 
equipment recommended at Geneva (10 July 1959) for the detection 
and identification of high altitude nuclear explosions was evaluated 
in that Report as incapable of detecting nuclear explosions of hundred 
of kts. yield which are shielded against emission of X- ray radiation at 
a distance of more than a few tons of millions of kilometers. Such tests 
are a feasible means of obtaining the necessary diagnostic data on new 
weapons designs and might therefore, when the relative costs of con-
ducting them are evaluated, be preferred to the large hole by a poten-
tial violator as a method of evading the control system. If one adopts 
the solar satellite system which is discussed but not explicitly recom-
mended in the Report of the Technical Working Group, the capability of 
the systems could be improved so as to require a violator to go several 
times as far.

Appendix

Estimated Capability of Control System** for Detecting  
and Identifying Seismic Disturbances in the U.S.S.R.

Annual Numbers of Continental Earthquakes

Equivalent 
Yield (KT)*

Total Detected Undetected Identified Detected  
but 
Unidentified

0.5–1 1200 750 450 5 745

1–2 675 670 5 30 640

2–5 385 385 0 85 300

Above 5 290 290 0 260 30

* Assuming Rainier Coupling. [Footnote is in the original.]
** Assuming improved equipment and detection performance as suggested by 
the Panel on Seismic Improvement (Berkner Panel). [Footnote is in the  original.]
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487. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 14, 1959

Dear Mr. President:

It is my understanding that in pursuing the course of action regard-
ing test cessation negotiations which you approved on 23 July 1959, 
questions have arisen concerning what action should be taken with 
respect to an extension of the U.S. test moratorium beyond 31 October 
1959. I felt it desirable to ask the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this 
matter. Their views are inclosed herewith.

I recognize that there are many difficult and complex political prob-
lems involved in a decision on the part of the United States to resume 
testing in the near future. As I wrote you on 5 August 1959, the Depart-
ment of Defense, in recognition of the nature of the problems, has cut 
back the level of preparations for future test programs which have been 
developed to advance our knowledge in several important areas.

The one- point safety matter discussed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
the attached memorandum presents a situation quite apart from the area of 
general or specific advancements in the design and application of nuclear 
weapons. I agree with the Joint Chiefs of Staff that failure to resolve this 
matter with a minimum delay could have military- political consequences 
far more serious than those which might arise from conducting the lim-
ited testing which would appear necessary to its resolution.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

Neil McElroy

Enclosure

Memorandum for McElroy

JCSM–332–59 Washington, August 14, 1959

SUBJECT

Extension of the Current Nuclear Weapons Test Moratorium (TS)

1. In accordance with your verbal request the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have examined the effects of a possible extension of the current 

1 Source: Conveys JCS concerns about extension of nuclear test moratorium, safety 
of nuclear weapons. Top Secret; Restricted Data. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
Administration Series, McElroy, 1959.
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suspension of nuclear weapons testing beyond the termination date of 
31 October 1959 established by the President on 22 August 1958. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have noted that the conditions prescribed by the 
President at that time as a basis for further extension have not been 
met. They assume, therefore, that an extension beyond the initially pre-
scribed one year period is a matter for decision by the United States and 
is not dictated by any existing international commitment.

2. On a number of occasions the Joint Chiefs of Staff have expressed 
their firm conviction that it is contrary to the interests of the United 
States to impose restrictions on the development of its armaments in 
the absence of firm and enforceable agreements which impose equiva-
lent or compensating restrictions on the Communist Bloc. The continu-
ation of test suspension is such a restriction.

3. As applied to the broad area of nuclear weapons testing for the 
purpose of developing new weapons concepts or exploring nuclear 
weapons effects in unusual environments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff do 
not hold that a short term extension of the test moratorium beyond 31 
October 1959 is a matter of vital consequence. However, there is a seri-
ous problem with respect to the production, deployment, and employ-
ment of a large segment of the present and early future stockpile of 
nuclear weapons which demands the earliest possible solution. This is 
the problem of a possible nuclear contribution in the event of an acci-
dental detonation. It is the understanding of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
that this question can be answered only by actual tests and that it may 
be possible to conduct such tests without nuclear detonation.

4. For the following reasons the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it imper-
ative that nuclear weapons testing to the extent necessary to resolve the 
one- point safety question as regards weapons currently stockpiled and 
weapons under development for early stockpiling be initiated and com-
pleted as soon after 31 October 1959 as technically possible:

a. As a result of recent calculations of the probabilities and conse-
quences involved, the Atomic Energy Commission has cut back produc-
tion of the weapons in question and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have placed 
certain restrictions on deployment and movement of these weapons 
which degrade the state of readiness of both strategic and tactical forces.

b. There is a real danger that information as to the questionable 
nuclear safety of certain U.S. weapons will become widely known 
through inadvertent disclosure. The longer the present uncertainty 
obtains the higher the probability of such a disclosure. The U.S. public 
and our Allies have been repeatedly assured that our weapons are one- 
point safe. A rumor to the contrary could have a catastrophic effect on 
our ability to maintain overseas storage bases, to maintain strip alerts 
of air defense and retaliatory forces, to continue air alert exercises, and 
to continue logistic movements.

c. In the event that safety tests should have positive results, the earli-
est possible appraisal of the consequences of such a finding on our entire 
nuclear weapons posture will be essential. Involved in such an appraisal 
will be the need for redevelopment and refabrication programs which, in 
turn, may require further tests for confirmation of the results.
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5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that the Secretary of Defense 
make known to the President their views as to the seriousness of this 
problem and their concern as to its earliest possible solution.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining 
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

488. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 20, 1959

Dear Mr. President:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have forwarded to me a memorandum 
dated August 13, 1959, on the subject of phased approach to agreement 
for the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. A copy of this memorandum 
is attached for your information.

In their memorandum the Joint Chiefs of Staff question the capa-
bility of a control system with existing techniques to detect and identify 
underwater nuclear explosions. Mr. Gates has forwarded this memo-
randum to Under Secretary of State Dillon and requested that an assess-
ment of the technical matters raised by the Joint Chiefs of Staff be made 
as a matter of urgency by Dr. Kistiakowsky. Mr. Dillon has requested 
Dr. Kistiakowsky to undertake this study.

While I agree that a study of this problem should be made, I do not 
agree with the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as contained in paragraph 4 c  
of the attached memorandum. Because of the political and psychological 
implications incident to underwater testing, I do not feel that the Defense 
Department should support the views that such tests should be grouped 
with underground tests in any agreements that we might be a party to.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Secretary of State and to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for their information.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

Neil McElroy

1 Source: JCS views on phased approach to agreement for the cessation of nuclear 
testing, underwater testing. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administra-
tion Series, McElroy, Neil, 1959.
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Attachment

Memorandum From Twining to McElroy

JCSM–326–59 Washington, August 13, 1959

SUBJECT

Phased Approach to Agreement for the Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Tests (C)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff understand that pursuant to a decision 
by the President, the United States is preparing to adopt a policy of 
seeking a phased approach to an international agreement for the con-
trolled suspension of nuclear weapons tests. This approach will exclude 
from the tests cessation agreement any ban on nuclear weapons tests 
underground or under the surface of inland waters which do not emit 
radioactivity in amounts detectable by the agreed control system. Tests 
underwater in the open sea or waters open to the sea such as the United 
States has conducted in the past would be prohibited.

2. The decision to withdraw underground nuclear weapons tests 
from any controlled tests cessation agreement is believed to be based 
on a searching inquiry into the state of the art of seismology which has 
cast serious doubts on our ability to detect and identify underground 
nuclear explosions, particularly in the lower yield ranges. New data 
has indicated that there are techniques available which will allow con-
cealment of such tests from seismographic detection.

3. A review of the findings of the Berkner Panel on Seismic 
Improvement and other papers prepared by the panel has not indicated 
an equal concern for our ability to detect and identify the nuclear char-
acteristics of underwater explosions. The techniques of detection and 
identification for underwater explosions using seismic signals are sim-
ilar to those for underground. A brief inquiry in this area has indicated 
that techniques for concealing underwater explosions are feasible and 
perhaps more readily implemented than those for concealing under-
ground tests. Since seismic methods play a significant role in under-
water detection and identification, any doubts as to the capabilities of 
seismic systems for underground detection should cast doubts also 
on the capabilities for underwater detection by these means. Hydro-
acoustic methods for detection of underwater explosions are available. 
However, identification of the nuclear origin of an explosion is by 
 collection of a sample of radioactive waste. For underwater explosions 
this is extremely difficult due to the large expanses of ocean areas even 
though an approximate location by seismic and hydroacoustic methods 
is determined.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1713

4. With respect to this new policy, the opinions of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff are as follows:

a. The state of our knowledge of underwater detection is such that 
any assumptions as to our capability to differentiate a nuclear explosion 
from other artificial seismic disturbances may result in an adverse mil-
itary security position parallel to that we find ourselves in with regard 
to underground detection. The Soviets may be able to make underwa-
ter tests unknown to us and thus make advances in weapon technology 
and knowledge of weapons effects which we will deny to ourselves.

b. The United States, because of non availability of suitable deep 
water lakes and inland seas, might be placed at a disadvantage with 
respect to the Soviet Union if tests under the surface of inland waters 
are included in the same category as underground tests.

c. That underwater tests in general should be grouped with under-
ground tests until such time as thorough inquiry into underwater 
detection techniques has confirmed a high probability of underwater 
detection and identification even in the event of determined efforts 
toward concealment.

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that you convey the views 
expressed in this memorandum, as appropriate, to the President and to 
the Secretary of State.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N. F. Twining,
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

489. Memorandum From Twining to McElroy1

JCSM–337–59 Washington, August 21, 1959

SUBJECT

Study on Nuclear Tests (U)

1. Reference is made to a memorandum by the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering, dated 23 July 1959.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider the resumption of nuclear testing 
to be so vital to the security of the United States that a reiteration of past 

1 Source: JCS views on necessity of nuclear testing. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Nuclear Testing.
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positions is timely in view of the study now under preparation by Dr. 
Kistiakowsky. In this connection, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that:

a. An adequate military posture for the United States will not be 
attained until there is available a complete spectrum of weapons com-
patible with modern delivery systems, which will make it possible to 
apply selectively adequate force against any threat.

b. To attain an adequate military posture, further testing is essential 
in the following development programs:

(1) Small, low- yield, highly mobile weapons for tactical and ASW 
uses.

(2) Modern, light- weight, and instantly ready weapons of sophisti-
cated design for use against hostile aircraft.

(3) Warheads for anti- missile uses.
(4) Deterrent and retaliatory weapons, including warheads for sec-

ond generation IRBM’s, ICBM’s and FBM’s.
(5) A family of clean weapons.

c. The investigation of weapons effects through testing is also 
extremely important because effects information is essential to weapon 
design and employment. Weapons effects information is particularly 
needed in the following fields:

(1) Anti- Submarine Warfare
(2) Surface War at Sea
(3) Coastal Defense Against Large Yield Weapons Burst at Sea
(4) Ballistic Missile Defense
(5) Communications and Radar Systems
(6) Air Defense
(7) Structural Design of Military Installations
(8) Tactical Land Warfare

d. Without nuclear testing, the inevitable result must be stagnation 
in the effectiveness of our present weapons systems and the building 
of a stockpile of weapons of questionable reliability and confidence. 
Stagnation will become evident as improved strategic missiles must be 
fitted with older warheads at a cost in missile performance in order to 
insure reliability. Weapons of untested effectiveness, particularly small 
tactical weapons, will have to be manufactured in greater numbers as a 
substitute for assured effects and performance.

e. The over- all long- range effects of a test cessation will be to the 
distinct disadvantage of the United States. Of equal and more immedi-
ate disadvantage would be suspension of the production of weapons 
and weapons material with the resultant progressive physical deterio-
ration of the stockpile.

3. In the referenced memorandum, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense advised that Dr. Kistiakowsky would work with the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission in coordinating 
a study to review the priority, validity and timing of weapons tests. In 
view of the potential impact of this study on the future effectiveness 
of U.S. military forces, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have a most vital inter-
est and should be kept informed of all aspects of the study. In order 
to insure adequate consideration of the military aspects involved, the 
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Joint Chiefs of Staff offer the service of their representatives to assist in 
preparation of this study.

4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you forward this mem-
orandum to the President.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

490. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, August 26, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Kistiakowsky report on nuclear test requirements. Top Secret; Restricted 
Data. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension 
of Nuclear Testing.

State:
Mr. Dillon
Mr. Sullivan, S/AE
Mr. Spiers, S/AE
Mr. Morris, S/AE

Defense:
Mr. McElroy
General Loper
Mr. Knight

CIA:
Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville

AEC:
Mr. McCone

White House:
Mr. Gray
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Dr. Killian
Mr. Keeny

Mr. Dillon said that he had called today’s meeting to provide an 
opportunity for Dr. Kistiakowsky to brief the principals on the report 
of the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear Test Requirements and for Dr. Killian 
to report on the meeting of the Joint Group of British and American 
Scientists in London.

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear 
Test Requirements had been convened in accordance with Action No. 
2108 b(1) of the National Security Council, as approved by the Pres-
ident on July 20, 1959. The President had further instructed that the 
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Panel not engage in an assessment of the relative position of the United 
States vis- a- vis the Soviet Union. Therefore, the report deals only with 
United States military technology and leaves open the question of our 
nuclear strength relative to the Soviet Union. This report should thus 
be considered but one input into our consideration of the over- all ques-
tion of resumption of nuclear weapons tests. The following members of 
the Panel participated as individuals and not as representatives of their 
specific organizations and were selected to represent as broad an area 
of expertise as possible:

Dr. James W. McRae, Chairman
Dr. Hans A. Bethe
Dr. Arthur T. Biehl
Dr. Norris E. Bradbury
Dr. Harold Brown
Dr. G. A. Fowler
Dr. Marshall G. Holloway
Dr. Richard Latter

Honorable Herbert B. Loper
Dr. Carson Mark
Rear Admiral Edward N. Parker
Dr. Edward M. Purcell
Vice Admiral John H. Sides
Brigadier General Alfred D. Starbird
Dr. Edward Teller
Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner

Dr. Kistiakowsky then read the following General Conclusions of the 
Ad Hoc Panel.

“1. Certain proposed nuclear tests would appreciably increase the effec-
tiveness of key programmed weapon systems and guarantee against the possi-
bility of gross error in design. However, aside from the weapon safety problem, 
the development or military use of no presently programmed weapon system is 
clearly contingent on the outcome of the proposed nuclear tests.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that whereas the AEC laboratories feel 
that various programmed warheads may have been amply proven out 
by past developmental testing, the Department of Defense would like 
proof tests of the finished weapons. The laboratories further believe 
that with additional testing it will be possible to double the yields of 
many of our missile warheads of a given weight. They are prepared to 
guarantee improvements on warhead yields on the basis of mock- up 
tests which would probably involve from 20 to 100 kilotons nuclear 
yield and which could be conducted underground. The Department of 
Defense, however, believes that full- scale proof tests of such improved 
devices would be necessary. Such large tests, of course, could not be 
conducted underground although they could be carried out in outer 
space.

Mr. McElroy asked whether the scientists indeed believe they could 
obtain adequate diagnostics on space tests for megaton range weap-
ons. Dr. Kistiakowsky replied that it is necessary to differentiate between 
the “‘high altitude” region which would extend out roughly to 20,000 
kilometers and the “outer space” region beyond that distance. High 
altitude tests would be relatively easy to conduct. Our experience at 
Johnson Island indicated that there would be no problem in getting 
very extensive diagnostics even though the tests would produce highly 
spectacular “fireworks”. To go to outer space powerful boosters will 
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be required. These tests will be hard to instrument since it will not be 
possible to send up special follower rockets containing instrumentation 
as was done at Johnson Island. On the other hand, the Panel felt that it 
would be possible to measure the yields of such tests which, after all, is 
what is desired from proof tests.

“2. Questions have arisen concerning the safety of certain designs in 
stockpile and production against the possibility of a very low yield nuclear 
explosion in case of accident. Highest priority in testing should be given to the 
experimentation involving very low yield or zero yield ‘safety’ shots intended 
to establish whether a problem really exists. It is not possible now to determine 
whether a satisfactory solution to the problem, if it exists, can be found in all 
cases without nuclear tests.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that the questions with regard to the 
one- point safety of our very important weapons have arisen from cal-
culations done recently at Los Alamos. There are three possible courses 
of action to resolve this problem:

(1) Safety tests of stockpile primaries could be conducted under-
ground in a relatively brief time. If the primaries prove safe there 
would, of course be no nuclear yield. [text not declassified]

(2) One could use cores of stockpile design containing reduced 
amounts of plutonium and carry out carefully instrumented tests 
designed so as to preclude a nuclear explosion in excess of a predeter-
mined yield, such as one pound TNT equivalent. This type of experi-
ment would take more time than the first alternative but would probably 
result in more detailed information on the safety of present designs.

(3) One could rely on the more detailed calculations which Los 
Alamos is now doing and not carry out any tests. The majority of the 
Panel, however, felt that tests were essential. Others, mainly from LASL, 
felt that tests would not resolve the situation any better than carefully 
planned calculations. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that in any event no 
test can definitely prove that a given device is absolutely safe.

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that the results of further experimenta-
tion could be:

a. That LASL’s concern is unfounded and the devices are in fact 
one- point safe.

b. That the devices prove to be only slightly unsafe and could be 
modified by the laboratories without significant further nuclear tests.

c. That the devices prove to be unsafe and thus will require com-
plete retesting. In this case, however, one could decide to use for the 
devices in question a primary which is known to be one- point safe.

Dr. Kistiakowsky noted that LASL’s recalculations should be com-
pleted very soon and that preliminary results seemed to be more reas-
suring than their previous calculations.

Mr. Dillon asked how long the second alternative for testing the 
safety of the questionable devices would take. General Loper thought 
such tests could probably be started in about two weeks from go- ahead. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky said that one problem would be that [text not declassi-
fied] plutonium would be scattered around by the tests. Since this is 
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a very toxic substance the tests would have to be conducted under-
ground, presumably at the Nevada Testing Grounds. Mr. McCone said 
that plans for such tests presented a real problem since the press repre-
sentatives closely watch the activities at the Nevada Proving Grounds, 
General Starbird has said he did not think it would be possible to pro-
vide a successful cover for such an operation. Dr. Kistiakowsky said he 
thought that it would be possible to conduct these tests at Los Alamos 
in the classified areas. One would only need tunnels around 30 to 40 
feet deep, which could be dug in the canyons where there is complete 
privacy. The shots could be billed as just more HE explosions of which 
dozens are set off at LASL everyday.

Mr. Dillon said he did not see any particular reason why it would 
not be possible to proceed with such tests at Los Alamos. They would 
not represent a violation of our unilateral suspension since they were 
not really nuclear tests. However, this would be a matter for the Presi-
dent to decide upon when there is an opportunity to present the issue 
to him.

“3. Certain proposed nuclear tests would explore new ideas which point 
to new applications and which, by advancing the state of the art, will also 
almost certainly lead to new, and presently unpredicted concepts in weapon 
systems and doctrine.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that the Panel had been generally unanimous 
in the opinion that, on the basis of past experience in weapons devel-
opment, further research tests would lead to new applications. It was, 
of course, impossible to predict what new ideas and new information 
might flow from the tests now proposed. Dr. Teller, for one, is very 
enthusiastic about the possibilities.

“4. Although there is no immediate information required for specific mil-
itary systems, the proposed high altitude effects tests might yield unexpected 
information of great technical importance.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that our high altitude tests in 1958 [text 
not declassified]. It is clear that high frequency radio is unreliable in time 
of war. Further high altitude effects tests might discover new phenom-
ena of importance.

Mr. McCone asked whether the Defense Department did not feel 
that immediate additional information was necessary considering the 
dramatic effects of high altitude shots on radar and radio. General Loper 
said that the evidence pointing to a severe disruption of high frequency 
communications leads to a redesign of communications system rather 
than to an urgent need for more information on the disruptive effect. As 
for the AICBM system, the other facets of this system are far less certain 
than the effects of the AICBM warhead on an incoming weapon.

“5. The proposed effects tests in the sea and at low altitudes would provide 
militarily valuable information but their results would not affect any decisions 
to use or not to use a proposed military capability.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that these would be tests of devices such 
as the anti- submarine depth bomb, where the Department of Defense 
requires more information on the radiation hazards to the launching 
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destroyer or of the effect of water waves on coastal cities. Similarly, they 
are concerned about the earth shocks which would result from surface 
explosions and their effect on hardened missile bases. The Defense 
Department is, however, proceeding with their plans for the use of 
these weapons regardless of further effects tests. General Loper said that 
although the results of such tests would not affect any decisions to use 
or not to use a certain weapon they would vitally affect decisions on 
how to use and when to use it.

“6. Aside from tests incident to the safety problem, there is not a strong 
technical requirement for the conduct of any single proposed test in the imme-
diate future. Failure to reach a decision now to conduct proposed nuclear tests 
within a year and to proceed with plans and preparations on this basis would 
postpone the achievement of anticipated improvements in weapon system effec-
tiveness and the evolution of new ideas.”

Mr. McElroy noted that some of the proposed testing could have a 
major effect on the reduction of costs of our nuclear arsenal.

“7. The major objectives of the proposed nuclear tests could be achieved by 
contained underground shots except for certain high yield development tests 
and the weapon effects test program. The high yield development tests could be 
conducted at altitudes of 500–1000 kilometers in 1961 and in space (beyond 
100,000 kilometers) at considerable cost in the period from 1961 to 1965, the 
date for each test depending on the weight of the device.”

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that one could be reasonably certain 
that there would be no fallout on the earth from tests conducted beyond 
100,000 kilometers in space. However at, for instance, 1,000 kilometers 
one would have to concede that explosion products would eventually 
drift into the atmosphere even though this process might take a very 
long time.

General Discussion

General Loper said that it was not the position of the Department of 
Defense that everything must be proof- tested before being acceptable 
to the military. Rather they believe that full- scale tests of weapons are 
necessary in cases where the extrapolation from proven designs is quite 
broad. The laboratories never guarantee the performance of a device, 
but only indicate a degree of confidence. Thus, even in the minds of 
the designers there exists a possibility of gross error in weapon perfor-
mance. Dr. Kistiakowsky commented that such was the situation with 
some of the key warheads in our stockpile.

Mr. McElroy said that he believed the development of nuclear weap-
ons to be of far more importance to the United States than to nations 
with large numbers of people. Our nuclear arsenal is what permits 
us to be a military power. This power would be much inferior if we 
were reduced to reliance on our manpower armed with conventional 
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weapons. Dr. Kistiakowsky suggested that it was probably not so much 
a question of population as the unwillingness of Westerners to be used 
as canon- fodder. After all, the combined manpower of the United States 
and the NATO countries is greater than that of the USSR and its satel-
lites. Mr. Dulles said he believed that never again would we fight with 
millions of soldiers in the field of battle.

Mr. McCone said that he was personally very much concerned with 
the moderate tone in which the general conclusions of the Ad Hoc Panel 
were expressed. This did not seem to accord with the very important 
examples of testing needs set forth in the report. He thought it very 
important that the principals realize that further testing could dramati-
cally increase the yields of some of our warheads. These improvements 
might be extremely important to the defensive position of the United 
States. With regard to the one- point safety problem, he noted that if fur-
ther experimentation discloses that a redesign of primaries is necessary 
to provide adequate safety it might be necessary to test new primaries 
[text not declassified]. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky commented that the Panel had seriously ques-
tioned this latter possibility because it assumed a significant decrease 
in the weight of guidance components.

Mr. Dillon said that if the position of the AEC laboratories that 
improvement in large yield weapons will be possible by underground 
tests of relatively low yield mock- ups is true, the United States would 
be in rather good shape if we agree to a ban which excluded under-
ground tests. Mr. McElroy said he thought that from the Defense point 
of view the United States would get along all right if they were able 
to conduct underground tests. He believed that a limited agreement, 
as approved on July 23, would be reasonable in terms of the present 
international atmosphere. The Defense Department, however, would 
be deeply concerned if the present unilateral withholding of testing 
continued much longer.

Dr. Killian asked whether the Panel had discussed the relative 
value of increasing the accuracy of missile guidance and booster power 
as opposed to seeking to increase the warhead yields as a solution to 
improving the effectiveness of our ballistic missiles. This is, of course, a 
complex problem. The increase yield is only one factor in the equation. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky said that only a few members of the Panel felt that a 
factor of two gain in warhead yield was a life or death matter. However, 
if there were no further testing, one would be left with only the yields 
now available.

Dr. Killian said that in considering what we might gain from con-
tinued testing he thought it very important to evaluate what improve-
ments would be possible for the Soviet Union also.
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Mr. McElroy said that under conditions of no testing there develops 
a progressively decreasing confidence in their weapons on the part of 
the military.

Mr. Dillon said he thought that since large yield and even mega-
ton weapons could be developed by means of underground testing of 
low yield mock- ups, it would seem that an underground ban would be 
dangerous. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that this would only be true if the Lat-
ter Hole theory proves workable. Even mock- up tests would involve 
yields [text not declassified]. Such yields could readily be detected by the 
improved Geneva system. However, although there seems to be gen-
eral agreement that the Latter Hole is a sound theory, there is no experi-
mental evidence to support the theory. It is unknown whether the large 
holes required could be built.

* * *
REPORT OF LONDON MEETING OF THE  

JOINT GROUP OF US–UK SCIENTISTS
Dr. Killian explained that the London meeting had been convened, 

by agreement between Secretary Herter and British Foreign Secretary 
Lloyd, to provide for joint US–UK review of the underground detec-
tion problem and to permit our people to present to UK scientists the 
considerations developed by the US technical panel under the chair-
manship of Dr. Bacher. He said that the aim of the group had been to 
reach agreement on the technical factors bearing on the underground 
detection problem so that the responsible policy officials in both the 
US and UK would be able to proceed on the basis of the same technical 
information.

(Dr. Killian then read to the principals the report of the Joint Group 
which is attached as Appendix A to this memorandum.)

Dr. Killian said it was clear that the UK scientists were persuaded of 
the theoretical validity of the Latter Hole idea. However, they had real 
doubts as to the practical possibilities of constructing such a hole and 
considered urgent study of the engineering problems involved to be nec-
essary. They were not prepared to accept the judgments of the Bacher 
group on the probability factors of actually finding evidence of an under-
ground violation through on- site inspection nor to accept the Bacher 
group’s assessment of the usefulness of intelligence. They clearly felt that 
it would be unwise to present the Bacher report to the Soviets since the 
judgments expressed therein could be challenged on technical grounds.

Dr. Killian said that the Latter Hole possibility for concealing 
underground explosions remains the most significant problem in the 
underground picture. Until we obtain more factual information we will 
remain in a state of uncertainty which cannot be resolved. It will be 
necessary to proceed with the recommended high energy experiments 
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and probably with nuclear tests, unless the high energy tests indicate a 
very serious defect in the theory.

In discussing the several recommendations for further research 
in the report of the Joint Group the principals agreed that Dr. Kistia-
kowsky should consult with the Department of Defense and the AEC 
with regard to an engineering study of the Latter Hole theory, and that 
the CIA should proceed with the inspection study of earthquakes and 
underground explosions.

Attachment:
Appendix A

491. Letter From Dillon to McElroy1

Washington, August 28, 1959

Dear Neil:

In his letter of August 14, 1959, Deputy Secretary Gates forwarded 
to me a memorandum dated August 13, 1959 to you from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff questioning the capability of a control system to detect 
and identify underwater nuclear explosions. As requested by Mr. Gates, 
I suggested to Dr. Kistiakowsky that his office undertake a technical 
assessment of this problem.

In his reply, a copy of which is enclosed, Dr. Kistiakowsky raises 
some questions with respect to the concern of the Joint Chiefs and sug-
gests that the matter be reviewed within the Department of Defense.

With best wishes,
Sincerely,

/s/ Douglas 
Acting Secretary

1 Source: Transmits letter from Kistiakowsky stating Geneva experts concluded 
that underwater tests could be detected. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/8–2559.
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Enclosure

Memorandum From Kistiakowsky to Dillon

Washington, August 25, 1959

Dear Secretary Dillon:

Thank you for your letter, dated August 18, 1959, suggesting that 
this office undertake an assessment of the problem of detecting under-
water nuclear explosions. On the basis of the information at present 
available to me, I do not believe that it would be feasible for my office 
to undertake such an assessment at this time.

As indicated in Secretary Gates’ letter of 14 August to you, the 
Report of the Geneva Conference of Experts concluded that there was 
a “good probability of detecting nuclear explosions of one kiloton yield 
set off deep in the open ocean,” and that “the on- site inspection car-
ried out by the international control organ…would be able to identify 
with good probability underwater nuclear explosions with a yield of 
one kiloton and above.” It is not clear from the memorandum for the 
Secretary of Defense from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, forwarded to you by 
Secretary Gates, what new information is available to question these 
conclusions. This capability is apparently questioned, at least in part, 
on the basis of limitations in the seismic method; however, it should be 
noted that the detection and identification of underwater tests would 
be based primarily upon the hydroacoustic method and the subsequent 
collection of radioactive debris. Although it is stated that techniques for 
the concealment of underwater explosions are feasible, there is no indi-
cation as to how this might be accomplished or the possible magnitude 
of the concealment.

If there is concern about this matter on behalf of the Department of 
Defense, it might be useful, as a first step, for an appropriate technical 
group within the Defense Department, such as AFTAC, to undertake a 
careful examination of those aspects of this problem which are raised 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On the basis of such a technical study, it 
would be possible to determine whether there are reasons for question-
ing the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts.

Sincerely,

G.B. Kistiakowsky
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492. Memorandum of Conversation1

US/MC/15  London, August 28, 1959, 4:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Disarmament machinery, cut- off of production of fissionable material, dis-
armament policy. Secret; Limit Distribution. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Conference Files: Lot 
64 D 560, CF 1449.

U.S.
The Secretary
Mr. Gates
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Irwin
Mr. White
Mr. Farley

U. K.
Foreign Secretary Lloyd
Sir Frederick Hoyer- Millar
Sir Patrick Dean
Mr. Ormsby-Gore
Sir Richard Powell
Mr. Con O’Neill

SUBJECT

Disarmament

Mr. Lloyd referred to the preliminary reactions of Gromyko on 
August 26 when the UK, US, and French ambassadors in Moscow 
presented to him a draft communique on establishment of a 10- nation 
disarmament negotiating group. Mr. Lloyd said that he was concerned 
that Gromyko had said it would be “a few days” before he submitted 
written comments. Mr. Lloyd pointed out that it was important to set-
tle this matter well in advance of convening of the General Assembly. 
He agreed with Hammarskjold’s comment that it would be well to have 
the UN Disarmament Commission meet about September 8, before the 
General Assembly meets, so that the discussion would be handled by 
UN permanent representatives rather than foreign ministers. If Gro-
myko raises any objections in his written comments, we will, of course, 
have to consult among the five of us on the Western side. Time is thus 
very short and everything possible should be done to get an early reply 
from Gromyko.

The Secretary said that Khrushchev is out of Moscow and it takes 
a while to get a formal Soviet response in these circumstances. He 
commented that he attached particular importance to avoiding estab-
lishment of a new smaller Disarmament Commission or a negotiating 
subcommittee. He thought the best course would be continuation of 
the present 82- nation Disarmament Commission with the reports of the 
10- nation group going direct to the large Disarmament Commission 
rather than to any smaller subcommittee thereof.
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Mr. Lloyd said that he agreed heartily and was relieved that the 
United States was not advancing the proposal for a 24- nation disarma-
ment commission which had been informally discussed in Washington. 
However, if the 10- nation group is not formally constituted in advance 
of the meeting of the present Disarmament Commission, the uncertain-
ties will be taken advantage of and we can anticipate some such move 
as addition of 2 seats from each of the geographic blocs.

The Secretary and Mr. Lloyd agreed that the US and UK chargés 
in Moscow would be instructed to inquire as to the Soviet reply on the 
proposed communique during the first part of the following week.

Mr. Lloyd said that he thought we should resume study of the pos-
sibility of a cut- off in production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes. Sir William Penney was going to the United States in the lat-
ter part of September and would be prepared to talk with US experts on 
this problem. Sir Richard Powell remarked that the UK was interested in 
the inspection problem and the question whether it was technically fea-
sible to monitor an agreement to cease fissionable materials production 
for other than peaceful purposes. Sir Patrick Dean said that UK studies 
indicated that the inspection problem would be very difficult and the 
opportunities for diversion would be considerable.

Mr. Lloyd commented that it had become clear several years ago 
that policing any agreement for elimination of existing stocks of nuclear 
weapons was technically impossible. Up to 18 months ago, however, he 
had thought that it was technically feasible to monitor current produc-
tion of fissionable materials. Since he did not believe that there was 
any real chance that the Soviet Union would accept a cut- off in pro-
duction of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, this appeared 
to be a good proposal to press for political effect. The Secretary said 
that, if there were technical uncertainties as to inspection of any such 
agreement, we would not want to get trapped again by advancing the 
proposal and have the Soviets agree to enter into negotiations only to 
find that our scientific base was unfirm. Accordingly he welcomed the 
suggestion that preliminary technical discussions of the inspection 
problem be initiated during the forthcoming visit of Sir William Pen-
ney, who was very highly regarded in the United States.

Mr. Lloyd asked about the current United States views on the sub-
stance of disarmament policy. The Secretary said that the President had 
just approved a basic review of disarmament policy under the direction 
of Mr. Charles Coolidge. These studies will be complete about the end 
of the year at which time we will be in a position to commence consulta-
tions. It was this schedule that caused us to urge that the new 10- nation 
negotiating group not meet until February or March. Mr. Lloyd said 
that, from the point of view of the cold war, this was very awkward 
timing. It may be possible to spin out discussions inconclusively in the 
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interim but we must anticipate frightful pressures to get substantive 
discussions under way. The Secretary said that this was not an easy 
subject and there were complex interrelations between disarmament 
policy and future military requirements and plans which must be taken 
into account.

Mr. Lloyd agreed that our basic security problems must be care-
fully considered. He urged, however, that we not forget the public 
opinion battle, particularly in the minds of the uncommitted countries, 
and that we not be too perfectionist. He remarked that the 1954 Anglo- 
French plan had been excellent from this point of view—though the 
Soviet Union pretended to accept the essentials of this plan in 1955, 
they did not really agree to its crucial features.

Mr. Herter said that, as one example, if we gave up nuclear 
weapons we would be virtually helpless against the hordes of Asiatic 
manpower. Mr. Lloyd said that he agreed and for that reason his Gov-
ernment had always insisted that nuclear and conventional forces must 
be cut back pari passu. He thought that we had not pressed the Soviet 
Union vigorously enough on the reduction of manpower and conven-
tional armaments such as submarines. Mr. Herter remarked that such 
considerations were related to the possibility which had been touched 
on recently of the UK concentrating on its conventional forces and thus 
better complementing the US military posture.

Mr. Lloyd said that it appeared we would have to continue on the 
basis of the 1957 agreed Four- Power position in any disarmament dis-
cussions in the forthcoming General Assembly. The Secretary said that 
in any case the disarmament problem in the General Assembly was 
principally an emotional one.
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493. Memorandum of Conversation1

US/MC/16 London, August 30, 1959, 3 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Monitoring nuclear testing, U.S. need for safety testing. Secret; Limit 
 Distribution. 1 p. NARA, RG 59, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1449. Drafted 
 September 2.

U.S.
The President
The Secretary
Mr. Gates
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Irwin
Mr. Farley

U.K.
The Prime Minister
Foreign Secretary Lloyd
Sir Patrick Dean
Lord Plowden
Sir Richard Powell
Sir Norman Brook

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Negotiations

There was discussion of current technical assessments of our pres-
ent and future ability to monitor nuclear test suspension. It was noted 
that the theoretical possibility of decoupling the signal from under-
ground nuclear tests by a factor of hundreds had been called to the 
Soviets’ attention at Geneva, but that the “large hole” technique for 
achieving this decoupling, and the implications as to the feasibility of a 
ban on underground tests, had not been presented.

Mr. Herter referred to the urgency of underground experiments to 
resolve questions of “one point safety” of United States weapons. Nec-
essary tests might be conducted with only a high explosive detonation, 
but a small nuclear yield might be produced in some cases. Should they 
result in a detectable atomic explosion, the public explanation could 
attribute this occurrence to “an accident”.

Both the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary Lloyd expressed 
the belief that the United States would be fully justified in conduct-
ing safety tests. The President indicated his acquiescence in making 
the underground safety tests. The talks left unresolved the question as 
to whether the necessary preparations at the testing site might arouse 
public suspicion and what might be said publicly.
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494. Memorandum of Conversation1

US/MC/22  London, September 1, 1959, 4:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Tactics for nuclear test ban talks, joint research. Secret; Limit Distribution. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Conference Files: Lot 64 D, CF 1449.

UNITED STATES
Secretary of State Herter
Mr. Gates
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Irwin
Mr. Martin
Mr. White
Mr. Farley

UNITED KINGDOM
Foreign Secretary Lloyd
Mr. Ormsby-Gore
Sir Patrick Dean
Mr. C. O’Neill

SUBJECT

Nuclear Testing

Nuclear Testing

Mr. Herter suggested that Mr. Farley might summarize the pro-
posed tactics when the Geneva nuclear test negotiations resume 
on October 12. Mr. Farley said that, as Mr. Herter had mentioned to 
Mr. Lloyd just before the conclusion of the Geneva Foreign Ministers 
meeting, the United States, felt that we should face up to the serious 
implications of the most recent technical evaluations of our ability to 
detect underground tests. We should therefore state to the Soviet Union 
the implications of the “large hole” technique and propose both joint 
research and experimentation to resolve the uncertainties in monitor-
ing techniques for a suspension of underground tests, and a limited 
initial agreement covering atmospheric and high altitude tests.

Mr. Lloyd recalled that the U.S. and U.K. scientists under the lead-
ership of Dr. Killian and Dr. Penney, while agreeing that there were sub-
stantial uncertainties in the detection of underground tests and that a 
program of research should go ahead, had cautioned that it was doubt-
ful that there would be any early solution of these technical uncertain-
ties. Mr. Herter said that the only alternative tactic which we saw was 
to push ahead with the discussion of the inspection issue, accepting the 
inspection quota in principle but proposing and justifying a number of 
inspections so high that the Soviet Union would reject it.

Mr. Lloyd revised the recommendations of Dr. Killian and Dr. Pen-
ney for a joint U.S.– U.K. research and experimentation program on 
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detection of underground tests, reading a summary list of nine items to 
be pursued. Mr. Farley said that a number of these actions were already 
in various stages of planning or execution. Mr. Herter asked whether 
the Soviet Union had shown any interest in participating in this activ-
ity. Mr. Farley recalled that at the time of tabling of the report of the 
Berkner Panel, the U.S. had suggested the possibility of joint research 
and experiment to resolve difficulties in underground detection but the 
Soviet Union had not been willing to discuss the new seismic data and 
thus had not reacted to the proposal for joint research.

Following a mention by Mr. Farley of preliminary AEC planning 
for possible eventual conduct of underground nuclear explosions to 
test the “large hole” theory, Mr. Lloyd said that the U.K. Embassy in 
Washington had just sent in the text of a proposed U.S. AEC- DOD press 
release on this program. He questioned whether more than the first 
general sentences were needed. Mr. Herter and Mr. Farley said that the 
later sections of the draft release were useful to put the program in the 
proper context, since they made clear that the explosions would not 
be for weapons development purposes, would only be conducted if 
a subsequent Government decision to do so was made, and were for 
the constructive purpose of improving knowledge of detection and 
identification techniques. Mr. Lloyd pointed out that the relationship 
to the Geneva negotiations was not spelled out, and Mr. Gates said 
that he thought an announcement on underground nuclear testing for 
this particular purpose ought to be held up until our general policy on 
underground nuclear weapons testing had been established. Mr. Herter 
said that further thought should be given to a possible offer of a joint 
research program with the Soviets. He said that he would see that if 
possible the release would be held up for future consideration.

There was then further discussion of the safety tests which the U.S. 
was considering. Mr. Lloyd said that it was the view of the U.K. that 
these tests were very important and the United States would be justi-
fied going ahead with them.
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495. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, September 2, 1959

SUBJECT

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

REFERENCE

NSC 5725/1

The enclosed Report by the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of State on the implementation of NSC 5725/1, for the 
period July 1, 1958 to June 30, 1959, is transmitted herewith for the infor-
mation of the National Security Council.

James S. Lay. Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Annual Progress Report by the Atomic Energy Commission

ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT BY THE ATOMIC ENERGY  
COMMISSION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON THE  
IMPLEMENTATION OF NSC 5725/1—PEACEFUL USES  
OF ATOMIC ENERGY

1. This report summarizes major developments during the period 
of July 1, 1958 to June 30, 1959 under NSC 5725/1, “Peaceful Uses of 
Atomic Energy”, dated December 13, 1957. Many of the items relate 
to several sections of the policy paper; the information therefore is not 
keyed to specific paragraphs in the policy paper.

2. The U.S. continues to lead other nations in assisting the develop-
ment of the peaceful uses of atomic energy in other countries. During 
the reporting period the dominant position of the United States was 
strengthened in a number of areas. Of particular note was the approval 
and initiation by the United States and EURATOM of the joint nuclear 

1 Source: Transmits report on the implementation of NSC 5725/1, for the period 
July, 1958- June 30, 1959. Secret. 46 pp. NARA, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5725.
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power program designed to install approximately 1,000,000 electrical 
kilowatts of nuclear power within the EURATOM area by 1963–1965.

3. The current coal surplus in EURATOM countries and discov-
ery of new energy reserves has lessened the urgency for developing 
nuclear reactors to meet the Community’s immediate energy require-
ments. However, EURATOM is convinced that a large scale nuclear 
power program will be needed to meet long term needs and regards the 
joint effort as an important means of acquiring the experience essential 
to such a program.

4. Also, the United States announced in February a program for 
making enriched uranium fuel available for a limited number of power 
reactor projects on a deferred- payment basis. This program, while more 
modest than the EURATOM joint program, should help reduce the ini-
tial high costs of operating power reactors and should encourage the 
early construction abroad of reactors of U.S. design. Recent requests, 
however, from India and Spain indicate there will be continuing pres-
sures from non- EURATOM countries for the United States to provide 
additional special incentives to stimulate the development of power 
reactor projects or to develop cooperative programs comparable to the 
EURATOM arrangements.

5. The EURATOM and deferred- payment programs, combined 
with the relatively advanced stage of U.S. technology and attractive 
guarantees that are being provided by U.S. manufacturers, have put 
the United States in the forefront of the expected limited market for 
selling power or power demonstration reactors to foreign countries. In 
the past year a pre- existing contract for the sale of a large- scale reactor 
to the SELNI electricity group in Italy was put on a firmer footing and 
a letter contract for an additional large scale reactor also was awarded 
to a U.S. company by the Italian SENN group. It is expected that these 
will be supplemented by other sales of large reactors as proposals are 
reviewed and approved under the EURATOM program. The award of 
the SENN project to a U.S. firm was particularly significant in that it 
was made as a consequence of competition with a number of proposals 
submitted by manufacturers in the United States, the United Kingdom, 
France, and Canada.

6. During the year, firms in the United Kingdom contracted to sell 
two large reactors, one to Italy and the other to Japan.

7. During the reporting period, the Atomic Energy Commission 
revised its domestic nuclear power development program and pre-
sented to the Congress a series of objectives which, in addition to accel-
erating the U.S. civilian power program, is also geared to providing the 
maximum support for continued U.S. leadership in this field abroad.

8. The Second United Nations Conference on Peaceful Uses 
of Atomic Energy, held in Geneva in September, 1958, was highly 
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successful. The United States held a dominant role generally through 
the quality and number of its technical papers and impressive technical 
exhibits. The latter was regarded as the finest scientific exhibition ever 
assembled. The U.S. representative at the Second Geneva Conference 
proposed that a third conference of the same general character be held 
in another three- year period.

9. The International Atomic Energy Agency made modest progress 
in the past year in a number of areas. Further work needs to be done, 
however, to strengthen its organization, technical staff, programs and 
financial resources, and to increase the level of support from member 
countries. The expectation that the Agency will play an important role 
in safeguarding and distributing materials so as to assure and pro-
mote their peaceful uses still holds even though a number of states 
now appear adverse to submitting to Agency safeguards or working 
through the agency.

10. The Agency has established for itself a significant role in the 
exchange of atomic information and as a forum for dealing with problems 
of an international character, notably in the fields of health and safety.

11. During the past year, the United States continued to provide 
comprehensive support to the IAEA. Examples are the offer to fund 
the costs associated with building the Agency’s analytical laboratory 
in Vienna; financing half of the Agency’s operating budget; continuous 
advice on all Agency operations; furnishing top flight experts for var-
ious Agency symposia and advisory panels, and assisting in the plan-
ning of the Agency’s future program at the Second General Conference 
held in the fall of 1958.

12. Some concern has been expressed that the continued use of bilat-
eral agreement system adopted by the member states most advanced 
technologically to channel and promote cooperation in peaceful use of 
nuclear energy, undercuts the role of the Agency. The bilaterals gener-
ally were in use before the IAEA was established and have been effec-
tive in the Atoms for Peace program. It does not appear that there will 
be major changes in this system in the immediate future. However, it is 
hoped that as the Agency gains stature, experience, and more support 
from its membership that a re- evaluation of the bilateral systems will 
result in the Agency taking over larger areas of cooperation.

13. Agency operations continue to be handicapped by the present 
unrealistic statutory relationship between the Board of Governors and 
the Secretariat which results in routine administrative matters, often of 
a minor nature, being brought to the Board for decision. The more com-
plex problems that would be raised in any attempt at this time to revise 
the Agency Statute and Rules of Procedure have made it inadvisable to 
press for a remedy.
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14. Agency safeguards were considered formally for the first time 
at the June Board meeting. Debate centered on general principles, and, 
as in the past, the opposition to safeguards was ably led by the Indian 
Governor. Action was deferred until the September meeting. The Soviet 
Union did not participate actively.

15. During the reporting period, progress was made in formulating 
a U.S. position for implementing the safeguards provisions in the U.S. 
bilateral agreements for cooperation and on IAEA safeguards proposals. 
This position is being developed in consultation with Western suppli-
ers of materials and progress has been made toward achieving a com-
mon approach. To maintain an effective international safeguard system 
it is essential that this common front be achieved and held, particularly 
with respect to the sale of natural uranium which is now in world- wide 
surplus. [All the major uranium producers in the Free World, except 
France, have indicated a willingness (although commitments have 
not yet been made) to join in a common front if all the others do so. 
These same countries, including France, have joined with the United 
States in developing a common position regarding the specific type of 
safeguard procedures the International Atomic Energy Agency should 
develop in the near future. The agreed- upon procedures are concerned 
with immediate requirements and will be expanded as larger and more 
complex facilities materialize. The Soviet Union position, particularly 
with respect to applying safeguards to underdeveloped countries, is 
not known at this time although the USSR has claimed a “no strings 
attached” policy in supplying material to the Soviet Bloc.]2 (Bracketed 
portion Conf.-DI)

16. Most of the bilateral negotiations now involve amendments to 
extend or modify the terms of existing agreements, which now cover 
most of the countries having an interest in cooperating with the United 
States. The cooperation provided for in these agreements is being effec-
tively carried out, and consists mainly of exchanging or training per-
sonnel, disseminating reports, transferring materials, and exporting 
reactors manufactured by U.S. industry.

17. The emergence of the IAEA and various regional groups has 
initiated a reassessment of the bilateral program to determine whether 
relatively greater emphasis should be put on these multilateral institu-
tions. The United States hopes to negotiate a general agreement with 
EURATOM and its member states that, insofar as possible, would trans-
fer from the member states to EURATOM rights and obligations now 
contained in the individual bilateral agreements between the member 
states and the U.S. In addition present areas of US–EURATOM cooper-
ation would be expanded wherever desirable.

2 Brackets are in the original.
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18. Other aspects of the Atoms for Peace Program include continued 
leadership of U.S. firms in exporting research reactors; steady increase 
in special nuclear materials transferred to friendly nations (see Appen-
dix “E”) and further expansion and specialization of training facilities 
available to foreign nationals (see Appendix “B”). Seventeen research 
reactors manufactured by U.S. firms are now in operation overseas and 
16 more are under construction. In addition, five contracts or letters 
of intent involving foreign sale by U.S. firms of power or small- scale 
power demonstration reactors were executed. A total of 286 kilograms 
of contained U–235 has been distributed overseas for peaceful purposes 
and as of June 30, 1959, 238 foreign nationals were working or receiving 
individual training experience at AEC installations.

19. The United Kingdom atomic power program is either on or 
ahead of schedule and is expected to achieve the goal of 5000–6000 MW 
by 1966. There is the possibility that in the next year or two a new or 
extended program will be formulated. [Current information available 
on the U.S.S.R. program confirms earlier estimates that there has been 
slippage in the power program but Soviet capabilities in the power reac-
tor field are advancing steadily. Although the U.S.S.R., on the basis of 
its over- all nuclear technology, is believed capable of building nuclear 
power submarines, the only verified nuclear propulsion project is the 
icebreaker “Lenin”, reportedly essentially complete but not yet in oper-
ation.3 The French program is developing rapidly with two gaseous 
diffusion pilot plants for U–235 and a plutonium separation chemical 
reprocessing plant now in operation. The first full- scale nuclear power 
plant is scheduled to come in late in 1959 or early in 1960.]4 (Brack-
eted portion Secret DI) Additionally, the French have shown interest 
in the centrifuge method of isotope separation, particularly its devel-
opment in West Germany, and have offered to buy the German- made 
 centrifuges—presumably for use in the French weapons program. (The 
centrifuge method makes U–235 production possible with a smaller 
capital outlay.) While German financial interests reportedly favor the 
sale, other German opinion is hopeful of assurance that the gas centri-
fuges will be used only for peaceful purposes. CONF. DI.

20. The attached Annex describes the progress made in the Atoms- 
for- Peace program and identifies a number of other problems that will 
require further study. However, the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Department of State do not believe any revision to the NSC 5725/1 
policy paper is required at this time.

3 On July 11, 1959, First Deputy Premier F.R. Koslov when at Shippingport, told 
Admiral Rickover that the Soviets were building nuclear powered submarines. During 
Rickover’s subsequent visit to the U.S.S.R. in August 1959, this subject was not men-
tioned, and no further Information was obtained. SECRET DI. [Footnote is in the original.]

4 Brackets are in the original.
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ANNEX TO ANNUAL REPORT BY THE ATOMIC ENERGY  
COMMISSION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON THE  
IMPLEMENTATION OF NSC 5725/1—PEACEFUL  
USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

I. UNITED STATES FOREIGN PROGRAM: REGIONAL AND 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND BILATERAL 
ARRANGEMENTS

1. International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Establishment of the 
IAEA was an outgrowth of President Eisenhower’s address before the 
United Nations Assembly on December 8, 1953. Agency progress to 
date has been primarily due to the interest and support of the United 
States. Its ultimate success will depend on its ability to acquire fuller 
support from other members through competence and effectiveness in 
its sphere of activities. There has been some encouraging progress in 
this direction during the reporting period.

2. On May 11, 1959, the Agency signed its Agreement for Coop-
eration with the United States permitting it to draw on the approxi-
mately 5,000 kilograms of U–235 offered by President Eisenhower in 
1956. Supply agreements with the USSR (for 50 kilograms) and the 
U.K. (20 kilograms) were signed on the same date. Canada has donated 
three tons of natural uranium to the IAEA for use in the first project 
(a 10 MW  Japanese research reactor) involving transfer of reactor fuel 
under Agency safeguards.

3. The Agency also decided to defer construction of a research reac-
tor in view of the plans of Austria to make its own reactor facilities avail-
able to the Agency. Accordingly, the major share of funds involved in the 
previous U.S. offer to support an Agency reactor project was reallocated 
and will be applied to constructing and equipping the Agency’s central 
analytical laboratory. This laboratory is to be used to support the Agen-
cy’s statutory functions, primarily in the health and safeguards field.

4. At the Second General Conference of the IAEA, held in the fall 
of 1958, the Chairman of the U.S. delegation indicated that the U.S., as 
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time and experience progressed and consistent with its existing obli-
gations, would look to the Agency as the major institutional channel 
through which its international peaceful use programs would be car-
ried forward. Chairman McCone also suggested that the Agency:

a. Inaugurate a major program of training, research, and applica-
tion in the field of radioisotopes;

b. Intensify its efforts to develop international standards, codes, 
and regulations for the safe transportation, handling, and use of radio-
active materials and the disposal of radioactive wastes; press forward 
with safety codes relating to reactor operation, reactor siting, and the 
protection of atomic energy workers; and, devote its attention to the 
problem of third- party liability;

c. Serve as a central coordinating body for training personnel;
d. Initiate an intensive survey of existing power reactor types and 

the criteria for introducing them into new areas, including the means 
by which the Agency could accelerate the availability of nuclear power 
within reasonable economic dimensions;

e. Continue to develop into a major center for the acquisition, col-
lection, and the distribution of scientific information on the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. (In this regard, the U.S. suggested that future 
Geneva Conferences be held under Agency auspices, and that the 
Agency serve as the medium for freely exchanging information on con-
trolled fusion research.)

5. The U.S. also indicated its intention to explore with the Agency 
the development of a program whereby specific research projects for 
the U.S. could be assigned to the Agency which, in turn, would develop 
contracts with institutions throughout the world.

6. Progress was made in these and other areas over the past year. 
The most notable accomplishments have been in the field of training. 
The Agency’s program of providing fellowships for study in the peace-
ful applications of atomic energy has been well received. Roughly 300 
applications for Agency fellowships have been received from individu-
als in about 30 countries. Most of these have indicated a preference for 
study in the United States. The Atomic Energy Commission is inten-
sively studying the problems associated with meeting its responsibili-
ties in this area, including the security aspects associated with receiving 
Soviet Bloc applicants in Commission installations.

7. Other areas of important work and progress in IAEA activities 
include: stimulating radioisotope uses by providing courses and advi-
sory missions to member states and sponsoring conferences on radio-
isotope applications; identifying and resolving, through expert panels 
and conferences, some major international problems involved in trans-
port and handling of materials, waste disposal, and assuring adequate 
treatment of third- party liability, and developing a proposed system for 
assuring that materials used under Agency auspices are applied only to 
peaceful purposes.
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8. It is particularly notable that at the Second General Conference, 
the Government of Japan announced that it was willing to have the 
safeguards provisions of its Agreement for Cooperation with the United 
States administered by the Agency when the latter can undertake this 
service. It is hoped that other nations will make similar declarations.

9. EURATOM. During the last year, the U.S.–EURATOM joint 
nuclear power program was approved and initiated, and an appropri-
ate U.S.–EURATOM Agreement for Cooperation covering the needs 
of the program came into effect in February of 1959. This program is 
regarded as a major contribution towards the strengthening of Euro-
pean unity and development of close ties between representatives of 
European and American nuclear science and technology in advancing 
peaceful uses of atomic energy.

10. The major objective of the joint program is the installation, within 
the next four to six years in the EURATOM area, of approximately one 
million kilowatts of nuclear generating capacity using reactor types car-
ried to an advanced stage of development within the United States. The 
current goal is to have these projects completed by December 31, 1963, 
except that completion of the projects may be deferred to 1965 to allow 
for the incorporation of reactors of a more improved and advanced 
design. The reactor program is to be accompanied by a ten-year joint 
research and development effort which will be aimed at improving 
the performance of the reactors involved and in realizing savings and 
improvements in the associated fuel cycle.

11. The research and development program, which will be carried 
out in both the Community and the U.S., will be financed by equal con-
tributions from the AEC and EURATOM and is expected to cost $100 
million for the first five years.

12. Invitations for the Research and Development and reactor 
phases of the program were issued in December of 1958 and in April 
of 1959, respectively. Approximately 200 proposals and letters of intent 
covering research or development projects have been received. These 
are now being reviewed by a joint U.S.–EURATOM Research and 
Development Board which has been constituted in Brussels to select 
the proposals and coordinate the administration of this phase of the 
program.

13. Reactor proposals are to be received by October 20, 1959. This 
will allow sufficient time for review and selection to permit the nec-
essary authorizations to be obtained during the next session of Con-
gress. It is expected that these projects initially will be screened by a 
Joint Reactor Board which will prepare suitable recommendations for 
the EURATOM Commission and the USAEC. As of May 11, five Euro-
pean utility groups indicated their intention to submit proposals for 
projects to be completed by 1963, and two concerns expressed intention 
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to submit proposals for projects to be completed by 1965. If acceptable, 
these proposals should permit the goal of one million kilowatts to be 
realized.

14. Reactor projects selected will be eligible to receive the following 
special incentives which are designed to minimize the major uncertain-
ties associated with operating nuclear power plants today:

a. AEC guarantees (for a 10- year operating period) designed to 
limit financial risks arising from the cost of fabricating fuel elements 
and from failure of the elements to meet a predetermined life;

b. A long- term assurance of an adequate nuclear fuel supply avail-
able under deferred- payment at prices offered U.S. industry;

c. An assurance for a 10- year period of a defined market for the 
plutonium recovered from the reactors;

d. Long- term, capital loans to cover a portion of the plant construc-
tion costs, and

e. A long- term assurance by the United States that chemical repro-
cessing services will be available under terms comparable to those 
offered U.S. reactor operators.

15. Over the past year it became apparent that the joint program, 
as well as other nuclear power programs in Western Europe, face a 
problem not anticipated a year ago. This is due to an acute over- supply 
of coal in Western Europe; an apparent easing of the tensions in the 
Middle East; discovery of new oil reserves throughout the world, dis-
covery of sizeable natural gas reserves in the Sahara and some slowing 
of economic growth with consequent lowering of energy requirements. 
These developments have tended to temper the long- term estimates as 
to amount of nuclear power that will be required to meet the over- all 
energy deficit in Europe and to lessen the enthusiasm in some quarters 
for proceeding with the joint U.S.– EURATOM program on a “crash” 
basis.

16. The long term effect on the planning for future European energy 
requirements of these factors, (referred to in Paragraph 15) especially 
new oil and gas reserves, is difficult to appraise at the present time. 
Much will depend on the potential of nuclear power development to 
reduce power costs and on the political stability of North Africa and 
the Middle East. The joint U.S.– EURATOM program is regarded as an 
important first step to provide experience for only large-scale effect that 
may follow.

17. The Community made progress in other areas over the past year. 
Basic regulations have been published for safeguards and health physics; 
a draft third- party liability convention has been prepared; negotiations 
are under way to establish several joint research centers. The EURATOM 
supply agency, which will be accountable under the Treaty for all special 
nuclear materials, is being organized and, probably will begin operations 
in October 1959. Internationally, EURATOM has executed agreements 
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with the U.S. and the United Kingdom. Negotiations are under way 
with Canada and Brazil. None of these agreements envision a program 
of cooperation as extensive as that with the United States.

18. In the months ahead, EURATOM will concentrate most of its 
activities on the joint program. The EURATOM Treaty, however, as well 
as the agreements in effect between the United States and the Commu-
nity, and the U.S. and the member states of EURATOM, contemplate 
that there will be renegotiations to expand the areas of cooperation 
with EURATOM and to effect appropriate transfer of the rights and 
obligations in the individual agreements of the member states to EUR-
ATOM. These negotiations are expected to be initiated shortly, and to 
be  completed during 1960. Some of the member states, notably France, 
have expressed misgivings about the renegotiations and have made 
it clear that a transfer of responsibilities that would necessitate their 
having to channel all of their individual cooperative activities with the 
United States through the EURATOM organization would be opposed. 
It has been explained to these States that they still will be free to deal 
directly with the U.S. on matters pertaining to the technical direction of 
their national programs and that the renegotiation is designed to take 
into account the responsibilities vested in EURATOM by its Treaty.

19. In anticipation of their increased responsibilities in dealing with 
EURATOM, the USAEC and the Department of State are augmenting 
the staff of the United States Mission, seven professional-level AEC 
staff, plus two State Department officers and an Export- Import Bank 
representative under the direction of a “Deputy for EURATOM Affairs” 
who will be a senior AEC official.

Other Multilateral or Regional Activities

20. Inter- American Nuclear Energy Commission (IANEC). On April 
22, the Organization of American States approved the statute of the 
Inter- American Nuclear Energy Commission. The IANEC will serve 
as a center of consultation for the OAS member states and to facili-
tate cooperation among them in promoting the peaceful application 
of nuclear energy. Its major responsibilities include: Assisting member 
republics in coordinated planning for research and training; further-
ing the exchange of scientific and technical information; organizing 
conferences and other meetings; recommending measures to promote 
the training of scientists and technicians; recommending public health 
safeguards; requesting, when deemed advisable, the cooperation of 
public and private institutions in contributing to nuclear development 
programs in OAS countries and undertaking studies within its sphere 
of responsibility.

21. Asian Nuclear Center. In accordance with paragraph 38 of NSC 
5725/1, the Department of State and the USAEC previously developed 
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a plan for construction of a less costly Asian Nuclear Center, possibly to 
be associated with the Colombo Plan and the IAEA. A review of pres-
ent conditions has indicated that the establishment of even a less costly 
Asian Nuclear Center is not justified at the present time. As reported 
previously, the Asian countries are not prepared to give such an insti-
tution sufficient financial support. Continued study will be directed 
toward determining whether an alternate regional scheme is techni-
cally and politically desirable. (Conf.- DI)

22. It should be noted that the Philippines hope to develop a 
national program which will have regional appeal. The experience with 
the Asian Nuclear Center has demonstrated that the successful formu-
lation of a regional center is almost entirely dependent upon the vigor 
and enthusiasm with which the idea is supported by the member states 
involved.

23. Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC). The 
European Nuclear Energy Agency of the OEEC continued to make 
progress on a number of joint projects. The design of the “Eurochemic” 
joint processing plant to be built at Mol, Belgium, is proceeding with 
substantial technical advice from the United States. In addition, in 
March, 12 European countries, under OEEC auspices, signed an agree-
ment to cooperate in the U.K. “Dragon Project”, a high- temperature, 
gas- cooled reactor to be constructed at Winfrith Heath at an approxi-
mate cost of $38 million.

24. The OEEC also has made important progress in drafting a con-
vention to cover third- party liability. (See paragraph 36.)

25. Puerto Rico Nuclear Center. The Puerto Rico Nuclear Center was 
established in cooperation with the University of Puerto Rico for the 
purpose of offering nuclear training in the Spanish language to stu-
dents from Latin American countries. Of the 182 enrollees at the Center 
since it began, 42 were from 18 Latin American countries. Most of those 
took short- term courses. Students in the full- length Nuclear Technology 
Courses increased from two completing the 1958–59 session to eight in 
the 1959–60 session now under way. It is assumed that, as more special-
ized nuclear facilities become available and as the Center acquires more 
technical stature, it will attract more students from the region. Contin-
ued study is being devoted to the question of how the United States can 
accelerate this process.

26. Bilateral Arrangements. The extent of U.S. participation in the 
Atoms-for-Peace program abroad indicated by the fact that 43 bilateral 
agreements are in effect with 41 countries, and the City of West Berlin. 
(Switzerland has two agreements.) Of these, 13 are for power and 30 for 
research. This is in addition to the special agreements that have been 
signed with EURATOM and the IAEA. An Agreement Status Table is 
attached as Appendix “A”.
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27. It is not anticipated that a significant number of additional 
countries will enter bilateral agreements with the United States. The 
trend is to amend current research agreements to increase the amounts 
and enrichment of special nuclear material made available or to replace 
research agreements with more comprehensive power bilaterals.

II. OTHER ASPECTS OF U.S. PROGRAM OF INTERNATIONAL  
 COOPERATION

28. New Fuel Policies. In the past year, the United States devel-
oped a program for making enriched power reactor fuel available on 
a deferred- payment basis to individual countries, multilateral groups 
and the IAEA. This plan will serve to reduce the initial heavy costs for 
nuclear power plants and was designed primarily for non- EURATOM 
countries. It will be restricted to projects with a combined generating 
capacity of up to 500,000 kilowatts. To be eligible, reactor plants must 
be completed before June 30, 1964. In addition, the AEC will permit the 
lease of heavy water for use in domestic or foreign research, medical or 
testing reactors (previously transferred only on a sale basis), and lease 
of enriched uranium for foreign subcritical assemblies, exponential 
assemblies, and reactor experiments. These actions should contribute 
to foreign research and development programs.

29. Safeguards to Prevent Diversion of Materials to Military Uses. 
During the reporting period, the United States participated in sev-
eral meetings for developing agreement among the western supplier 
countries on the application of safeguards to exports, to bilateral 
agreements, and for use by the Western Powers when these matters 
are considered in the International Atomic Energy Agency. Major ura-
nium producers, without final commitment, have indicated they are 
prepared to apply agreed- upon safeguards if other suppliers do so. The 
French are reserving on the question of applying safeguards to their 
bilateral activities although they have joined with the other powers in 
endorsing the type of system to be applied by the IAEA. ([illegible in 
the original] portion Secret DI—Remainder Conf. DI)

30. The U.S. policy is that safeguard procedures should be devel-
oped on an evolutionary basis (rather than in detail for all anticipated 
cases beforehand) with attention first devoted to the immediate (and 
also simpler) cases. Later procedures will be developed for the larger 
and more complex facilities. This approach is designed to enhance the 
political acceptability of necessary safeguards actions and to take full 
advantage of technological developments which may ease the burden 
of applying an adequate system to the more complex and different 
cases.

31. It is improbable that facilities coming into operation during 
the next year or two will require more than periodic visits and audits. 
As it looks now, the safeguard system may require resident inspectors 
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at complex installations such as chemical processing plants. General 
procedures have been developed and inspections are being made for 
reactors up to 100 MWT.

32. The U.S. has encouraged development of a safeguards sys-
tem by the International Atomic Energy Agency and has assisted the 
Agency by supplying comments for use in the preparation of the IAEA 
safeguards manual. At the suggestion of the Western Powers the pro-
posed IAEA safeguards are being revised to assure that they conform to 
the “evolutionary approach.”

33. In all these discussions, we have emphasized our interest in 
transferring to the IAEA, wherever practicable, the administration of 
the safeguards rights provided by our existing bilateral agreements. 
Also, we are assisting EURATOM in the development of its regional 
safeguard system and there is a mutual interest in making it compatible 
with IAEA procedures.

34. Certain materials, principally uranium, are achieving the status 
of common articles of commerce whose supply has exceeded demand. 
This makes the development of a common position favoring the con-
tinued imposition of safeguards to such materials increasingly difficult. 
(See Paragraph 15 in Report).

35. Third- Party Liability. One of the major problems facing the Atoms- 
for- Peace program relates to the necessity of reaching an effective inter-
national understanding concerning (1) the extent of liability which is to 
apply to those who supply nuclear facilities, the operation of which can 
have a harmful effect on persons and property, and (2) the protection pro-
vided the general public from nuclear hazards. U.S. manufacturers wish 
to be assured that their risks in exporting nuclear equipment overseas 
will be kept as nearly as possible within reasonable levels. Lack of effec-
tive resolution of this problem could materially interfere with U.S. efforts 
to sell nuclear power equipment abroad and could affect adversely the 
U.S. participation in the Joint EURATOM- AEC program.

36. During the past year, there has been a notable increase in work 
on this problem. The Organization for European Economic Cooperation 
(OEEC), has prepared a draft convention for submission to its member 
states. Under this convention, the operator of a nuclear facility would 
be held absolutely liable if a nuclear accident damaging third parties 
occurred, but the liability would be limited to [illegible in the origi-
nal] million. However, a member state could increase the liability or 
decrease it to a minimum of $5 million as to installations in its territory.

37. The EURATOM Commission has recommended to its Coun-
cil of Ministers a convention supplementing that of the OEEC, which 
would raise the level of operator liability to $100 million unless a higher 
amount is established by a member country. There is a provision for 
state indemnification of the operator for liability incurred beyond a 
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certain level of insurable risk. Provision is also made for the states of 
the EURATOM Community jointly to assume responsibility for com-
pensation in cases where the damage exceeds state indemnification, by 
some means not yet developed.

38. Training. Training of foreign nationals in nuclear science and 
technology has been one of the outstanding contributions of the Atoms- 
for- Peace program. Since the lack of suitably trained personnel could be 
a major impediment to advances, in the nuclear field, the U.S. has contin-
ued and expanded an aggressive program to meet foreign requirements.

39. In addition to the increasing opportunities provided by U.S. 
colleges and universities, the United States encourages nuclear train-
ing of foreign nationals through AEC- sponsored formal courses of 
instruction, by providing individual training programs at Commission- 
sponsored installations, and by supplying U.S. scientists and engineers 
to teach and work in foreign countries.

40. Ten formal courses or arrangements for training, with a total 
capacity of 424, are now open under AEC auspices to nationals of other 
countries (see Appendix “B”). One thousand and twenty- one foreign 
nationals have taken advantage of these opportunities. In addition, 
since 1956, the AEC has helped arrange individual programs for over 
800 foreign nationals. As of June 1959, [illegible in the original] foreign 
nationals were working and receiving individual training experience 
within AEC installations.

41. There is a growing need for more specialized individual train-
ing. To avoid duplicating the type of instruction available at univer-
sities and to raise the level and degree of highly specialized training 
offered by the AEC, the program at the International School at Argonne 
will be reoriented in 1960.

42. Research Reactor and Equipment Grants. The program for mak-
ing grants to foreign countries for research reactor projects has made 
steady progress. Nineteen $350,000 grants have been awarded to date. 
The number of requests for reactor grants are diminishing as more 
countries come under the program.

43. An additional grant program for the acquisition of various types 
of nuclear laboratory and related equipment was initiated last year. Fif-
teen grants totaling $1,363,000 were approved for 12 countries. This 
program potentially could be of great use to the underdeveloped coun-
tries since it is flexible and can cover a variety of less costly items that 
may be individually tailored to country needs.

Conferences

44. Geneva Conference. The Second United Nations Conference on the 
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, held in Geneva, Switzerland in Septem-
ber 1958, was the largest scientific gathering of its kind ever convened.
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45. More than a third of the 2,135 papers submitted came from the 
United States; and of the 722 papers selected by the U.N. for oral pre-
sentation, [illegible in the original] were from the U.S. This was more 
than twice as many as presented by the U.S.S.R. (99) or the United King-
dom ([illegible in the original]) and three times as many as presented by 
France (58). The United States was the only nation to be represented by 
at least one speaker in every session on the agenda.

46. The United States Technical Exhibit was an outstanding attrac-
tion and was attended by slightly over 100,000 people. The impressive 
array of full- sized laboratories, reactors, and thermonuclear devices 
operated by the scientists who built them, captured the attention of 
both delegates and the general public.

47. The U.S. film program excelled those of other nations in tech-
nical content and compared favorably with all others in quality of 
presentation. Of the 51 technical films presented by the U.N., 17 were 
furnished by the U.S. Additionally, in the exhibit the U.S. displayed 26 
short films on specialized subjects in four language to more than 15,000 
persons.

48. A Commercial Exhibit also was held in downtown Geneva 
during the Geneva Conference. More than 50 private U.S. companies 
participated with the AEC in organizing an impressive display of com-
mercial activity in the U.S. in the atomic energy field. Of the 13 coun-
tries represented in this exhibit, the U.S. Exhibit was exceeded in size 
only by those of Great Britain and France and compared favorably in 
quality with those of all other nations.

49. At news conferences, the U.S. Delegation went on record at 
Geneva as favoring another large conference in 1961 and suggesting 
that it be held under IAEA auspices. The reaction was not favorable and 
in its official report, the U.S. Delegation recommended that the matter 
of size and sponsorship be studied further by the Department of State 
in cooperation with appropriate authorities. The U.S. Delegation to the 
Second IAEA General Conference at Vienna in September, 1958, took 
the position that any future conferences on nuclear science and technol-
ogy of the type held at Geneva should be under IAEA sponsorship. In 
December 1958, the United Nations General Assembly directed the UN 
Secretary General and his Scientific Advisory Committee to evaluate 
the Second Conference with respect to the need, nature and timing of 
similar conferences in this field.

50. Rome Conference and Exhibit. The United States mounted an 
exhibit at the 1958 Rome Exposition and Congress on Nuclear Energy 
which included an operating low power research reactor. The display, 
well received by participants and public, was awarded first prize by 
the Congress.
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51. Second Inter- American Symposium. Following the favorable 
response to the Inter- American Symposium on peaceful uses on nuclear 
energy at Brookhaven, in May of 1957, the Organization of American 
States, supported by a grant from Mutual Security Funds, sponsored 
a Second Inter- American Symposium, June 1–5, at Buenos Aires with 
the Argentine Atomic Energy Commission as co- host. Applications of 
nuclear energy to the life sciences featured the agenda and 26 of the 
38 papers were presented by scientists from Latin American countries. 
Seventeen of the 21 OAS member states were represented among the 
more than 200 participants and observers.

52. Tokyo Exhibit. The USAEC presented a nuclear energy exhibit at 
the Tokyo, Japan, International Trade Fair, May 5–22, 1959. It featured 
an operating training and research reactor and an operating SNAP III 
thermoelectric generator.

53. Other Conferences. During the period July 1, 1958–June 30, 1959, 
the U.S. sponsored or participated in eight other international scientific 
congresses, conferences, or symposia dealing with the Atoms- for- Peace 
program.

III. U.S. DOMESTIC PROGRAM

54. Power Reactors. In October of 1958, the Chairman of the AEC 
appointed a special Ad Hoc Committee to perform an intensive eval-
uation of the Commission’s reactor development program. This com-
mittee permitted its report in January 1959 and set forth a number of 
recommendations dealing with the technical program as well as gen-
eral policy. The Commission has utilized these recommendations, along 
with those contained in other industrial and governmental surveys, in 
the formulation of an updated series of objectives for its civilian power 
program. These objectives, as outlined by Chairman McCone in recent 
Congressional hearings, are:

a. To reduce the cost of nuclear power to levels competitive with 
power from fossil fuels in high energy cost areas of this country within 
10 years;

b. To assist friendly nations now having high energy costs to 
achieve competitive levels in about 5 years. This assistance is to be 
extended mainly through clearly defined programs of cooperation;

c. To maintain the U.S. position of leadership in the technology of 
nuclear power for civilian use;

d. To achieve a further reduction in the cost of nuclear power in 
order to increase the economic benefits and extend these benefits to 
wider areas, and

e. To develop breeder- type reactors to make full use of the nuclear 
energy latent in both uranium and thorium, recognizing that U–235 
alone may not be sufficiently plentiful to meet all needs over the long 
range.
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55. In the course of civilian power reactor development, there has 
emerged a program under which the many reactor concepts are sepa-
rable into four categories on the basis of their potential to achieve eco-
nomically competitive nuclear power.

56. First category: Reactor concepts which at this time seem to offer 
the greatest possibility of early achievement of nuclear power costs 
competitive with costs from fossil- fueled plants, at least in high power 
cost areas of the United States and abroad. Included are pressurized- 
water, boiling- water, organic- cooled, and certain gas- cooled reactors. 
Generally, these are the systems which have evoked the greatest inter-
est in Europe and Japan.

57. Second category: Reactor concepts which probably will not 
produce low-cost power in the near future, but which have potential 
advantages which may ultimately overcome the early lead of those of 
the first category. Included here are reactors which use heavy water as 
a moderator- coolant or as a moderator alone, the liquid- metal- cooled 
reactors, and some of the more advanced gas- cooled reactors.

58. Third category: Reactor types which seem at this time to offer 
very great potential advantages but which require extensive additional 
technical development before these advantages can be demonstrated or 
disproved. These include the more long range reactor types, such as the 
pebble- bed and fluidized- bed concepts.

59. Fourth category: Reactor concepts whose basic objectives and 
major promise lie in their potential ability to produce more fissionable 
material than they burn and to do so at a rate sufficiently great to allow 
this country’s nuclear fuel resources to keep up with the projected 
growth of its nuclear power demands. Such concepts would embrace 
the sodium- cooled, fast- breeder reactor, for the U–Pu system; and the 
thermal- breeder reactor for the Thorium- U–233 system.

60. Major emphasis in the immediate future will be placed on 
bringing the concepts in the first category above to a point where they 
become established as the basis of a nuclear power industry both in 
the United States and abroad. As the developmental and prototype 
program proceeds to the point where this objective is being realized, 
the emphasis will shift to concepts in the succeeding categories, always 
with the idea of placing major emphasis on those concepts which offer 
the greatest promise of early and outstanding success.

61. We recently reached a point in reactor development where we 
can be more selective in deciding which reactor concepts to carry for-
ward into intensive and expensive hardware development, which reac-
tors to continue under research and development, and which concepts 
to lay aside.
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62. Thus, each major development effort in the AEC power reactor 
program has been analyzed or re- examined with the over- all program 
objectives in mind. As a result, two projects involving insufficiently 
developed concepts were dropped from the Power Demonstration 
Reactor Program during the past year and additional effort was being 
placed behind more promising reactor types. One of these is the heavy 
water moderated concept. Although not well advanced in this country, 
this particular reactor system is of special interest abroad because such 
reactors can use natural uranium and do not have to rely on expen-
sive uranium- enriching plants. With this in mind, the AEC is working 
towards a more extensive cooperative program with Canada which has 
two heavy- water- moderated experimental reactors in operation. These 
reactors have provided extensive irradiation services for some of the 
U.S. heavy- water program activities.

63. The special interest of other countries in natural- uranium- type 
reactors has brought participation of other groups in the U.S. program. 
Representatives of Sweden, EURATOM, and the OEEC were among 
those taking part in a recent heavy- water design study.

64. U.S. development of the gas- cooled reactor concept, certain 
aspects of which has been greatly advanced by the British, is also being 
accelerated. Two gas- cooled power reactor projects are included in the 
FY 1960 program rather than one. In addition, the proposed FY 1960 
program includes an advanced boiling- water prototype reactor, an 
experimental organic- cooled reactor, a low- temperature process heat 
reactor, and a small- sized power reactor suitable for use by public util-
ities and for the export market. The Commission feels that small power 
plants of 5 to 40 electrical megawatts, if proven economic, would ful-
fill important power requirements associated with underdeveloped 
foreign areas as well as supply power to isolated high- cost fuel areas 
within the U.S.

65. Maritime Reactor Program. Of great interest abroad and closely 
related to the civilian power effort is the joint AEC- Maritime Adminis-
tration program for development of nuclear propulsion for merchant 
ships. This program centers around the design and construction of the 
N.S. Savannah, a nuclear- powered merchant ship now under construc-
tion at the Camden, New Jersey, yard of the New York Shipbuilding 
Corporation. The vessel’s pressurized- water nuclear propulsion plant 
is being designed and fabricated by Babcock and Wilcox Co. It is to be 
launched on July 21 and initial operation is scheduled for the early part 
of 1960.

66. The Savannah is being constructed not only to acquire actual 
experience in the design, construction, and operation of nuclear mer-
chant vessels, but to provide a means of identifying and resolving the 
many international legal and regulatory problems associated with 
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placing such a vessel into world commerce. Third- party liability stud-
ies now in progress are directed in part toward facilitating the move-
ment of nuclear-propelled ships.

67. Associated with the Savannah project are supporting activities 
such as crew training, health, safety, and environment studies, and the 
development and construction of servicing and repair facilities.

68. The joint AEC–MA program also includes research, develop-
ment, and preliminary design work for a 60,000 deadweight- ton tanker 
using a boiling- water reactor plant. A longer range program to develop 
a marine nuclear plant consisting of a high- temperature gas-cooled 
reactor coupled with a closed- cycle gas turbine has been stated. This 
program could lead to the started construction and operation of a land- 
based prototype by 1963. Also under way are technical and economic 
studies of other reactor systems showing promise for marine use; inves-
tigations into advanced vessel designs; and development of more effi-
cient and economic methods for constructing nuclear ships.

69. Interest in nuclear ship propulsion is strong among countries 
who traditionally have major shipbuilding operations. [As of this time, 
the only known application of nuclear propulsion in the U.S.S.R. is in 
the icebreaker “Lenin”.]5 (Bracketed portion Secret- DI)

70. Plowshare Program. The program for applying nuclear explosions 
to peaceful purposes is still in an early stage of development. A number 
of applications under study could make significant contribution to the 
Atoms- for- Peace program although further experimentation is required 
before this is an assurance. It is expected that there will be ample exper-
imentation in the United States prior to application overseas.

71. The more promising possible peaceful uses of nuclear explosives 
are: civil engineering or excavation applications, recovery of natural 
resources (such as oil and minerals), industrial uses (such as production 
of power and isotopes), and in basic research investigations. Projects 
now underway or under such serious consideration are the following: 
Chariot, to get data on excavation applications; Oxcart, to obtain data on 
fundamental principles such as the relation between depth of burial, 
and physical effects such as containment of fallout; oil shales to deter-
mine the feasibility of using nuclear explosives in recovering oil from 
oil shales (several American oil companies have expressed a desire to 
participate in and contribute to this experiment); tar sands to determine 
the feasibility of using nuclear explosives in recovering oil from the 
Athabaska tar sands in Alberta, Canada (Richfield Oil Company has 
offered to pay for this experiment but AEC participation is contingent 

5 Brackets are in the original.
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upon Canadian Government approval); and Gnome to obtain basic data 
on power and isotope production.

IV. SELECTED COUNTRY SUMMARIES

72. Canada. The Canadian program for developing natural ura-
nium, heavy- water, power reactors has expanded and future plans 
have been put on a firmer footing. Construction of the 20 MWE nuclear 
power demonstration reactor (NPD) scheduled for operation in 1961 
near Chalk River has progressed satisfactorily. Atomic Energy of Can-
ada, Ltd., has proposed to the Canadian Government that it proceed 
with the detailed design and construction of a large (200 MWE) reactor 
similar in design to NPD. The plant is to be built and operated by 1964 
in the Ontario public utility system.

73. The Canadians also have become very interested in natural ura-
nium, heavy- water- moderated reactors cooled either by organic fluids 
or heavy- water steam. A feasibility study on the organic- cooled- type 
has been initiated. The close U.S.-Canadian cooperation has continued 
and an increased cooperative heavy- water reactor program is planned.

74. France. Except for the Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom, 
France has the largest and most diversified atomic energy program in 
Western Europe today. The notable advances during the past year were: 
(Secret– DI)

a. Plutonium Production. A plutonium separation chemical repro-
cessing plant, has been in continuous operation at Marcoule since Jan-
uary 1959 after experiencing considerable difficulties. The French G– 1 
reactor, in operation since January 1956, produces 12 kilograms of Pu 
per year at design level of 40 MW thermal. The French G– 2 reactor at 
Marcoule, which went critical in July 1958, produces 40 kgs of pluto-
nium per year at design level of 150 MW thermal. A third production 
reactor identical to G–2 reached criticality early in June 1959. (Secret–DI)

b. U–235 Production Capacity. Two pilot plants each with 12 active 
stages are now in operation. In January 1959 construction of a full- scale 
separation plant at Pierrelette was initiated. This plant will have an esti-
mated production capacity of 4 kgs of U– 235 per day in 1962 and 10 kgs 
per day of U– 235 in 1965. (Secret–DI)

c. Reactors. Electricite de France, the French National Power Com-
pany, is scheduled to complete EDP–1, the first full- scale (63 MWE) 
power reactor in France, late in 1959 or early in 1960. The United States 
has furnished fuel for several French research reactors and the French 
materials testing reactor during the past year.

75. India. Heavy emphasis is being put on achieving national self- 
sufficiency in personnel and materials. A 1,000 kw pool- type research 
reactor, designed and built in India and fueled by enriched uranium sup-
plied by the United Kingdom, has been in operation 35 months. Work 
on India’s second reactor, a 30 MWT NRX- type test reactor, is scheduled 
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for completion in 1959. Canada is providing technical assistance for the 
construction and the U.S. has provided the heavy water. (OUO)

76. While no power plants are in operation, it is planned to have a 
million KWE generating capacity available by 1966 from reactors using 
natural uranium provided by domestic sources. The Indian Atomic 
Energy Commission also has recently made overtures concerning a joint 
Indian- U.S. cooperative program involving reactors using U.S.- enriched 
uranium. The United States is prepared to explore this further. (OUO)

77. Japan. A 10- year comprehensive U.S.- Japanese Agreement for 
Cooperation came into effect during December of 1958. The Japanese 
also entered into a power agreement with the U.K. Japan has selected 
the General Electric Company as builder of a 10–MWE- type power 
demonstration reactor. British General Electric has been chosen as con-
tractor for the first full- scaled power reactor (a 150 MWE advanced 
Calder Hall reactor).

78. United Kingdom Nuclear Energy Program. The U.K. nuclear 
energy program has been established on a broad basis and is one of 
the three most highly advanced programs in the world. Over the past 
year there has been substantial progress in all areas of the program with 
notable emphasis on the field of nuclear power. The U.K. heads all other 
countries in domestic nuclear power construction with approximately 
300 MWE to be installed by the end of 1959; and about 1400 MWE under 
construction, with an additional 500 MWE station authorized for Wales 
with construction to begin sometime this year.

79. The official nuclear power program is either on or ahead of 
schedule and is expected to realize the national goal of 5000–6000 MW 
by 1966. There is a possibility that within the next year or two a new 
(or extended) program will have been formulated. Decision in this 
respect will be affected by (a) experience gained with the generation of 
reactors now operating or under construction, (b) progress made with 
the advanced gas- cooled reactor and other concepts under study, and 
(3) a further evaluation of domestic economic needs.

80. In June 1958, the U.K. Nuclear Power Plant Company, one of the 
UKAEA industrial consortia members, signed an agreement with the 
Italian Company, Agip Nucleare, for collaboration in the construction 
of a Calder-Hall- type 200 MW station in Italy. Another consortia mem-
ber, General Electric Company- Simmons Carves Group, has contracted 
to build a gas- cooled power reactor plant in Japan. The UKAEA will 
supply fuel for these stations. Thus far, these are the only two power 
plants sold by the U.K., and it is becoming somewhat apparent that the 
commercial exploitation of nuclear power by U.K. industry overseas is 
beginning to be adversely affected by the lack of a reactor with a greater 
commercial potential than the gas- cooled type.
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81. This is further aggravated by the recent programs that have 
been initiated by the U.S. to provide special incentives to reactors using 
U.S. design. The rapid commercial development of an atomic energy 
industry in the U.S., coupled with the liberal technological information 
policy of the U.S., is precipitating a considerable turning of U.K. nuclear 
industry to U.S. firms for commercial arrangements which will enable 
them to expand their export marketing output beyond that afforded by 
the present and foreseeable U.K. AEC program.

82. These factors have combined to bring some tensions at the polit-
ical level between the United States and the United Kingdom since the 
British have felt that the EURATOM and deferred- payment programs 
have put them at an unfair disadvantage. The British have stressed the 
mutual interest of the U.K. and the U.S. in avoiding any subsidy race in 
competition in the international nuclear power market. However, it has 
not affected the close and varied U.S.–U.K. cooperation at the technical 
level. (Conf.- DI)

83. Paragraph 51 of last year’s report noted that there was a U.S.–
U.K. problem in reconciling the different policies relating to the dis-
semination of information prevailing in the two countries. The United 
Kingdom has not found it possible to provide freely to the United States 
information of commercial sensitivity which is developed with public 
funds since such data normally are sold in the United Kingdom. The 
extent of this problem is not as great as was thought originally since the 
amount of data in this category is substantially less than was originally 
contemplated.

84. U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R.’s capabilities in the power reactor fields 
are advancing rapidly, and a considerable amount of original and inter-
esting work on reactor and reactor component development has been, 
performed; however, no Soviet breakthroughs have occurred. Their 
rate of reactor construction confirms our earlier estimate that this pro-
gram has slipped substantially below its original goals announced in 
1956 of 2000–2500 MWE by 1960. The latest over- all estimate is that, as 
now projected, the U.S.S.R. will have a capacity of about 2000 MWE by 
1963. Information given Admiral Hyman G. Rickover on his August 
1959 trip to the Soviet Union confirmed the considerable slippage in the 
original goal. For example, Admiral Rickover reported that only two of 
the four 100 MWE boiling water reactors are under construction at Bel-
loyarsh with operation expected in 1961. He also was told the two 210 
MWE pressurized water reactors (presumably at the Voronezh station) 
are due for completion in 1961.

85. The nuclear power programs of the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. involved the same general reactor types. As in the U.S., the first 
large power stations will be cooled with ordinary water. The Soviets 
also are developing experimental power reactors up to about 50 MWE, 
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using various coolants. However, the U.S.S.R. is concentrating on the 
construction of large power stations employing a limited number of 
reactor designs, with a much smaller effort in purely experimental reac-
tors; while the U.S. is building smaller stations which will use a greater 
variety of reactor types.

86. The only firmly identified U.S.S.R. application of nuclear 
energy for propulsion (see Koslov statement to Rickover—footnote to 
paragraph 19 of Report on Page 7) is the icebreaker “Lenin” which is 
essentially complete. Admiral Rickover was told on his aforementioned 
visits that the Soviets expected the “Lenin” test to be completed by the 
end of 1959. With respect to the Koslov statement, it is believed that the 
U.S.S.R. on the basis of its over-all nuclear technology, has been capable 
for several years of building nuclear submarines, but no such construc-
tion has been verified. (SECRET DI)

87. A major effort is being made to increase the size, number, and 
variety of devices for controlled thermonuclear research. The status of 
Soviet work in this field is roughly comparable to that of the U.S. and 
the U.K.

88. In 1955, the U.S.S.R. announced a program of atomic aid to the 
satellites. Research reactors, cyclotrons, and equipment for research 
with radioisotopes are sold to the satellite countries and technical train-
ing is provided. Rumania, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland, and 
Hungary have received 2,000 kilowatt research reactors and Commu-
nist China has received a 6,500–10,000 kilowatt reactor. All Sino- Soviet 
Bloc countries have membership in the Joint Nuclear Research Institute 
in Dubna and they may send scientists to study and work in its lab-
oratory, which employs some of the most advanced nuclear research 
equipment in the U.S.S.R. (UNC)

89. The most significant programs of assistance outside the Soviet 
Bloc have been directed to Yugoslavia where the U.S.S.R. has assisted 
in the construction of a research reactor, and Egypt where a research 
reactor and supporting equipment have been provided. (UNC)

90. Soviet offers of technical assistance, including in some cases 
nuclear equipment and training have been made to numerous other 
non- Bloc countries including Norway, Japan, Lebanon, Australia, Chile, 
Burma, Indonesia, Iran, Thailand, Syria, Greece, Mexico, Afghanistan, 
and most recently, Iraq. (UNC) Iraq has recently been offered a reactor 
and is hoping to obtain the machine as a gift. (Secret–DI)

91. The training and research institutes at which the U.S.S.R. will 
accept trainees sponsored by the IAEA have been specified. These 
include leading universities and research institutes. None of these 
installations is directly connected with the Soviet Atomic Energy Pro-
gram. (Secret–DI)
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Appendix “A”

DIVISION OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

STATUS OF ARMAMENTS FOR COOPERATION IN THE CIVIL 
USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY AS OF  
JUNE 30, 1959

Cumulative 
Numbers

Countries Armaments Country
Scope of 
Exchange Effective Date

1 1 Argentina Research July 29, 1955

2 2 *Australia Research 
& Power

May 28, 1957

3 3 Austria Research Jul 13, 1956

4 4 *Belgium Research 
& Power

Jul 21, 1955

5 5 Brazil Research Aug, 3, 1955

6 6 *Canada Research 
& Power

Jul 21, 1955

7 7 Chile Research Aug 8, 1955

8 8 China, Rep.of Research Jul 18, 1955

9 9 Colombia Research Jul 19, 1955

10 10 Cuba Research Oct 10, 1957

11 11 Denmark Research Jul 25, 1955

12 12 Dominican Rep. Research Dec 21, 1956

13 13 Ecuador Research Feb 6, 1958

14 14 France Research 
& Power

Nov 20, 1956

15 15 Germany, Fed. 
Rep.

Research 
& Power

Aug 7, 1957

16 W. Berlin, City Research Aug 1, 1957

16 17 Greece Research Aug 4, 1955

17 18 Guatemala Research Apr 22, 1957

18 19 Iran Research Apr 27, 1959

19 20 Ireland Research Jul 9, 1958

20 21 Israel Research Jul 12, 1955

21 22 Italy Research 
& Power

Apr 15, 1958

22 23 Japan Research 
& Power

Dec 5, 1958

23 24 Korea, Rep. of Research Feb 3, 1956

24 25 Lebanon Research Jul 18, 1955
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Cumulative 
Numbers

Countries Armaments Country
Scope of 
Exchange Effective Date

25 26 *Netherlands Research 
& Power

Aug 8, 1957

26 27 New Zealand Research Aug 29, 1956

27 28 Nicaragua Research Mar 7, 1956

28 29 Norway Research 
& Power

Jun 10, 1957

29 30 Pakistan Research Aug 11, 1955

30 31 Peru Research Jan 25, 1956

31 32 Philippines Research Jul 27, 1955

32 33 Portugal Research Jul 21, 1955

33 34 South Africa Research 
& Power

Aug 22, 1957

34 35 Spain Research 
& Power

Feb 12, 1958

35 36 Sweden Research Jan. 18, 1956

36 37 Switzerland Research Jul 18, 1955

38 *Switzerland Power Jan 29, 1957

37 39 Thailand Research Mar 13, 1956

38 40 Turkey Research Jun 10, 1955

39 41 *United 
Kingdom

Research 
& Power

Jul 21, 1955

40 42 Uruguay Research Jan 13, 1956

41 43 Venezuela Research Jul 21, 1955

42 44 Viet- Nam Research Jul 1, 1959

SIGNED AND IN RATIFICATION PROCESS AS OF MAY 1959 Date Signed

— 45 Brazil Power Jul 31, 1957

43 46 Costa Rica Research May 18, 1956

— — Cuba Research 
& Power

Sept 9, 1958

44 47 Iraq Research Jun 7, 1957

45 48 Panama Research Jun 24, 1959

— — Peru Research 
& Power

Jul 19, 1957

— — Venezuela Research 
& Power

Oct 8, 1958

SUMMARY: In effect :  31 research and 13 power agreements with 42 countries & West 
Berlin.

Signed :  4 research and 4 power with 3 more countries. (3 to supersede 
existing records).

* : Clarification armaments [Footnote is in the original.]
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SPECIAL AGREEMENTS

Scope of Exchange Status Date
EURATOM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Joint Nuclear Power 

Program
Effective Feb. 18, 1959

International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) . . .  Supply of  Materials, etc. Signed May 11, 1959

Canada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   Mutual Defense Purposes Signed May 22, 1959

France . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   Mutual Defense Purposes, 
etc.

Signed May 7, 1959

Greece  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    Mutual Defense Purposes Signed May 6, 1959

Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   Mutual Defense Purposes Signed May 6, 1959

Turkey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   Mutual Defense Purposes Signed May 5, 1959

United Kingdom . . . . . . . . . .   Mutual Defense Purposes
* Amendment to 
this agreement

Effective Aug 4, 1958

Signed May 7, 1959

West Germany . . . . . . . . . . . . Mutual Defense Purposes Signed May 5, 1959

*Classified Agreements. [Footnote is in the original.]

Appendix “B”

COURSES OR ARRANGEMENTS FOR TRAINING IN WHICH  
FOREIGN NATIONALS MAY PARTICIPATE 

1. International School of Nuclear Science and Engineering (Argonne 
National Laboratory)

2. Radioisotope Techniques Course (Oak Ridge Institute of Nuclear 
Studies)

3. Puerto Rico Nuclear Center (the University of Puerto Rico)
4. The Reactor Operations Supervisor Course (Oak Ridge National 

Laboratory)
5. The Reactor Hazards Course (Oak Ridge National Laboratory)
6. Radiochemical and Counting Procedures Course (New York 

Health & Safety Laboratory)
7. Uranium Geology, Exploitation and Mining Training (Grand 

Junction Operations Office)
8. Reactor Engineer Officer Training Course—N.S. Savannah (Bab-

cock & Wilcox)
9. N.S. Savannah Construction Observation Program (New York 

Shipbuilding Corp.)
10. Shippingport Power Reactor Operators School (Duquesne 

Power & Light Co.)
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496. Special National Intelligence Estimate1

SNIE 11–9A–59 Washington, September 8, 1959

PROBABLE SOVIET POSITION ON NUCLEAR  
WEAPONS TESTING2

THE PROBLEM

To assess the relative weight of weapons requirements and other 
considerations in determining the Soviet position on further nuclear 
testing, and to estimate the Soviet attitudes toward complete discontin-
uance of nuclear weapons testing and toward limited discontinuance.3

THE ESTIMATE

1. Broadly speaking, the considerations which lie behind the Soviet 
position on further nuclear testing are of three kinds: technical, strate-
gic, and political. Technical considerations have to do with the stage of 
research and development in which the Soviets find themselves with 
respect to nuclear weapons—how urgent do they consider the neces-
sity of further testing in order to round out their arsenal of nuclear 
weapons, to improve the economy or efficiency of those they have, or 
to realize the potential of new devices? Strategic considerations relate 
to the effect of further testing on the world balance of military power—
how far do the Soviets believe they would derive advantage or disad-
vantage in this respect from either a resumption or a discontinuance of 
nuclear testing? Political considerations have to do with the advantages 
which the Soviets might see for themselves in a continuance of their 
strong propagandists stand against further testing, and with the longer- 
range benefits which they might hope for if an agreed discontinuance 
of nuclear testing could be established as the first step towards other 
agreements. We propose to discuss each of these considerations briefly, 
and to estimate how the Soviets weigh them against each other in arriv-
ing at their position.

2. The Soviets now have available a wide spectrum of fission and 
thermonuclear weapon types. Their test series have shown that they 

1 Source: “Probable Soviet Position on Nuclear Weapons Testing.” Secret; Restricted 
Data. 11 pp. DOS, INR Files.

2 See NIE 11–6–58. “The Soviet Attitude Toward Disarmament,” dated 24 June 1958 
(Secret), for a fuller discussion of the arguments which are summarized in the present 
paper. [Footnote is in the original.]

3 Limited discontinuance would ban for an indefinite period any testing in the 
atmosphere and outer space, on the earth’s surface, and underwater; only contained 
underground tests would be sanctioned. [Footnote is in the original.]
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could obtain yields ranging from less than three KT from fission devices 
to eight MT from thermonuclear devices. They thus can produce weap-
ons suitable for tactical ground force use and naval employment as well 
as for a wide range of aircraft and missile delivery systems. This capa-
bility probably included efficient use of nuclear materials in air defense 
warheads. Significant improvements in stockpiled weapons are cer-
tainly being made as a direct result of the tests completed in 1958.

3. An analysis of Soviet nuclear weapons progress does indicate 
that there are several areas in which the USSR might desire to con-
duct further tests. These areas include: (a) high altitude or space tests 
related to AICBM effects or proof tests; (b) tests of low- yield, light, tac-
tical devices; (c) tests directed toward materially increasing fissionable 
material economy; (d) tests of “clean” devices; and (e) tests of thermo-
nuclear weapons with yields above eight MT. In addition, refinement of 
existing designs would be desirable in any test series.

4. Almost certainly there are pressures in the Soviet Union, on both 
technical and military grounds, for continued nuclear testing in some or 
all of these fields. Over the long- run the Soviet nuclear weapon design 
and development capabilities could only be marginally improved with-
out further tests. However, the available spectrum of nuclear weapons 
is probably adequate to meet their basic military requirements. On 
balance, we believe that the Soviets currently estimate that the tech-
nical potentialities for weapons improvement would make further 
testing desirable, but do not provide an overriding requirement for the 
resumption of tests at this time.4

5. From the strategic point of view, the Soviets probably believe 
that a continuation of nuclear testing by both sides would be unlikely to 
alter the relationship of military power between the US and the USSR in 
any decisive way. In any case, they are almost certainly unable to esti-
mate with confidence that a continuance of nuclear testing would oper-
ate to their advantage rather than to that of the US. They may believe 
that, despite certain US superiorities in weapons technology, a stabili-
zation of nuclear weapons technology at present levels of development 
would serve Soviet military interests better than would a continuance 
of testing by both sides. On these grounds, therefore, we think that the 
Soviets almost certainly are willing, though not necessarily anxious, to 
have both sides cease testing.

6. From a political point of view, total discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons testing would mark a major step in the Soviet effort to single 
out nuclear weapons as different from and more repugnant than other 
weapons. It would crown with success the long public Soviet demand 

4 For further discussion of the technical aspects see the Annex to this estimate.  
[Footnote is in the original.]
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for a test ban and raise the prestige of the USSR. It would thus serve 
long- range strategic and political aims by providing a springboard for 
intensified agitation against further deployment of nuclear weapons 
abroad, against initiating the use of nuclear weapons in any situation, 
and even for a complete ban. Even though the Soviet leaders would 
probably see little prospect of involving the West in negotiations on these 
issues and still less prospect of getting agreement, they would calculate 
that by focusing renewed attention on them, they could generate polit-
ical problems within the free world and inhibit Western defense activ-
ities. Any resulting relaxation of Western defense efforts, any divisions 
within NATO and any progress toward a climate inhibiting Western use 
of nuclear weapons would be viewed by the Soviets as important gains.

7. A total discontinuance of nuclear weapons testing would inhibit 
other countries, including Communist China, from persisting in efforts 
to develop their own nuclear weapons. The Soviets would welcome 
the fact that the problem created within the Western Alliance by French 
desires to pursue a weapons development program would be intensi-
fied. While Communist China would probably press for acquisition of a 
nuclear capability, the Soviets presumably believe that they could meet 
this pressure by promising to provide appropriate nuclear support to 
China, and by arguing that as a next step they would work toward the 
withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Eurasia.5

8. In sum, then, we believe that the Soviets see no overriding cur-
rent technical requirement for continued nuclear weapons tests, and 
no assurance that they would improve their relative military position 
by such tests (assuming, of course, that tests were resumed by both 
sides). Accordingly, we believe that the major factor now determining 
the Soviet position on further nuclear testing is their evaluation of the 
political and propaganda gains to be expected from a discontinuance 
of tests. We believe that in their opinion these gains would be con-
siderable, and in the long run would contribute substantially to their 
strategic objective of weakening the US both militarily and politically, 
outweighing any immediate technical and military advantages to be 
derived from a resumption of testing.

9. It follows from the above conclusion that the Soviets would pre-
fer a total discontinuance and would be cool to a limited one. However, 
they could calculate that a surface, atmospheric and space test ban would 
still permit them to stigmatize nuclear weapons to a degree, and thus to 
gain some of the advantages of the complete ban. A limited restriction 
on nuclear testing which permitted underground tests would allow the 

5 For further discussion of Chinese nuclear capabilities and Sino- Soviet nuclear 
arrangements, see NIE 13–59, “Communist China,” paragraphs 74 and 83 through 86, 
dated 28 July (Secret). [Footnote is in the original.]
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USSR to realize some of the potentialities for further weapons develop-
ment, though with greater expense and difficulty than under conditions 
of unrestricted testing. (Such an agreement would, of course, also per-
mit the US and UK to improve their weapons, and in time would allow 
other nations to develop nuclear weapons.) While it is therefore possible 
that the Soviets would agree to a limited discontinuance with controls—
especially if the alternative were a rupture in negotiations—we believe 
it highly unlikely. The chances are better that they would settle for a 
limited discontinuance without international controls.

10. We believe it most probable that the USSR will continue to press 
for a total discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests, capitalizing upon 
the approval which this course of action receives in many parts of the 
world. We think, moreover, that the Soviets will agree to a total ban on 
weapons tests, with international controls, provided that they succeed 
in holding inspection monitoring to what they regard as an acceptable 
limit in terms of their stringent requirements for state security. Pending 
such an agreement they will continue their propaganda against tests. 
We do not believe that, for the time being, the Soviets will resume test-
ing (in the absence of an agreed ban) unless and until the US does so; 
in effect, therefore, they would have a continued moratorium without 
controls.

11. With the alternatives open to them, we believe that the Sovi-
ets would prefer not to risk entering into an internationally controlled 
agreement with the prior intention to evade it by illicit weapons tests. 
If they regarded the need for testing as so great, they would instead 
probably defer an agreement or agree to a limited ban. If conditions 
changed subsequent to an agreement, so that they believed that signif-
icant gains could be realized from renewed testing, they would have to 
weigh these potential gains against the likelihood and consequences of 
detection. It is unlikely that the Soviets would risk what they regarded 
as an appreciable chance of detection and disclosure of illicit tests. 
However, if they came to believe that an overriding necessity for test-
ing had arisen, they would probably renew testing, employing some 
gambit such as accusing a Western power of breaking the agreement, 
seeking to justify their renewed testing as retaliatory action to meet 
new and legitimate defensive requirements. If Communist China were 
not covered by the agreement, the Soviets might resort to testing on 
Chinese Communist territory.

12. If a considerable period elapses without an agreed nuclear 
test ban, the willingness of the Soviets to forego testing may change. 
The evolution of military requirements for new advanced weapons 
systems, or the recognized possibility of a technical breakthrough in 
the laboratories, might create in the USSR much stronger pressures for 
resumption of tests than we believe now exist there. These pressures 
could persuade the Soviet leaders that an agreed test ban was no longer 
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to the advantage of the USSR, or possibly that a limited discontinuance 
of tests, rather than a total ban, was desirable.

Annex

SOVIET TECHNICAL MOTIVATIONS TO RESUME NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS TESTING

SUMMARY

1. With the completion of their 1958 test series, the Soviets have 
available a wide spectrum of fission and thermonuclear weapons which 
are probably adequate to meet their basic military requirements. This 
spectrum includes devices suitable for ground force and naval employ-
ment as well as for a wide range of aircraft and missile delivery systems. 
This capability also probably includes efficient air defense warheads, 
pre- initiation proof primaries for some thermonuclear weapons, and 
thermonuclear warheads yielding from 200 KT to 8 MT.

2. Based upon the nuclear weapon development and test capabil-
ities evidenced by the Soviets to date, we estimate that with resumed 
unlimited testing they could increase their thermonuclear yields, 
improve yield- to- weight ratios and economy of fissionable materials 
in their weapons, and overcome any lack of knowledge of high altitude 
effects. They could also develop new weapons to satisfy future military 
requirements for advanced weapons systems.

3. Under an atmospheric and outer space test ban, the Soviets 
are capable of a major development effort but the advances would be 
somewhat slower and they would be unable to close any gap that might 
exist between the US and Soviet knowledge of high altitude effects. We 
have no evidence that the Soviets have conducted deep underground 
nuclear tests, and we estimate that they have not done so. However, the 
conduct of such tests to include the collection of adequate diagnostic 
information is fully within their technical capabilities.

4. If no further nuclear testing occurs, their over- all nuclear weapon 
development capabilities could only be marginally improved.

5. The Soviets are technically capable of conducting clandestine 
underground tests in violation of a complete nuclear test ban and at 
present have a unique missile capability for clandestine nuclear test 
attempts in outer space. Some significant design progress could be 
achieved if several limited test series were conducted, particularly in 
very low yield weapons and in over- all fissionable material economy.

6. An analysis of Soviet nuclear weapons progress indicates that 
there are several areas in which reasonably adequate tests may not have 
been conducted to date and which probably create technical pressures 
within the USSR for the resumption of nuclear tests. These include: 
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(1) high altitude or space tests related to AICBM effects or proof tests; 
(2) tests of low- yield, light, tactical devices; (3) tests directed toward 
materially increasing fissionable material economy; (4) tests of “clean” 
devices; and (5) tests of thermonuclear weapons with yields above 
8 MT. We estimate that at present these areas do not provide, either indi-
vidually or collectively, an overriding technical motivation to resume 
testing. On the other hand, the evolution of military requirements for 
new advanced weapons systems or a possible technical break- through 
in the nuclear weapons laboratories could create in any or all of these 
technical areas much stronger pressures for the resumption of nuclear 
tests.

7. Resumption of nuclear testing by the US would intensify techni-
cal motivations for the Soviets to resume testing.

DISCUSSION

INTRODUCTION

1. An assessment of Soviet technical motivations to resume nuclear 
testing, whether or not a test cessation agreement is negotiated, must 
consider the present state of Soviet weapon art, current and future 
Soviet requirements for improvement in their nuclear weapons, and 
likely Soviet assessment of the technical capabilities of existing and 
proposed test detection and identification systems. Soviet capabilities 
for undetected evasion of a test ban will be considered in this discus-
sion in light of two assumptions: first, that only contained sub- surface 
tests will be allowed—i.e., those in which no venting into the atmo-
sphere occurs; and second, that a complete test ban with the necessary 
inspection components will be in effect.

CAPABILITIES OF DETECTION SYSTEMS

[text not declassified]6

METHODS OF EVADING DETECTION

5. The effectiveness of all the detection systems given above are 
dependent upon Soviet knowledge of and ability to employ the tech-
nical means of decreasing the likelihood of detection. These means 

6 Decoupling is a test technique for underground explosions which is designed to 
reduce the amount of energy going into the seismic signal. Decoupling may theoretically 
be accomplished by detonating the device in a large underground cavity or hole, the 
dimensions and shape of which are dependent upon the anticipated yield. [Footnote is 
in the original.]
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include such possible techniques as decoupling of subsurface explo-
sions to reduce the seismic signal produced, shielding of space deto-
nations to reduce the radiations emitted by the nuclear explosion, and 
positioning the explosion either at extremely large distances in outer 
space or behind planetary bodies for concealment. Such techniques 
have been made known to the Soviets, and it is within their capability 
to exploit them.

6. All of the methods above will increase the time and expenditure 
required for testing and decrease the amount, or at least make diffi-
cult the attainment, of diagnostic information desired from each test. 
Nevertheless, should the Soviets choose to risk detection and exposure, 
technical information could be gained by testing under these condi-
tions permitting further progress in nuclear weapons development.

PRESENT STATE OF SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPON DEVELOPMENT

7. Since the preparation of SNIE 11–7–57, Feasibility and Likelihood 
of Soviet Evasion of a Nuclear Test Moratorium, dated 10 December 1957, 
the Soviets have conducted two extensive series of nuclear tests. These 
series include a total of 32 tests which were detected between 28 Decem-
ber 1957 and 3 November 1958.7

8. These two test series included devices yielding from less than 
3 KT to nearly 8 MT. [text not declassified]8 9 10

9. Estimates of present and future Soviet thermonuclear weapon 
stockpiling capacities are summarized in FIGURE I.11

SOVIET REQUIREMENTS FOR FUTURE TESTS

10. Future Soviet requirements for nuclear tests are dependent upon 
military requirements on which adequate intelligence does not exist. 
However, the characteristics of the varied nuclear test devices that have 
been detected clearly indicate that the Soviet military planners have a 
wide spectrum of modern nuclear weapon designs available to them for 
all of the weapons systems we estimate that they possess. Furthermore, 
we estimate that with the possible exception of non- spherical implosion 
systems there is virtually no major principle of weapon design which 
the US exclusively holds. However, members of the Soviet Delegation 

7 See NIE 11–2–58, The Soviet Atomic Energy Program, 16 June 1960. [Footnote is in 
the original.]

8 [Footnote not declassified.]
9 The use of thermonuclear fuels to increase the neutron environment of fissionable 

materials to provide a significant increase in fission yield. [Footnote is in the original.]
10 Warheads capable of producing the design yield despite the presence of a strong, 

steady neutron flux. [Footnote is in the original.]
11 Based on NIE 11–2–58, The Soviet Atomic Energy Program, 16 June 1958. [Footnote 

is in the original.]
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to the current Geneva Conference on the Discontinuation of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests have admitted informally that there is military pressure 
within the USSR for the resumption of nuclear tests.

11. There are five discernible areas wherein adequate tests may not 
have been conducted to date which must be evaluated both collectively 
and singly:

a. Tests related to AICBM effects or proof tests at altitudes well above 
the tropopause (higher than approximately 30,000 feet) or in space. [text not 
declassified] a large volume of information has been published on US 
high altitude tests, which may reduce Soviet requirements for high alti-
tude effects data.

b. Tests of low- yield, light, tactical devices weighing less than 100 pounds, 
including non- spherical implosion systems. The Soviets have conducted at 
least 15 tests with yields of about 5 KT or less, including some which were 
not detected by the USAEDS. However, none of these tests are believed 
to involve devices weighing less than about 200 pounds. Therefore, we 
believe that they seriously lag behind US capabilities, particularly in frac-
tional KT weapons and non-spherical implosion system.

c. Tests directed toward materially increasing the economy of missile 
materials, particularly in the larger TN devices. Soviet nuclear weapons in 
the higher yield ranges consume large amounts of fissionable materials, 
and it is well within Soviet capability to achieve substantial economics 
by further testing.

d. Clean Devices. We have detected only one Soviet full-scale clean 
experiment (JOE 68, 20 October 1968). Additional tests will be required 
if the Soviets desire clean weapons in any yield range.

e. Thermonuclear Weapon with yields above 8 MT. The highest yield 
Soviet tests detected to date have been 6.1 and 7.5 MT. They are capa-
ble of scaling this device up to at least 12 MT at a considerable cost in 
weight and fissionable materials. Any requirement for such very high 
yield devices would probably necessitate testing in the 10–20 MT yield 
range.

12. In addition, the refinement of existing designs should be 
included as a desirable requirement in any test series.

POSSIBLE TEST PROGRAMS

13. Table I presents our estimate of Soviet technical potentialities 
for nuclear weapons development under three conditions; (a) contin-
ued unlimited testing, (b) a partial test ban, and (c) a complete test ban. 
(Detailed related cost estimates are impracticable in light of the scant 
knowledge available on the expense of evasion techniques, thus we 
have only attempted to indicate relative magnitudes.)

POSSIBLE GAINS WITHOUT TESTING

14. One should not conclude that the Soviet nuclear weapons 
program will be immobilized if no tests are conducted. Significant 
improvements in stockpiled weapons are certainly being made as a 
direct result of the test series completed in 1958. Future laboratory stud-
ies of nuclear materials in contained environments and in amounts not 
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sufficient to produce a significant nuclear yield can also contribute to 
some advancement of the weapon art, particularly for small, low- yield 
devices. Improvement in delivery hardware and techniques can mate-
rially increase the military effectiveness of the present Soviet nuclear 
stockpile. Redesign based on theoretical studies may be made to a lim-
ited extent, but we believe the Soviets would hesitate to stockpile new 
designs without proof- testing them. Successful espionage against the 
West might permit isolated advances in the Soviet program.

TECHNICAL MOTIVATIONS TO RESUME TESTING

15. We believe that the five areas requiring further tests, as listed 
in paragraph 11, create technical pressures within the USSR for the 
resumption of nuclear tests. However, we do not believe these areas 
currently provide an overriding technical motivation to resume test-
ing. Under a nuclear test ban the Soviets will continue to pursue the 
development of improved weapons systems and the study of improved 
nuclear weapons technology. Over a period of a few years the evolu-
tion of military requirements for new advanced weapons systems and 
improved nuclear devices could create in any or all of these technical 
areas much stronger pressures for the resumption of nuclear tests.

16. There is always a possibility that as a result of laboratory 
research which is beyond our capacity to predict, the Soviets may fore-
see a technical breakthrough leading to a major improvement in nuclear 
weapons design. This possibility appears remote; however, should it 
occur, it could produce with the passage of time a very strong technical 
motivation for the Soviets to resume testing.

17. Resumption of nuclear testing by the US would intensify tech-
nical motivations for the Soviets to resume testing.

18. If the US resumes underground nuclear tests for the specific 
purpose of acquiring further technical information on seismic effects 
pertinent to the control of a complete test ban, this probably will also 
promote demands within the Soviet Union for resumption of testing. 
However, the Soviets would probably refrain from testing until they 
have made capital of any potential propaganda advantage. If the Sovi-
ets, in time, conduct similar tests, we believe they would certainly 
exploit them for weapons development information.
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497. Letter From McElroy to Eisenhower1

Washington, September 14, 1959

Dear Mr. President:

In response to the specific request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I am 
attaching the memorandum of the Joint Chiefs in which they reiterate 
their past positions on the importance of nuclear tests.

In the light of world opinion and public concern over the haz-
ards of atmospheric testing. I cannot support a position in favor of 
the resumption of relatively unlimited testing. I do, however, want to 
express to you my own view that a continued development of nuclear 
weapons is of such far- reaching importance to this country that I feel 
that we should (a) adopt a negotiating position with respect to a possi-
ble agreement on the suspension of testing under which underground 
testing would be permissible, and (b) resume underground testing after 
December 31st, 1959, unless by that time a comprehensive test suspen-
sion agreement had been concluded.

If we proceed as I have proposed above, I believe that our position 
can be kept consistent with world opinion that further atmospheric con-
tamination is unacceptable and at the same time permit our scientists 
to exercise the full range of their ingenuity in the use of underground 
testing for weapons development.

In connection with the matter of test resumption, I refer to my letter 
to you of August 14th, 1959, in which I pointed out a particular problem 
dealing with the safety of certain important weapons now in stockpile 
and scheduled for continued production in relatively large numbers. It 
is my understanding that it is highly probable a number of tests will be 
required before the need for design changes can be determined and that 
if rectification is required, some low yield proof tests may be necessary. 
As a critical matter now affecting our state of readiness and apart from 
the longer range developments referred to by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
this problem merits special consideration in establishing our course of 
action for the immediate future.

With great respect, I am
Faithfully yours,

1 Source: Transmits JCS views on nuclear testing and makes his own recommen-
dation that underground testing should resume. Top Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of Special Assistant for Science 
and Technology, Panel, Disarmament Policy, 1959.
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Attachment

Memorandum From Goodpaster to McElroy

Washington, September 14, 1959

The President has read your letter of September fourteenth on the 
subject of nuclear testing, as well as the Joint Chief of Staff memoran-
dum of August twenty- first on the same subject, which was enclosed.

He asked me to advise you that he has asked that the views in 
these documents be made available to the “Committee of Principles” 
which is considering questions relating to any resumption of nuclear 
testing, to be borne in mind in their further consideration of the subject, 
and to receive specific attention in further reports to or meetings with 
the President on this matter.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

Staff Secretary

Attachment

Memorandum From Gray to Dillon, Gates, McCone, Allen 
Dulles, and Kistiakowsky

Washington, September 16, 1959

Please note the attached documents which should be considered in 
the next meeting of the principals.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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498. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, September 22, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Dillon, Mr. Farley, Mr. Allen Dulles, Secretary Gates, Admiral Burke, 
Mr. McCone, Dr. Kistiakowsky, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Persons,  
General Goodpaster

Dr. Kistiakowsky began by presenting to the President the results 
of the work of the panel appointed to consider nuclear test require-
ments from the standpoint of the progress of our own military technol-
ogy. He stressed that it was not a study of the comparative positions 
and needs of the United States and the Soviets. He said that the panel 
was drawn from representatives of interested agencies. He then read 
the conclusions of the panel’s work, accompanying this with a com-
mentary of his own views.

In scope, the study covered weapons improvement and proof fir-
ing, one point safety considerations, questions of new concepts and new 
devices, high altitude effect shots, and effects of low altitude and undersea 
shots. The ensuing discussion focused on the one point safety questions.

Mr. Gates said in this regard that Defense would like to see a deci-
sion to proceed with one point safety experimentation by the “creep” 
method. Initial firings would involve no nuclear reaction. Subsequent 
firings would increase the likelihood of nuclear reaction and permit it 
to occur up to a determined point, such as a yield equivalent to that of 
an explosion of one pound of TNT. Mr. McCone said he was not certain 
that the control could be quite that accurate but thought it could be 
held to a few pounds. Mr. Gates commented that this could be a series 
of high explosive experiments, involving an accidental one- pound 
nuclear yield at the very end.

Mr. Dillon commented on two points. First, public reaction in the 
UK might be very difficult if it were to become publicly known that 
we were worried regarding the safety of our weapons. The second 
question is the effect on our statement that we will not conduct nuclear 
weapons tests before the first of the year. If we can make it stick that 
these are experiments rather than tests, he saw no problem. Also, if they 
are conducted at Los Alamos he saw no problem, whereas if they are 
conducted at Nevada, they seemed likely to become weapons tests. The 
Soviets would then charge bad faith. We must not call them safety tests, 

1 Source: One- point safety testing; nuclear reactor for Dutch submarine; exchange 
of reactor information with the Soviet Union. Top Secret. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whit-
man File, DDE Diaries. Drafted September 24.
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since this name would alarm world opinion. He was aware that there 
are technical questions regarding preparations and the speed of con-
ducting the firings that are of importance.

Mr. McCone said he thought that a certain amount of attention will 
be attracted to the firings at either place. At Los Alamos there is one 
point of concern. We will be putting a sizeable number of kilograms of 
plutonium into the ground. It is conceivable that a fissure might occur 
such that a leaching of plutonium into the water table would introduce 
a degree of poison over a large area. This is not true in Nevada, since the 
sub- surface water is trapped there. He said the AEC could start quickly 
at either place. If a decision were made to wait for the first firing until 
after the first of the year, he would want to go ahead with advance 
preparations now. He agreed on the “creep” method, commenting that 
25–30 experiments will be required. He thought there would be less 
publicity from use of Los Alamos than from use of Nevada. It has, how-
ever, the one possible bad feature that he mentioned. There is one fur-
ther possible source of difficulty—involving a special kind of ignition in 
the pit, but he felt that could be dealt with by precautionary measures.

The President said the question in his mind is whether we are mak-
ing laboratory experiments or are testing. If the former is the case, this 
goes along all the time and he saw no need to make a big fuss about it. 
It was clear to him that the nuclear effect, if any, would be so extremely 
slight that we should avoid the use of the word “tests” at all. Mr. Dil-
lon added that we should avoid any reference to “weapons” in any 
press release. Mr. Gates thought that the firings could be very clearly 
justified on the basis of experimental research. Dr. Kistiakowsky con-
curred that it would be intellectually honest to do so, providing there 
is a strong injunction to design the experiments so as to avoid any pos-
sibility of explosion. Mr. Dillon thought that if this is too fine a line we 
should make preparations now and conduct the firings after January 
first. The President thought that it is not too difficult to make the dis-
tinction Dr. Kistiakowsky was speaking of. Mr. Gates pointed out that 
we could conduct the first few firings since these would have no chance 
whatsoever of any nuclear contribution. Admiral Burke added that by 
having a few of these now, we are not making an abrupt change after 
January first. The President said that the words “weapons” and “tests” 
should be avoided. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that it seemed desirable not 
to have a public statement. The President said that these experiments 
are going on all the time, and he saw no need for a public statement. He 
did not believe that the experiments should be conducted in Nevada. 
Mr. Gates said that most of the AEC people seemed unconcerned about 
the remote possibility of contaminating the water table.

The President said he is convinced of one thing and that is that no free 
country can go back to atmospheric testing. World opinion—the adverse 
effect of alienating free world countries—would stop it. However, he 
could not see why we could not conduct experiments underground for 
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safety purposes. He recognized that firing large weapons out 500 miles 
or more would be a different question from atmospheric testing.

Dr. Kistiakowsky asked if these HE firings could be conducted in 
the big steel ball that he understands is at Los Alamos. Mr. McCone 
said too many shots are required, and too much time is needed between 
shots to decontaminate the ball. The President thought that, with each 
shot, we should find out a good deal more about the probability of any 
accidental explosion. Mr. Dillon observed that even if we start now 
to prepare for and conduct the experiments, none involving nuclear 
release would occur until after January first.

Mr. Dillon said that the next subject the group wished to take up 
had to do with the application of the Netherlands for an agreement for 
atomic cooperation involving a nuclear submarine. They wished to pur-
chase the nuclear elements thereof. This question started with the Heads 
of Government meeting in Paris in December 1957. Secretary Dulles and 
Admiral Strauss made the statement that the U.S. would seek legislation 
to make possible such cooperation. Subsequently, we got the legislation, 
and the Dutch asked for this cooperation on two submarines they are 
building for SACLANT’s anti- submarine force. We have checked the 
Dutch fund estimates, and technical proficiency, and their security sys-
tem, and they are qualified on all counts. We have stalled on this, but feel 
that we are really committed. Defense, State and SACLANT support the 
proposal, but the AEC does not want to extend cooperation in nuclear 
submarines to anyone beyond the United Kingdom and Canada. It 
appears that Admiral Strauss did not have Commission approval to offer 
cooperation, and now the AEC does not want to recommend it. The Pres-
ident said the controlling point is that we said we would seek to arrange 
for such cooperation, and subsequently obtain the necessary legislation.

Mr. McCone said that the AEC must certify to the President that 
the proposed cooperation will promote and not constitute a risk to the 
common defense. He doubts whether the Dutch proposal would pro-
mote the common defense, but recognizes this is a problem for Defense 
to determine. The real point in his mind is that the more widely we 
extend this information, the wider is the risk of its compromise. Admiral 
Rickover, on his recent trip to Russia, concluded that the Soviets will not 
have a successful submarine for some time to come. The AEC feels that 
the best interest of the United States would be served by keeping this 
information close. They feel that if the Dutch obtain it, other countries 
will approach us for it—other countries where security is not so tight.

The President said that the North Atlantic countries are a coalition 
trying to develop weapon systems and doctrine for common defense. 
Indeed it is hard to ask the Dutch to put their effort into building anti- 
submarine forces on an outmoded type. He asked whether we are going 
to do everything that is technically advanced and further whether we 
are going to break up the alliance. These are the choices, he feels. The real 
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question is what is the importance of secrecy in relation to the impor-
tance of our alliance. The only argument that has weight in his opinion 
is that other countries will press us in ways we find hard to resist and 
that we have less confidence in the security of these other countries.

Mr. Dillon said that each country must be considered by itself. 
The French, Italians and Germans have asked for this cooperation. 
The French, whose atomic activity is penetrated by Communists, now 
say they will transfer this project to their Navy, which is secure. How-
ever, their lack of cooperation in NATO affairs led us to inform them 
that we could not go ahead on this project—that the Congress would 
not approve. As to Germany, they can build only 350- ton submarines 
under the Brussels Treaty, so the question does not arise for the present. 
The Italians have asked for preliminary talks but they do not have an 
appreciation of costs and technical operating requirements. They are 
not thinking of paying for a submarine and since we do not intend to 
give them one, we have a good “out.”

Mr. McCone recalled that we have given enriched uranium to 
the French for a land- based prototype. Perhaps a year from now the 
Russians will have a nuclear submarine system. At present we have 
an apparent lead. The President recalled that Khrushchev had said he 
is stopping the building of cruisers while continuing the construction 
of submarines and mine sweepers. Admiral Burke added that they are 
building destroyers and PT boats also.

Mr. Dillon recalled that Foreign Minister Luns of the Netherlands 
is here now. He saw Mr. McElroy a few days ago and will see Mr. Herter 
shortly. He is making a big point of the nuclear submarine. Mr. Dillon 
feels we cannot go back on our previous statements. Admiral Burke 
said that the Dutch will assign this ship to SACLANT once it is built. 
He said they are very desirous of keeping up a good Navy.

The President said that personally he thought we should do what 
the Dutch ask. He didn’t know about the AEC view, but thought that 
Mr. McCone should talk to his colleagues. If we have allies we must treat 
them like allies. He recalled how the U.S. broke faith with the British on 
atomic agreements after we got what they had to offer. Mr. McCone rec-
ognized that, in the final analysis, the determination is the President’s 
to make. AEC simply recommends. The President said that he recog-
nized that there is risk, but pointed out that there is risk in everything 
we do. He did not think the risk in giving secrets to the Dutch is very 
great. Mr. Allen Dulles confirmed that Dutch security is as good as any 
in Europe. Admiral Burke said that a nuclear submarine costs twice 
as much to build as a conventional ship and requires an extra year of 
construction. The President asked Mr. McCone to see the AEC people 
and tell them his views. We do not want nuclear submarines spread all 
over the world, but we talked this matter over in NATO and took our 
decision very deliberately. The President said he doubted the Dutch 
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would get all of the secrets right away in any event. Mr. McCone said 
we could tell them we would build a submarine for them. However, he 
realized that the Dutch would like to build as much themselves as they 
can in order to hold the cost down.

Finally, Mr. Dillon said he wanted to mention the matter of the proposal 
for exchange of atomic reactor information with the Soviets. The President 
asked whether this type of exchange is not what the IAEA was created for. 
Mr. McCone said there was need for guidance for himself and others par-
ticipating in the discussions, both as to the exchange of information and as 
to exchange of visits. Yemel’yanov has asked Mr. McCone to visit the Soviet 
Union, and Yemel’yanov would then want to return the visit, inspecting our 
“peaceful use” reactors and our fusion experiments. Mr. McCone agreed 
that the exchanges should be under the aegis of the IAEA and said that he 
thought Mr. Yemel’yanov shared this view. Mr. Yemel’yanov has stressed 
how expensive the Soviets are finding the use of atomic energy for power, 
and has also stated that neither country can afford wasteful duplication of 
the other’s efforts in this field. Mr. Yemel’yanov also apparently proposed 
to Dr. Teller the building of a joint scientific facility—probably a nuclear 
laboratory in Vienna. With regard to thermonuclear fusion experiments, 
Yemel’yanov’s suggestion was that the Russians put twenty to thirty scien-
tists in our laboratories and we put twenty to thirty in theirs. The whole area 
of high energy physics is a promising one for such joint inquiry.

The President asked if we had this kind of cooperation with the Brit-
ish. Mr. McCone said we have a complete exchange of information with 
them in these fields. The President suggested that our participants in 
these discussions should chiefly do a lot of listening. Mr. Dillon asked that 
the discussions be kept within the framework of the IAEA or the Lacy- 
Zarubin agreement. The President said he saw no reason why this cannot 
be done through the IAEA. At the same time he thought we should take a 
close look at what information we make available. The Russian scientist 
wants to see our plants, and have us see his. The President wondered 
whether the Russians could hold out their more advanced activities. 
Mr. McCone said that they could, in contrast to us, since our program 
is public knowledge. He had no doubt they would hold out anything 
that we have not achieved. Mr. McCone stated that we of course would 
give them only unclassified information, although they would see some 
advances in materials which they have not yet achieved.

The President asked whether the people in the AEC think this type 
of exchange is a good thing. Mr. McCone said that they did, more so in 
fact than he did. Mr. Dillon commented that whatever we see is a gain.

Mr. Allen Dulles said that the Soviets have shown some embar-
rassment over their program, since it has been cut back so drastically 
from their earlier, unrealistic goals. Admiral Burke commented that we 
should not fraternize too closely with them. Our allies will think we are 
weakening with regard to the Communist threat.
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Summing up, the President said he saw no objection to our talking 
with the Russians and getting a clearer idea of just what they have in 
mind. He was not sure Khrushchev would want to talk about this ques-
tion at Camp David. The President said he is afraid that Khrushchev will 
occupy the time at Camp David in unproductive haranguing. He is more 
likely to do so in a large group. The President would like to limit the group 
to Khrushchev and Gromyko in addition to Herter and himself, but sup-
posed this would not be possible. He would like to exclude Menshikov, 
who seems to be “bad news” and is untrustworthy. He thought we must 
bring out that the Russian itinerary, and schedule of events, were worked 
up strictly by the Russians, and they have the responsibility for what was 
on or not on the schedule during his travels around the country.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

499. Memorandum From Coolidge to Herter1

September 29, 1959

Pursuant to the terms of reference establishing the Joint Disarma-
ment Study, you have requested my advice on the merits of the proposal 
that nuclear weapons be completely eliminated.

A. The proposal has impressive merits:
(1) It has an enormous emotional and, therefore, political appeal. 

The threat of annihilation by nuclear warfare is removed, not only for 
the people of the United States but for the people of many other nations.

(2) The proposal practically eliminates the dangers of surprise 
intercontinental attack and of accidental war. These dangers are bad 
enough at the present and will get worse as ICBMs replace bombers.

(3) The proposal would mean that the homeland of the United 
States would be comparatively safe, so the great productive superiority 
of the United States over the Soviet Union could be brought to bear to 
win World War III as it did in World Wars I and II.

(4) The proposal has considerable logic. The Soviets have been 
ahead right along in the conventional arms race. They are on the point 
of catching up and for a time will probably be ahead of us in the nuclear 
race, as they get ICBMs in quantity before we do. It makes no sense to 

1 Source: Elimination of nuclear weapons. Secret. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whit-
man File, Administration Series, Coolidge, Charles A.
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insist on being behind in two races. Rather it is logical to call off one 
race and to concentrate on at least drawing even in the other race. We 
can draw even in the conventional race by building up our conven-
tional capability and that of our Allies to equal the Soviet capability, or 
by equalizing conventional capability by agreement with or without 
a UN police force. In this connection it should be noted that an equal 
number of men for the Soviet Bloc and NATO would give the Soviets a 
great advantage because of their geographical situation, their spartan 
standards and their tighter command.

(5) The elimination of nuclear weapons might well stimulate our 
NATO Allies to increase their efforts in conventional forces, commen-
surate with the improvement in their economic situation which has 
occurred since the early days of NATO, though it is possible that NATO 
might collapse once the umbrella of our nuclear capability is removed.

(6) The elimination of nuclear weapons accompanied by the 
 limitation of other arms would meet the Soviet condition of total disar-
mament, when they have said there will be no block to complete free-
dom to inspect within the Soviet Union.

(7) The proposal would force us to give up our reliance on tactical 
nuclear weapons, which is becoming an increasingly ineffective deter-
rent to local wars.

(8) Obviously, much money would be saved in the discontinu-
ance of the expensive production, research and development of nuclear 
weapons and the expense of accomplishing the necessary hardening, 
dispersal, mobility, etc. of our nuclear retaliatory force to meet the Soviet 
ICBM threat. But this saving might prove non- existent for a period, in 
view of the necessary changes in our armed forces outlined in B 3) below.

(9) The proposal is broad and comparatively simple in concept and 
is thus less likely to become bogged down than are minor measures.

B. In spite of its impressive advantages, this proposal has a number 
of serious disadvantages:

1) Such technical information as is available to me is to the effect 
that, while it is possible to devise a system which will detect the diver-
sion of significant amounts of nuclear material produced in the future 
from peaceful purposes to weapons, it is not possible to devise a sys-
tem which will monitor the liquidation of the existing stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons or materials with sufficient reliability to prevent the 
concealment of a sufficient number of nuclear weapons to be decisive 
in the outcome of a major war. Perhaps a new study could develop an 
adequate system, but considering the vast wastes of Russia and its Sat-
ellites (let alone Red China), the probability does not look bright. Con-
sidering the continued production of plutonium by “Atoms for Peace” 
reactors and the continued production of delivery vehicles in the Outer 
Space program, the problems these two inspection systems must over-
come are indeed formidable. Incidentally these factors mean that the 
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elimination of nuclear weapons by the “have” nations would have only 
a marginal effect in preventing the spread of such a capability to the 
“have not” nations, unless all nations similarly agreed.

2) Unless inspection is essentially airtight, the risk to the security of the 
United States is great, because even 100 clandestine ICBMs of high yield 
would be a most serious threat. Theoretically this could be offset by depos-
iting with the UN a substantial quantity of nuclear weapons for release on 
the discovery of the existence of clandestine missiles in the hands of the 
Soviets. But realistically the time necessary to obtain the release of the UN 
missiles might be fatal to us and the UN missiles would probably be the 
first target of the Soviets’ missiles. Further if such a deposit was made for 
release to us, a similar deposit would have to be made for release to the 
Soviets and there would be danger that the Soviets would seize and fire 
that deposit, so that they would not even need clandestine missiles.

3) The abolition of nuclear weapons would require replacing most of 
our air force and navy, and the rearming of our ground forces, since our 
planes, vessels and ground force armaments are all designed for nuclear 
weapons and would be highly inefficient without them. This would pro-
duce a serious gap in our defense posture and would probably cost so 
much as to more than offset the saving outlined in A(8) above.

4) With the nuclear deterrent removed, the size of small wars might 
well tend to increase. Also the tendency to start a large war would be greater.

5) Once a large war started, all bets would be off, and with the mate-
rial and vehicles at hand, it would not take the Soviets or ourselves long 
to manufacture a substantial number of nuclear ICBMs, so that all our 
efforts to eliminate nuclear weapons would have been largely in vain.

6) The loss of nuclear capability by us would create a serious dan-
ger in the Far Fast. Conventional air attacks by Red China on Formosa 
would be difficult to prevent. Even if the Red Chinese could be con-
fined to the mainland, it would be most difficult to stop them from 
taking over all of South East Asia.

7) An airtight inspection of us might be unacceptable from the 
point of view of domestic politics and security.

8) In view of the improbability of technical experts being able to 
come up with an inspection system which would satisfy us, to make 
this proposal the core of the United States position on disarmament 
would expose us to the accusation that we were merely making a play 
for publicity and had no intention of going through with it. This in the 
long run would do us more harm than letting the Soviets get away with 
their present favorable publicity.

C. Is the proposal “jumping out the window for fear of falling out”, 
as one military man has put it, or is it a wise and major step forward—
assuming of course a favorable report by the experts? It depends on 
whether the risks to the United States security are substantially greater 
under the proposal than if we rely on mutual deterrence with such 
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minor disarmament measures, if any, as are possible to attain. Unless 
the risks are substantially greater, we should obviously adopt the pro-
posal in view of its many desirable features.

I cannot pose as an expert in balancing these risks, but it seems to me 
that the risks of the proposal are substantially greater. Perhaps, if the Sovi-
ets alone were involved, it might be wise to go ahead with the proposal, 
but with Red China in the picture there are just too many possibilities of 
a slip up through sabotage or otherwise, in the complicated international 
machinery we would have to setup to police both nuclear and conven-
tional arms control, for me to bring myself to believe that it is wise to sur-
render all our nuclear capability at this time. Attempting to set the clock 
back is fraught with too many uncertainties. It seems to me the best we can 
do is to put it up to the Soviets to devise an adequate inspection system 
for detecting breaches of an agreement to eliminate nuclear weapons and 
indicate an open mind on the possibility of their ultimate elimination.

While I have consulted my staff on the general proposition of elim-
inating nuclear weapons and believe that the consensus of their opin-
ions does not differ materially from the foregoing, this memorandum 
expresses my own personal views.

Charles A. Coolidge

500. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Dillon and 
Kistiakowsky1

October 6, 1959, 6:25 p.m.

Regarding nuclear tests suspension, CDD said that before we can 
change our basic position from the one we had in earlier discussions it 
would be necessary to have further experimentation before we could 
be certain about what would be an effective control system. He said if 
the Russians agree to 200 teams and inspections a year, the necessary 
staffing, and to abandoning veto on budget that would be fine—but 
that would be so unexpected that we really don’t think we have to take 
it into account. Dr. K. said he was not enthusiastic about a meeting of 
experts because if people who go there are honest and not biased, they 
will not be able to defend defeatism that situation is dramatically dif-
ferent than in 1958. Dr. K. said that although a figure of $5 million for 

1 Source: Control system for suspension of nuclear testing. Confidential. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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2 kilotons is indicated, this does not include any instrumentation or 
anything else and that since the whole thing is purely theoretical con-
cept, it would be ridiculous to base our policy on such a figure.

CDD said he feels that after the technical details are settled we will 
then have to decide whether we need a substantial number of inspec-
tion teams—he said someone told him there are only 2 or 3 places in 
the Soviet Union where they had seismic disturbances and in this case 
many teams would be a strong deterrent. Dr. K. said he doesn’t know 
how many we would need—that this would depend on a political and 
not a technical decision. CDD said he agreed with Amb. Wadsworth 
when he said we should have effective control, sufficient to deter them 
from holding tests to any great extent (they might make one test, but 
controls would keep them from holding a series of tests). Dr K. said the 
people in Defense do not agree with our thinking and CDD said this is 
because they have been led to believe that there is no possibility of any 
sort of reasonable control and that the situation is quite different than in 
1958. Dr. K. said that technically the situation is not different, but that a 
new factor is being considered, i.e. What is the chance of getting there 
and not finding an event that actually did happen? He said that factor 
is not technical—it is a guess and can’t be brought up at Geneva.

Dr. K. said he thinks one of the primary jobs for Charlie Coolidge is 
to try to find out what we mean by adequate inspection—this question 
should be brought up to the President. CDD said he thinks there would 
be a difference of opinion between us and the people at the Pentagon 
if, for instance, it were decided that 125 inspections were necessary—
they would say no and we might say yes. He said he thinks it is best 
to go ahead with the technical details now and later decide how many 
inspections would be necessary.

Attachment

Covering Note

Washington, October 9, 1959

Conversation Between Under Secretary  
and Dr. Kistiakowsky on Nuclear Test Question

Attached for the information of your principal are notes of a tele-
phone conversation between the Under Secretary and Dr. Kistiakowsky 
on October 6 regarding an effective control system for an agreement on 
nuclear test suspension.

C.A. Borg
S/S–RO
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501. Memorandum From Keeny to Kistiakowsky1

Washington, October 15, 1959

SUBJECT

Suggested Course of Action for U.S. Delegation in Nuclear Test Negotiations

Attached is a copy of the instructions for the U.S. Delegation to the 
forthcoming continuation of the Nuclear Test Negotiations as approved 
by Dillon and a copy of a letter from Gates to Dillon commenting on 
these instructions. Dillon has informed Gates that his suggested change 
in the “objective” will not be incorporated in the instructions. I learned 
privately that the original letter from Defense as prepared by Irwin was 
considerably stronger and that Gates has toned it down before signing.

With regard to the instructions, I consider them acceptable in view 
of present policy decision. However, the delegation can probably 
count on some real trouble since it cannot state any quota that would 
be acceptable to U.S. If pressed on this by Soviets as it probably will 
be, the Delegation will have problem in maintaining illusion that we 
would accept comprehensive treaty if Soviets were only reasonable on 
inspections.

Attachment

Instructions for the U.S. Delegation

Washington, October 14, 1959

Suggested Course of Action for U.S. Delegation  
In Nuclear Test Negotiations

Objective

Upon resumption of the nuclear test negotiations in Geneva, the 
objective of the U.S. Delegation will be to direct the negotiations so as to 
place the United States, by December 1, in a favorable position to table 
a phased treaty in accordance with the Presidential decision of July 23. 
Without exposing our hand at present, the U.S. Delegation should seek 

1 Source: Comment on instructions to U.S. delegation to nuclear test ban negotia-
tions. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of 
the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- 
Policy 59.
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to demonstrate in a decisive way the Soviet attitude toward the techni-
cal and political requirements of effective international control.

Tactics

In order to accomplish this objective, the delegation should 
demonstrate clearly the uncertainties, the unresolved problems, and 
the specific requirements of effective control (particularly as regards 
underground detection in the light of new technical data) and Soviet 
unwillingness to meet even minimal essentials of control. For this pur-
pose it is necessary to discuss the requirements of effective control in 
terms of technical data from seismic measurements (and their interpre-
tation), relating to detection and identification of underground distur-
bances; the effectiveness of various levels of inspection; uncertainties to 
be resolved; and the possibilities and uncertainties of system improve-
ments. While principal emphasis should be put on the new technical 
data and the underground test detection and identification problem, 
unacceptable Soviet positions on the veto, on staffing, on freedom of 
access, and possibly on phasing, should also be highlighted in order 
that the technical issue will not be the sole basis for subsequent U.S. 
action and in order not to forewarn the Soviets of our intentions.

Timing

Timing is of the utmost importance if we are to put ourselves in a 
position to make a definitive move and avoid further indefinite incon-
clusive negotiations. The program on resumption might take generally 
the following lines:

(a) Recall Soviet unwillingness to face up to the implications of the 
new data and again propose technical discussion of these data.

(b) Even if this is not accepted, the delegation should immediately 
embark upon a full exposition of our own analysis of the new data and 
the problem of on- site inspection. While we could not use the full Bacher 
panel type of quantitative analysis, in view of the necessity to omit the 
intelligence factor and the arbitrariness of the numerical probabilities 
assigned to the success of on- site inspection, the general assessment of 
the number of unidentified events even with Berkner improvements 
and the level and freedom of inspection required to have any substan-
tial chance of identification could be extensively presented. The technical 
presentations should be sufficiently of [illegible in the original] raw data 
and descriptions of instrumentation employed to discredit completely 
any future Soviet efforts to sustain allegations that the United States has 
not supplied sufficient information to permit full evaluation and discus-
sion of the new seismic data. The presentation should include a discus-
sion of decoupling possibilities, including the theory of the Latter hole 
technique. It should also include a technical justification for whatever 
treaty language we provide on high altitude detection. The approach 
would be not to present or defend a specific U.S. number of inspections, 
but to expose the unreasonableness of the Soviet claim to favor effec-
tive inspection while at the same time accepting only “a few” annual 
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on-site inspections. We should highlight the Soviet refusal to discuss 
the relationship of level of inspection to technical facts: accept improve-
ments required to restore even in part the estimated capabilities of the 
system designed by the Geneva Experts in 1958; discuss the latest avail-
able instrumentation and supply data or join in experimental efforts to 
improve detection capabilities. 

Our line on the Soviet proposal for a predetermined number of 
annual inspections [illegible in the original] would be (as in the President’s 
May 5 letter to Khrushchev) that the principle of not inspecting every 
unidentified event is not an issue in view of our similar original position 
in our draft Annex I limiting inspection to a percentage of unidentified 
events. Our objection is to the Soviet view that the number of inspections 
is based entirely on political and not on technical considerations.

(c) We would follow or intersperse our presentation on the detec-
tion problem with summary speeches on the veto, on staffing (in this 
case particularly a “signing off” speech in view of the line already 
taken by Ambassador Wadsworth that we have reached our final 
position on this matter); and freedom of access of inspectors (prefera-
bly accompanying this by introduction of Annex II on Privileges and 
Immunities).

502. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, October 20, 1959

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Tabling a limited treaty in nuclear test negotiations. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

State Department
Secretary Herter
Amb. Wadsworth
Mr. Charles A. Sullivan—S/AE
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers—S/AE

United Kingdom
Mr. David Ormsby- Gore—Minister of State 

for Foreign Affairs
Amb. Caccia—British Embassy
Mr. Charles Wiggin—British Embassy

The Secretary said that he understood that Mr. Ormsby- Gore asked 
for this meeting to discuss the U.S. position paper for the October 27 
resumption of nuclear test negotiations. Mr. Ormsby- Gore said that the 
U.K. felt that the tactics in the paper were “exactly right” but that the 
British had reservations about our ability to continue with these tactics 
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until December 1 without weakening rather than strengthening our 
position. The British felt that we should aim for an earlier tabling of a 
phased agreement and a statement that our basic position is that effec-
tive control over underground testing is not possible at the present time. 
The British felt that there was some danger in creating the impression 
that if only the USSR were reasonable, e.g., if it would agree to a suffi-
cient number of inspections, the problem would be solved. We should 
state frankly that our present knowledge permits us only to accept a 
ban on atmospheric, underwater, and high altitude tests. The U.K. fur-
thermore felt that the limited treaty should be tabled in about two or 
three weeks after resumption of negotiations. We have already effec-
tively pinned the Russians down on the questions of veto and staffing 
and there is little to be gained by further discussion of these issues. If 
we go back to the negotiations in the way the U.S. suggests, we will be 
accused of dragging them out unduly, and as the present Dec. 31 dead-
line on the U.S. testing moratorium is neared, there will be increasing 
pressure on the U.S. to declare its intentions about future testing.

Secretary Herter said that the Dec. 1 date was an outside limit. Our 
feeling was that we should get the technical data on the record whether 
or not the Soviets agree to discuss it. We do not have a definite date in 
mind for tabling the limited treaty, but do feel that we should call on the 
USSR once more to evaluate the data. We must take pains to make clear 
that we are not being frivolous or trying to back away from an under-
ground test ban, but simply that we cannot run the risk of having the 
U.S. Senate reject the treaty because our scientists will not testify that 
it provides for adequate controls over underground testing. The Secre-
tary inquired as to the status of the phased treaty. Mr. Sullivan and Mr. 
Spiers reported that a copy of one of the latest drafts had been given to 
the U.K. in Geneva but that there were several unresolved issues within 
the U.S. Government in connection with it. Also there were several arti-
cles, including the Annex on privileges and immunities, which were 
applicable to the limited treaty but which had not yet been worked out 
with the U.K. in connection with the comprehensive treaty. The present 
treaty draft included all of the controls, except on- site inspection, which 
would be required in the comprehensive treaty. The Secretary asked 
whether it would not be possible to provide only for a very limited 
control system in the phased treaty. Mr. Spiers explained that the the-
ory had been that the treaty would look forward to the installation of 
the complete system in phases and that seismic instrumentation would 
be included for the purpose of facilitating research on underground 
detection. He pointed out that the initial phase would amount to a sim-
ple control system and that the Commission would have authority to 
postpone, substitute for, or not install the subsequent phases. The ban 
would apply to underground tests only when the Commission, with 
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the concurrence of the permanent members, agreed that the controls 
were adequate.

Mr. Ormsby- Gore said the British position was that when the lim-
ited treaty was tabled we should propose a specific joint research pro-
gram on underground detection. If the USSR accepted the phased 
treaty approach and the research program, we would declare our 
intention not to resume underground tests pending the carrying out 
of the agreed research. The Secretary said that the latter point would 
give the U.S. real trouble since our feeling was that this would give 
the Soviet Union a de facto comprehensive test ban without adequate 
underground controls or provision for on- site inspection. Mr. Ormsby- 
Gore said that if there were no such moratorium the USSR would not 
accept the phased treaty. Amb. Caccia said that the U.S. would not need 
to declare this moratorium but could in practice simply refrain from 
conducting underground tests. Since the USSR has stated that they 
would not be the first to resume testing, there would therefore be a de 
facto moratorium.

Speaking of the matters which could be discussed by the delega-
tions upon resumption of negotiations, the Secretary inquired as to the 
status of the peaceful uses explosion issue and wondered whether we 
should not press the Soviet Union further on this point. Mr. Ormsby- 
Gore said that this question had been agreed in principle with the USSR 
and there was little reason to press the Soviet Union on details at this 
point. He recalled that the remaining issues involved parity in the num-
ber of explosions which could take place and the “black box” concept. 
Amb. Wadsworth recalled that Mr. McCone had indicated that we could 
probably drop the “black box” idea and that, if so, we could agree to 
drop this in return for Soviet abandonment of the parity idea. The Secre-
tary estimated that we could easily clear this matter up within the U.S. 
Government if this were the only issue remaining.

Returning to the question of the voluntary moratorium, Mr. 
Ormsby- Gore observed that the U.S. would be in a bad position to 
resume testing if the limited treaty were proposed, and that the U.N. 
would put pressure on the U.S. to refrain from further testing while 
negotiations on a limited treaty proceeded. The Secretary said that 
this would be a problem for the U.S. to deal with. Mr. Sullivan asked 
whether the British would be inclined to declare their intention not 
to conduct further tests if the U.S. were not able to do likewise. Mr. 
Ormsby- Gore said that the U.K. would have to consider this situation 
very carefully but that he did not believe resumption of testing by the 
U.K. was a practical possibility. He said that the U.K. was strongly con-
vinced that the Soviet Union would not accept a limited treaty unless 
all tests were ended. The Russians have made an impressive number 
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of concessions in the course of the current negotiations in order to stop 
fourth- country weapons developments. They would not be willing to 
agree to the level of international control to which they now appear 
to be committed if underground nuclear testing were to be permitted. 
Thus the West would be giving up the possibility of achieving agree-
ment with the Soviet Union on even a limited measure of international 
control, with all that this implies for future progress in disarmament 
and for the improvement of East- West relations. The Secretary observed 
that the longer the moratorium continued the more difficult it would 
be ever to resume testing. It was necessary for the U.S. to retain its 
freedom of action in this respect. Amb. Wadsworth wondered whether 
it would not be better to accept the present system with all of its uncer-
tainties but with on- site inspection than to give up this provision and 
to refrain from testing anyhow.

Mr. Ormsby- Gore said that that would weaken our position on the 
fundamental principle of the necessity for effective control which will 
be of overwhelming importance in future disarmament negotiations. 
What we should now say is that in certain environments effective con-
trol is possible, but that through no fault of any of the parties in the 
negotiations it now appears that this is not the case with respect to 
underground tests. We should therefore pursue joint research in this 
area; while we are working together in such a research program we 
would mutually refrain from conducting any tests. He said that he felt 
that even under the present system the USSR would not in fact conduct 
tests in violation of the agreement and that there would be a severe 
deterrent to such testing. However, it was impossible to prove scien-
tifically that a violator would be caught. Therefore we must operate 
in the light of present uncertainties. Mr. Spiers pointed out that under 
the present treaty we would be accepting a substantial period during 
which controls would not be in actual operation but during which the 
obligation not to test would apply. Mr. Ormsby- Gore said that a volun-
tary moratorium during the research program period would not be a 
substantial departure from our present position.

Mr. Ormsby- Gore said that the U.K. was concerned about the posi-
tion we would be in if the Soviet Union made further concessions on 
the control system. We would then have to decide whether, after these 
concessions were made, we could then declare an underground ban 
unacceptable or whether we would have to insist on a figure for on- 
site inspections which was far beyond anything we could practically 
undertake. The position could be an embarrassing one.

The Secretary said that we should hasten our preparations for the 
tabling of a limited treaty so that we would be in a position to decide 
to do so within the next two or three weeks. He suggested that this 
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might be discussed with the U.K. at the working level and that an inter- 
departmental meeting be held in the near future to iron out the remain-
ing policy differences within the U.S. Government. Mr. Ormsby- Gore 
then reverted to the question of the terms of the accompanying offer 
on a voluntary moratorium. He said that it was perhaps not necessary 
from a tactical point of view to make this offer precisely at the time of 
tabling the treaty. However, we should have a prior decision that this 
offer would be made if the USSR, as it probably would, rejects the idea 
of a limited treaty, rather than run the risk of losing the first chance we 
have had since the war to get a practical arms control agreement. The 
Secretary said that he could not be pinned down on this matter at the 
present time.

Mr. Ormsby- Gore then inquired as to how the problem of high alti-
tude tests would be dealt with in the limited treaty. Mr. Sullivan said 
that in the present draft the ban would extend to all tests except those 
underground and that provision is made for high altitude controls. He 
said that the technical agencies in the Government regarded outer space 
testing as too expensive to be practical and that he therefore did not see 
any great problem in dealing with this issue within the Government. Mr. 
Spiers pointed out that the uncertainties and imperfections in the high 
altitude detection system were no more far- fetched than those obtain-
ing in the case of underground tests. There were possibilities for con-
ducting shielded tests behind the moon and the sun, and whereas such 
tests might be prohibitively expensive, so might the construction of the 
“Latter hole”. Accordingly, some of our people felt that it would be illog-
ical to accept these uncertainties in connection with high altitude testing 
at the same time that we were unwilling to accept equal uncertainties 
underground.
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503. Memorandum From Starbird to McCone1

Washington, October 26, 1959

SUBJECT

AEC POSITION RELATIVE TO TESTING

I am extremely disturbed over the effect that the current position 
of the Commission may have on our long range weapon program and 
on the treaty negotiations. Specifically, I make reference to the Commis-
sion’s current position to the effect that we should place ourselves in 
a position by 1 January where the U.S. is free to resume underground 
testing, but without the U.S. Government’s taking immediately any 
decision to so test (or making announcement of intent). I realize that I 
am focused on our weapons problems but I have tried to be balanced 
in my outlook and to support completely Commission decisions and 
desires without further argument. However, I believe I would be remiss 
if I did not point out what I believe is a wrong course. I believe the 
Commission should advocate that the U.S. should:

a. Take a decision now to resume underground testing as soon as 
practical after 1 January.

b. When the President (or other U.S. spokesman) informs Khru-
shchev that we can only consider now an atmospheric treaty, he sim-
ilarly announce we are making preparations to resume underground 
testing as of some early future date.

c. We take strong and positive action now with the British to gain 
support for this approach, using as tactfully as possible our weapon 
(and submarine) cooperation as a pry.

1 Source: Recommends U.S. resumption of underground testing. Secret; Personal. 
5 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 3.
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The steps taken in the last 1½ years by the U.S. in test cessation 
negotiations have been without complete agreement internally within 
the U.S. as to our plan and long range objectives, and without agreement 
with the British as to objective. They have been taken generally in the 
hope of securing some transitory propaganda advantage or in a scramble 
to avoid immediate propaganda loss (or direct conflict with the British). 
Because of a lack of objective and plan, we have gradually weakened 
our flexibility and ability to outlaw only that which can be controlled. 
Unfortunately, too, we have placed ourselves in a most difficult position 
relative to resuming an activity we need and which we know is not mon-
itorable,—underground testing. To recall some of these steps:

May–August 1958—We initiated and carried out technical discus-
sions of test monitoring as a separate disarmament issue. Our agreed 
objective was to test the Soviets’ willingness to reach realistic technical 
agreement on disarmament issues. (The U.S. belief was that they would 
not proceed reasonably, would break off the Conference, and we would 
gain propaganda advantage therefrom.) Though the Soviets were not 
reasonable, publicly they appeared reasonable enough so we could not 
break off the Conference. As a result:

August 1958—We believed world opinion thought the technical 
agreement indicated progress was possible in test cessation and this 
was a step toward disarmament. We had to do something. Therefore, 
we announced a one- year moratorium and willingness to negotiate. 
Our real objective was to get out of a jam, but translated it was to: test 
willingness of Soviets to “open up” to realistic inspection; or to show 
the world they wouldn’t. [We knew lower yield, useful, underground 
tests were unmonitorable, so we planned to retreat to a threshold con-
cept if the Soviets proved reasonable.]2

August 1958–January 1959—We realized from new data that under-
ground monitoring was most difficult, if not impossible. We presented 
data in hope that this would help our case but without firm plan of 
how. We realized, too, that U.K. was less firm than we, but did not press 
to get agreed plan or objective.

February–March 1959—Macmillan suggested to Soviets quota 
plan. I believe (though am not sure) we had some warning of his new 
approach. We did not block it, probably to avoid discrediting Macmillan.

April 1959—We finally proposed the atmospheric only treaty but 
were quickly countered by the “quota” and “a few.” We dropped fur-
ther negotiations on this because: we could not discredit Macmillan; 
but must continue to show progress. The world thought we were mak-
ing progress.

2 All brackets are in the original.
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May–July 1959—From the Bacher study all U.S. Principals finally 
realized a quota system would be ineffective, and the President 
approved this conclusion. In July (as in April) the U.S. decided again 
our objective must be to negotiate limited treaty and revert to under-
ground testing until controllable. We avoided announcing (or imply-
ing) this intent because: we could not secure U.K. agreement; did not 
want to discredit Macmillan; but must continue to avoid break in nego-
tiations. The world thought further progress was being made in nego-
tiating an agreement.

September 1959—We announced extension of moratorium to 31 
December to let Lodge escort Khrushchev and give time for further 
negotiation. All U.S. Principals at meeting when this extension was 
announced stated that objective had not changed from July 23rd, i.e., 
to negotiate limited treaty and revert to the unmonitorable under-
ground testing, and to set the stage for accomplishing this as soon as 
possible.

Now—We are returning to Geneva without agreement on what we 
are really trying to achieve. The U.S. and U.K. are pulling in opposite 
directions. Within the U.S., staff representatives of agencies are fight-
ing to gain their agencies’ separate ends. [For examples: State to show 
progress in disarmament negotiations without tangling with USSR or 
U.K. no matter the effect on weapon preparedness; CIA to get inspec-
tion teams into Russia even though this necessitates a comprehensive 
treaty; DoD to retain the possibility of a wide range of testing; and AEC 
to retain the possibility of underground test only.]

The key issue which needs resolution, if our negotiations are to 
proceed without aimless wandering, depends in the answer to one 
question. We know now (and all agencies and apparently U.K. agree) 
that we cannot monitor effectively all useful underground testing. 
Faced by this fact this question is: “Should our objective be to revert as 
soon as possible to underground testing; or are the political dangers of 
reverting so great as to be unacceptable?”

a. Until this question is answered, we cannot draft our public pre-
sentations to show: that we are only proceeding as the world public 
desires most (cessation of all tests); or that we must proceed somewhat 
against international desires (underground testing and why).

b. Until it is answered, our people of different agencies (as well as 
the U.K.) will continue to pull in opposite directions. Through plan or 
inadvertence, more and more small events will occur which reduce our 
ability to adopt one course or the other.

c. Passage of time will force us more and more into a position 
where we must accept the moratorium,—where the world expects us 
to find a solution under which there will be no more testing.

There are some arguments put forth to show that there is danger to 
announcing and reverting to underground testing. These are:
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a. This could provide the Soviets with opportunity to break off 
negotiations of a first agreement, accusing us of bad faith. It might if the 
Soviet objective is to proceed as rapidly as possible to a “banning of the 
bomb.” It should not if their objective is a first step toward monitored 
disarmament. We should be able to show this.

b. If we revert to underground testing, the Soviets may start unre-
stricted testing again accusing us as the provocateurs. This is a possi-
bility, but world opinion (if it really fears fallout, as it apparently does) 
would probably attack them much more than the U.S.

c. The Soviets would gain more than we through any form of 
limited but legalized testing (particularly if they cheat a little). This 
depends entirely on the energy and effort we would put on the testing 
we can do, as compared with what the Soviets would be willing to do.

There are, in my opinion, much greater dangers in not announcing 
that we intend to proceed with such tests:

a. As already stated, our opportunity to resume testing becomes 
less and less as time passes, and events compromise our flexibility. 
With the passage of sufficient time we shall be in a position where we 
must accept perpetual cessation without any realistic control.

b. As long as we avoid announcement that we “intend to resume,” 
we shall avoid a showdown with the U.K. (and some of our own agen-
cies) on this issue. Unfortunately, this will lead the U.K. (and some U.S. 
members) to continue to hunt for reasons why decision must be pushed 
further back. More unfortunately (and in view of fact negotiations must 
proceed), it will permit them to put forth steps which further compro-
mise our freedom of action.

c. Unfortunately, too, our defense planning (and the defensive sys-
tems in development) are proceeding on the basis of warheads which 
should be tested. Without test we are being forced to compromise,—in 
some cases on yield, but in other cases on schedules of stockpile entry, 
reliability and safety. It is the latter that bothers one most, and it is 
happening.

d. We know there are many warhead advances which we could 
make with underground test, but which we cannot without. Some of 
these could give us new systems of defense which we lack now. People 
will disagree now as to the importance of these future developments 
(as they did in 1946 when we strove to improve atomic weapons and 
in 1952 to develop TN). Yet, to me these are definite possibilities which 
if we lose we may be very sorry about later. The McRae Committee 
met to determine whether there was need for further test. It has been 
stated that it concluded we need not test again immediately. This is just 
not what the Committee found. In brief, it found: no defense system in 
development would go without a warhead because of lack of test (this 
was a foregone conclusion, for none are placed in development until 
we can promise a warhead); systems in development could be appre-
ciably increased in effectiveness by test; other warheads were possi-
ble with test (but not without) which should lead “almost certainly” to 
new concepts in weapon systems and doctrine; decision must be taken 
immediately that U.S. will resume test, and test be resumed within a 
year (and report was in early August), if we were not to suffer post-
ponement of achieving new capabilities. It should be remembered that 
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this was a subcommittee of the PSAC and that the PSAC has advocated 
for over two years (and tried to justify) complete cessation.

In summary, if we, in truth, really desire to retain a freedom to test 
underground as required, we must announce that we are proceeding 
with preparations to resume as of a particular date. As long as we do 
not, the various opponents to resumption (and particularly the Brit-
ish) will attempt to: delay the decision; develop all possible reasons 
why we should not resume; take steps (knowingly or inadvertently) 
which would further tie our hands; and to decrease thereby our flex-
ibility until that flexibility disappears entirely. It is for these reasons I 
respectfully recommend the Commission reconsider its position taken 
two weeks ago.

Alfred D. Starbird
Brigadier General, USA

Director of Military Application

504. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, October 27, 1959

OTHERS PRESENT

Mr. McCone, General Goodpaster

Mr. McCone said that he had spent nine days in the Soviet Union 
on the inspection of their peaceful atomic activities. The Soviets had 
kept him going constantly. He had five top AEC scientists with him. 
Mrs. McCone also accompanied him.

He said he had visited the ice breaker Lenin and had been taken out 
for a five- hour trip on it. The President asked what the scientists said 
about its power plant, recalling that Admiral Rickover, on his return, 
had said that it is not very advanced and advised the JCAE that we 
should therefore hold back on giving submarine information to our 
allies, lest it leak to the Russians. Mr. McCone said that the scientists 
told him that the Lenin power plant was excellent. The ship is splendidly 

1 Source: McCone’s visit to the Soviet Union; Yemelyanov visit to U.S.; Dutch request 
for nuclear submarine; discussion with Macmillan on nuclear testing negotiations; U.K. 
purchase of U– 235. Secret; Restricted Data. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE 
Diaries.
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built in every detail. He said there is some indication the Soviets are not 
doing so well with the power plants on their submarines.

Mr. McCone then said that he was taken through six atomic insti-
tutes or laboratories. Generally their power program appears to be 
behind ours, and has been cut back markedly from their own sched-
ules. He was told that they have slowed down in order to see how the 
first few plants do, and take advantage of what they can learn from 
them. He said their work on controlled thermonuclear fusion is very 
good and that they have acted very fast in this field whenever decisions 
are taken. They are essentially following our course, and characteris-
tically building on a larger scale the things we are building first on a 
smaller scale. In the area of high energy physics, they are showing a lot 
of activity. This is a very expensive field, and he found opinion among 
them that the nations of the world could advantageously get together 
on this in order to save costly duplication.

He said their level of competence in nuclear matters is quite high, 
their scientists are good, and started work quite early in this field. 
Their work began in the late twenties and early thirties and has car-
ried on since. It is quite clear that their accomplishments are by no 
means attributable to “stealing our secrets,” although they may have 
gained marginal advantage from time to time on specific details in 
this way.

The Soviets treat their scientists extremely well, giving them 
various incentives, and various special things such as houses, added 
income, etc. The scientists have direct access to Khrushchev when 
required. Their plan of organization in the scientific field is very good. 
It is built around their Academy of Science, which has shown itself able 
to do things very fast and to focus attention on selected objects. At the 
present time top quality scientists are in atomic and missile activities, 
and their very best scientists are in the field of space. Repeatedly they 
have shown that they can do things in a fraction of the time we take—
one- fifth to one- third is by no means unusual.

Mr. McCone said that he noticed that they are using some Red 
Army soldiers on construction work. He was told that where they do 
this they pay these individuals the difference between soldiers’ pay 
and the pay of construction people. He said their instrumentation and 
electronics are very good. He did not see their computers or have a 
chance to observe their computer techniques directly, but they must 
be quite excellent in view of the results they are achieving.

He said he looked for any evidence relating to a nuclear- powered 
aircraft, and could only conclude that they are carrying it at the level of 
a research rather than a development or prototype program.

In summarizing regarding peaceful uses of atomic energy, he said 
he thought their level of effort is roughly comparable to ours. They are 
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not as far advanced as we are in any area. He sees no sign of any “break 
through” unless it might be in a highly secret aircraft project.

He said he is laying out a comparable schedule for Dr. Yemely-
anov when he comes to the United States. He said that Yemelyanov 
wants to go further in the exchange of information than we have yet 
gone. Mr. McCone said that he had had Mr. Garthoff of CIA in his party 
and was confident he had obtained a great deal of information. He said 
the party went to the Ukraine, to Krivoi Rog. He was told he was the 
first American that had ever been there. He visited a uranium ore mine 
there. Also, he was taken into a mill where metal is extracted from the 
ore. He was told that he was the first foreigner that had ever been there. 
No visitor even from the satellites had previously been permitted in. 
Mr. McCone said that he asked for statistical information concerning 
their output. This was not available but Yemelyanov said he would 
bring it to him when he comes to the United States.

Mr. McCone then talked about the possible next phase in this field 
of activity. He thought that there could be exchange visits of our scien-
tists to their non- secret installations and vice versa. The President sug-
gested putting a few scientists in each other’s plants to work there for 
up to a year or so. Mr. McCone thought a year might be rather long but 
that six months might be feasible. He commented that there are some 
places where we could not have them for more than a visit, because 
they would be in too close association with our people who are in secret 
activities. In addition, the President thought we could jointly build 
some new facilities—such as those involved in high energy physics. 
Mr. McCone said the Russians have indicated they desire to do this as 
a possible third step. The President said this whole project looked good 
to him and asked Mr. McCone to talk to the State Department about 
it. He thought such facilities could perhaps be built in Vienna near the 
IAEA.

Mr. McCone said he did not, on his visit, see anyone outside of 
scientific or atomic figures. The President asked him to talk to the State 
Department with the thought of bringing Yemelyanov in to see him, 
so that the President could question him as to what he thought he had 
learned or accomplished through the visit. Perhaps the fact that this is 
an action which does not simply reciprocate what Mr. McCone did in 
Russia will have some impact.

The President said he understood the Dutch feel that we are drag-
ging our feet regarding their request for information and assistance in 
building a nuclear submarine. He said there is no finer group than the 
Dutch in NATO. Mr. McCone said the problem is that the French will 
demand this when we have given it to the Dutch. The President said 
that he didn’t mind this, since we could make clear to the French that 
the reason we are not giving them the same information and assistance 
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is that their cooperation in NATO has not justified it. Mr. McCone said 
that if the Dutch would purchase the submarine, or even the power 
plant, rather than obtaining the information and building it themselves, 
the problem would not be too difficult. It would help us if they would 
wait a while for the information. He said he would try to work the mat-
ter out with State, adding that his fellow Commissioners and the JCAE 
are very tough on this question.

Mr. McCone said he had also stopped in Great Britain and that Lord 
Plowden will be here next month. The President asked Mr. McCone to 
be sure to bring him in. Mr. McCone said he had talked with Mr. Mac-
millan regarding the problem of testing. Mr. Macmillan said he was 
ready to have an agreement limited to the banning of atmospheric 
testing, provided there was a gentleman’s understanding that under-
ground testing would also be stopped unilaterally. The President said 
he wants very much to stop testing, but he cannot see how unilateral 
cessation would be acceptable. He did not know how he could gain the 
assurance that he thinks we would need.

Mr. McCone said that in the mine in the Ukraine that he visited 
there were a dozen places where a one to two kiloton weapon could 
be set off without our ever knowing it. Through such tests they could 
move into a “death ray” type of weapon. The President expressed his 
interest about this type of weapon, asking as to its range of effective-
ness. Mr. McCone said that it is effective over a radius of 1500–2000 
yards. Blast effect is so localized as to be almost negligible. High- 
energy radiation would kill anyone within that radius. There would 
be no fall- out under one design and very limited fall- out under the 
other. I told the President we had some information on this and would 
get it to him.

Mr. McCone said the British would like to work out a long- range 
plan for the purchase of U–235 from us. Their plant is very expensive 
and they would like to close it down. Regarding atomic power plants, 
the President said he thought the best course would be to build no more 
plants for a while, to wait for improvements to come along through 
research, and to gain experience. Mr. McCone said we are studying var-
ious future lines of possible development. To follow any single line will 
cost in the order of $350 to $500 million to bring it to a stage of pro-
ducing competitive power. This is a most important study, now well 
advanced, and he expects it to cut down on the number of alternative 
concepts under consideration and development. The President said one 
trouble is that the scientists get many ideas and then tend to want to 
carry them all along much too far. It is desirable to cut down unprom-
ising lines of effort earlier.

Mr. McCone said that he was taught a lesson by the Soviet Academy 
of Science. They move their people around very readily, and thereby 
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channel energies and shorten times of development. He thought the 
Soviets would be ahead of us, for example, when we get to a one and 
one- half million pound thrust space vehicle. The President said we are 
trying to do many things at once, scattering our effort and spreading 
contracts all over rather than having someone giving direction and set-
ting priorities.

Mr. McCone said that, following this trip, he has for the first time 
been thinking that it may be desirable to put the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee, the AEC, the NASA and certain other laborato-
ries into one national scientific organization.

Mr. McCone finally commented that he found EURATOM dis-
appointing in some respects. The thinking of the people is good but 
Europe now has a surplus rather than a shortage of conventional 
fuels—oil and coal—and the atomic power development is going slow. 
He had the impression that the EURATOM people do not consider it to 
be so urgent, and in this he agrees.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

505. Letter From Gates to Dillon1

Washington, October 28, 1959

Dear Douglas:

You will recall that in the letter of September 29, 1959, the Depart-
ment of Defense recommended that the U.S. seek at Geneva a phased 
treaty providing in the initial phase for a ban only on nuclear weapon 
tests in the earth’s accesible atmosphere. In connection with high 
altitude nuclear explosions, it was noted that the detection system 
recommended by the experts at Geneva in July 1959 is based primar-
ily on theory, and the Department of Defense is concerned that the 
United States may accede prematurely to a system which subsequent 
experimentation may prove to be inadequate for its purpose. It was 

1 Source: Question of a lack of effective system to detect high- altitude tests; includes 
summary of engineering studies. Secret. 8 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technol-
ogy, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy 59.
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considered that the uncertainties warrant further exploration before the 
United States undertakes an international commitment to ban tests in 
this environment.

On June 26, 1959, the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 
(AE) requested the Director, Defense Research and Engineering, to 
conduct studies of a system for the detection and identification of 
high altitude explosions for the purpose of providing guidance to the 
U.S. Delegation in Geneva. Engineering studies are being conducted 
under the direction of the Advanced Research Projects Agency; a 
preliminary summary of their findings and conclusions to date is 
attached hereto. Of particular pertinence is the statement: “Theoreti-
cal estimates of detection capability are sufficiently promising to jus-
tify a comprehensive and time consuming research and development 
program. They are not sufficient to permit at this time any firm esti-
mate of capabilities upon which to base national policy in the decision 
of whether or not nuclear tests in space can be reliably controlled.” 
The attached engineering study was based on the assumption that 
all facilities, costs and manpower required were in addition to any 
existing U.S. capabilities.

Consideration of the summary of these studies has reinforced the 
view of the Department of Defense that the United States should not, 
at this time, agree to a ban on very high altitude tests which would 
depend for its enforcement upon a detection system of uncertain capa-
bilities. There is a further consideration that, before these capabilities 
could be proved out, an extensive and extremely costly program of 
experimentation would be required.

In view of the work now in progress in formulating the U.S. draft 
of a phased treaty, which will require a final determination as to what 
the United States should propose in such a treaty in the initial phase, it 
is recommended that the principals of the members of the Interdepart-
mental Working Group on Disarmament meet at an early date with a 
view to arriving at a decision with respect to this problem.

Representatives of the Department of Defense would be prepared 
to present a short oral briefing to the principals, setting forth the salient 
aspects of the studies which have been made.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas S. Gates
Deputy
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Copies to:
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
Director, Central Intelligence Agency
Special Assistant to President for Science and Technology
Special Assistant to President for National Security Affairs
Assistant to SecDef (Atomic Energy)
Director, Defense Research & Engineering
Director, Advanced Research Projects Agency
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Commander, AFTAC

Enclosure

Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense

Capabilities and Limitations of a System of Ground Stations and 
Satellite Based Detectors for the Detection and Identification of 
Nuclear Explosions at High Altitude and in Space

1. The Technical Working Group on the detection of high alti-
tude nuclear explosions on 15 July 1959 reported its findings to the 
Conference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests in terms of 
an assessment of capabilities and limitations of possible techniques 
for the detection and identification of nuclear explosions at high alti-
tudes above the earth and recommendation of techniques and instru-
mentation for consideration by the Conference for inclusion in the 
detection and identification system. Based on recommendations by 
Dr. Panofsky, head of the US representatives to the Technical Working 
Group, the Department of State requested the Department of Defense 
to conduct an engineering study of a system for the detection and 
identification of high altitude nuclear explosions for the purpose of 
providing guidance to the US Delegation upon its return to Geneva 
in October 1959.

2. The Advanced Research Projects Agency issued work orders to 
the Army Ballistics Missile Agency and to the Ballistic Missile Division 
of the AF and Space Technology Laboratory to conduct such studies.

3. On 15 October, ARPA invited the AFTAC to join with ARPA in 
listening to the reports of ABMA and BMD/STL and to jointly evaluate 
the capabilities and limitations of the proposed system for detecting 
and identifying high altitude nuclear explosions.

4. The problem of providing guidance to the State Department 
divides itself naturally into two major areas:
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a. Determination of the engineering feasibility, costs, manpower 
and time factors involved in establishing a high altitude detection sys-
tem including ground and satellite systems.

b. A scientific study of each of the detection techniques recom-
mended at Geneva to evaluate their capability to detect nuclear explo-
sions in various ranges of space as a function of distance, and yield of 
the explosion.

5. In the short time available to conduct this study, it was not 
considered possible to second guess the Experts’ theoretical estimates 
of range capabilities of the independent techniques. A final reliable 
determination of the potential detection ranges depends upon the 
sensitivity which might be achieved by the detectors, the character 
of radiation from nuclear explosions as a function of range, and the 
natural radiation background which may exist throughout the orbits 
contemplated for detection satellites. It is relatively straightforward 
theoretically to calculate the intensity of X- rays, neutrons and gam-
mas from nuclear explosions as a function of distance from the explo-
sion in space. It is not possible, however, to say what the background 
radiation will be without an extensive and time consuming research, 
nor is it possible to state at this time what types of detection instru-
ments may be practical for use in satellites and exactly what their 
detection sensitivity will be since this is intimately associated with 
the level of background radiation in the space environment and in 
some cases with the detailed characteristics of the detectors them-
selves which will not be determined except through careful research 
and development.

6. The principal contribution of this preliminary study, therefore, 
has been in 4.a. above, namely, the engineering problems associated 
with establishing the satellite and ground platforms at which instru-
ments for detection recommended by the technical group would be 
established.

7. This report, therefore, will present a summary of those engi-
neering studies as well as an evaluation of system capability on the 
assumption that the ranges of the detection theoretically estimated or 
assumed by the Technical Working Group at Geneva are confirmed by 
subsequent comprehensive research programs.

8. Systems of satellites considered were those recommended by the 
Panofsky Working Group at Geneva. They include the Argus Satellite 
System of two satellites at an orbit radius of approximately 1,000 kilo-
meters for detecting electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic field. A 
near earth satellite system was considered to include 8 to 10 satellites 
in circular orbits of about 700 kilometers in radius. A far earth satel-
lite system was considered with 6 satellites equally spaced around cir-
cular orbits of 50,000 kilometers or larger. Finally, a system of 4 solar 
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satellites in orbits approximating that of the earth around the sun was 
considered.

9. Eight to ten satellites in near earth orbits will not provide com-
plete coverage of the entire surface of the earth. The far earth satellite 
system can be made operational at almost the same time as a near earth 
system. The combination of poor coverage by the near earth system and 
evidence that a far earth system could be installed in about the same 
length of time prompts the decision that no effort should be wasted on 
establishing a system of near earth satellites.

10. The overall satellite system considered practical from an engi-
neering standpoint only consists of the Argus Satellite System, the Far 
Earth Satellite System, and the Solar Satellite System. The engineering 
studies conducted at ABMA and STL indicate that the Argus system 
could be operational in the third year from “go ahead”; the far earth 
system could be operational at the end of the fourth year or beginning 
of the fifth year, and the solar satellite system could be operational 
about the middle of the fifth year from “go ahead”.

11. The total cost of the three satellite systems would be approx-
imately $1,200,000,000. The annual operational cost was estimated to 
be $100 million dollars per year. Limitations and capability of the solar 
satellite system will be presented in following paragraphs. Because of 
those limitations, the following cost figures are presented for the Argus 
and far earth satellite systems only. For this limited system the total cost 
would be about $650,000,000 and the annual operating cost would be 
approximately $60,000,000 per year.

12. Manpower requirements for launching teams, tracking sta-
tions, and control and analysis of the satellite systems would be of the 
order of 1200 people.

13. The engineering study included estimates of cost, manpower, 
and time factors for detection equipment to be placed at the 170 
control posts of the Geneva Experts’ system. The cost included two 
optical detectors, backscatter radar, and cosmic noise receivers, but 
excludes cost of building control posts. The total cost for the terres-
trial system at control posts is estimated at about $120,000,000 with 
an annual operating cost of about $30,000,000. A total of over 2100 
personnel would be required to operate the high altitude detection 
techniques at control posts.

14. In evaluating just how the various ground detectors and satel-
lite based detectors would be integrated into an effective control sys-
tem, we have applied one basic principal which has guided the United 
States throughout its experience with detection system design over 
the past eleven years. Briefly, this principal is that reliable detection 
and identification of nuclear explosions requires recordings from a 
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minimum of two independent physical techniques and preferably three 
or more independent measurements. Reference to the chart of capabili-
ties of high altitude detection techniques attached to this report makes 
possible the following conclusions concerning possible capability of the 
high altitude detection system assuming that present theoretical esti-
mates of detection range are confirmed by research program estimated 
to take a minimum of three years to accomplish.

a. A system including the recommended techniques at 170 control 
posts plus the Argus and far earth satellite system may possibly pro-
vide a reliable detection capability for nuclear explosions of 1 megaton 
or larger at distances of 105 and possibly 106 kilometers from the earth.

b. For explosions as small as 1 kiloton, this system could provide 
reliable detection by several independent techniques to distances of 
only 104 kilometers from the earth.

c. At all distances beyond 105 to 106 kilometers (approximately 
the orbit of the moon), only a single technique possesses the theoret-
ical range to detect nuclear explosions at these vast distances from 
the earth. This technique based on X- radiation from the device is 
highly vulnerable to shielding considered feasible by our scientists. 
Its maximum range is estimated as about 100,000,000 kilometers for 
a shielded 1 megaton nuclear device. The solar satellite system sug-
gested by the Panofsky high altitude working group, therefore, could 
be instrumented only for X- ray detection. Since the radius of the orbit 
of the earth around the sun is about 150,000,000 kilometers, the X- ray 
technique, having a range of only 100,000,000 kilometers for shielded 
1 megaton devices would not be able to detect explosions behind the 
sun or behind the moon even if one were willing to accept the result of a 
single pulse of X- rays unsupported by any additional measurement as 
an adequate detection capability. It can only be concluded at this time 
that a system of solar satellites does not serve the purpose of provid-
ing reliable detection of nuclear explosions which might be detonated 
in the earth’s orbit beyond the range of the near earth satellite system 
(approximately the distance of the moon).

15. Theoretical estimates of detection capability are sufficiently 
promising to justify a comprehensive and time consuming research and 
development program. They are not sufficient to permit at this time 
any firm estimate of capabilities upon which to base national policy 
in the decision of whether or not nuclear tests in space can be reliably 
controlled.

16. SUMMARY. It is not possible at this time to state with con-
fidence the capabilities of a system for detecting nuclear explosions 
in space. It appears probable that given a minimum of three years 
of research and development that a reliable system for detecting 
shielded nuclear explosions in space out to about the moon may 
be possible in about five years at a cost of about three- quarters of 
a billion dollars for installation and about 90 million dollars a year 
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for operation. If theoretical prediction that the short pulse of X- rays 
expected from nuclear explosions is unique to such a source and is 
not present as a result of natural causes, and if convincing evidence 
that pulses of X- rays from solar activity could not be used by a vio-
lator to detonate a nuclear device and thus screen the resulting short 
pulse of X- rays by the longer duration pulses of X- rays from natural 
sources, and if such evidence could be considered sufficient without 
independent confirmation by other techniques such as gamma rays 
or neutrons, it is possible that in about five years confidence might be 
established that a solar satellite system could be relied upon to detect 
nuclear explosions in space roughly circumscribed by the earth’s orbit 
around the sun.

17. CONCLUSIONS: The engineering studies indicate

a. At least three years of research are required to establish the feasi-
bility of a system to detect nuclear explosions in space.

b. Adequate redundancy of recordings to insure reliability of 
detection can be obtained only for shielded explosions of 1 megaton 
out about as far as the moon.

c. A system to detect 1 megaton shielded nuclear explosions 
between the earth and the moon if proved feasible by a comprehensive 
research program can be installed in about five years at a cost of about 
three- quarters of a billion dollars.

d. Detection of nuclear explosions in space beyond the moon will 
depend upon whether or not research proves that a single short pulse 
of X- rays is unique to a nuclear explosion and cannot be concealed in 
some way by a violator.

e. If proved feasible a solar satellite system instrumented for meas-
uring X- rays only for detecting unshielded explosions of 1 megaton 
in space roughly circumscribed by the earth’s orbit could be installed 
for about one half a billion dollars additional to the cost of the system 
described in 17.c.
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506. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, November 3, 1959

SUBJECT

Meeting of the Secretary’s Disarmament Advisers

PARTICIPANTS

Department of State
Secretary Herter
Mr. Philip Farley—S/AE
Mr. Ronald Spiers—S/AE

Joint Disarmament Study
Mr. Charles Coolidge

Panel of Advisers
Mr. Robert Lovett
Mr. John McCloy
Mr. Alfred Gruenther
Mr. William Foster
Dr. James Killian

D.O.D.
Mr. Irwin

Secretary Herter expressed his appreciation that the Panel was will-
ing to continue to give him the benefit of the advice which Secretary 
Dulles had found useful. He stated that there were several recent devel-
opments in the disarmament field which made it particularly appropri-
ate to hold a further meeting of the group at this point.

Secretary Herter said that we would soon be engaged in substantive 
disarmament negotiations, and explained the origins of the ten- nation 
disarmament committee which had been agreed with the Russians at 
Geneva and which was scheduled to meet early in 1960. The fact that 
the U.N. yesterday referred the proposals which it had before it to this 
group for consideration assured that these negotiations would be the 
center of attention. Another early problem in disarmament would be 
the Summit meeting. As the Panel was aware, Adenauer held that dis-
armament was the most important subject for consideration at such a 
meeting and that all agreed disarmament would have to be discussed. 
The Secretary himself felt that it would be best not to have the ten- 
nation committee meet before the Summit, but rather that its com-
mencement should be scheduled so it would receive its directives from 
the Summit. In preparation for these meetings Mr. Coolidge had been 
asked by the President and the Secretary to coordinate a joint Depart-
ment of Defense- Department of State study and come up with policy 
recommendations. Finally there was the matter of the nuclear test nego-
tiations which had been going on for a year. There was the problem 
of the U.K. moving ahead of us in our position in these negotiations, 
as well as newly discovered technical difficulties in detecting under-
ground tests. Generally, we are faced with the feeling on the part of 

1 Source: Nuclear test negotiations, stability of deterrence requires greater conven-
tional force. Secret; Limit Distribution. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of 
Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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most nations that we are moving into an era when progress in disar-
mament is essential. Although there are varying degrees of skepticism 
about the possibilities of such progress, there is a very real fear of the 
continuation of the present arms race. The Soviet proposal on complete 
and general disarmament makes it more important that we have posi-
tive proposals of our own to present.

The Secretary suggested that the group first be briefed by Mr. Farley 
on the nuclear test negotiations, after which Mr. Coolidge could present 
his own thinking on the broader disarmament problem.

Mr. Farley stated that we faced an unpleasant dilemma in the test 
negotiations, which began their second year yesterday. There has been 
a general rapprochement of the public positions of both sides. Although 
numerous differences remain to be worked out, those differences are no 
longer sharply defined in the public mind. The Macmillan proposal for 
a quota of inspections has let the Soviet Union obscure the differences 
between us in this key area.

A central problem relates to monitoring of underground tests. This 
problem assumed new dimensions with the difficulties disclosed by 
the new data we obtained during our last test series. Thus we face a 
situation where as many as 200 annual inspections might be required 
to obtain adequate deterrence, even if the effectiveness of concealment 
methods does not prove out. The U.K. agrees with us that the problem 
of policing underground tests is a difficult one. They also agree that 
the most desirable outcome for the negotiations at this stage would be 
a phased agreement beginning with a prohibition of the contaminat-
ing tests which are easiest to police, e.g., atmospheric and under water. 
However, the U.K. believes that the only way to get the USSR to agree 
to a limited approach is to couple it with a three- year voluntary sus-
pension of underground tests while we do further research on the con-
trol problem. This difference of view between us and the U.K. is now 
reaching a crucial stage. In the meantime it has become apparent to the 
Soviets that we are setting the stage for a shift in position by unilater-
ally setting forth our own technical analysis of the problem. The Secre-
tary explained that the 1958 Experts’ report conclusions were based on 
one underground nuclear test. Unhappily, our own further tests put us 
in the very difficult position of having to back away from the agreed 
report. The USSR, on the other hand, insists on sticking with the 1958 
technical conclusions. We made this mistake in perfectly good faith. Our 
fear is that if we agreed to what we now believe amounts to inadequate 
control the Senate would reject the agreement. Mr.  Farley said that we 
believed that it was important to finish presenting our technical conclu-
sions. Then we will be face to face with the question of whether we are 
going ahead with a proposal for a limited treaty and either resume tests 
or declare our freedom of action with respect to further testing. If this 
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is the route we take, our problem will be to bring the U.K. along with 
us and to accept the adverse impact of world opinion, which has been 
taking a more optimistic view of these negotiations and the prospects 
of disarmament in general. The dilemma we face is a difficult one. We 
either accept what is perhaps less than adequate policing or incur the 
political liabilities consequent upon a change in position.

In response to a query by Mr. Coolidge on how Communist China 
would fit into an agreement, Mr. Farley explained that the treaty would 
last so long as the system it provided for was being installed on sched-
ule and that the schedule called for installation of control positions 
in China in the second phase. Accordingly, if it proved impossible to 
extend the treaty to China there would be a basis for U.S. withdrawal.

General Gruenther referred to the strength of feeling he had encoun-
tered in his own experience on the subject of nuclear testing. He felt 
that we had not succeeded in explaining our position on this issue both 
at home and abroad. He referred to the public position taken by Sena-
tors Humphrey and Kennedy in favor of a comprehensive test ban. The 
opposition to testing has become increasingly more apparent in the Red 
Cross for a long time. We are losing the battle of public opinion abroad, 
and particularly in Oriental countries where the problem of strontium 
90 is felt more acutely because of the predominance of cereal foods. 
Whereas we scored a technical victory in the vote on this issue at the 
New Delhi Conference, it was clearly apparent that the mass of opin-
ion was against us. The world premiere of the motion picture “On the 
Beach”, scheduled for December 17, would increase our problems even 
more; it is an effective and well- done anti- nuclear war plea that would 
have a great impact on public opinion. He has spoken to many people 
at home who feel that our emphasis on the difficulties of underground 
detection is nothing more than a device to get out of the negotiations 
(e.g., George McGee and Senator Anderson). If our own people do not 
believe in the honesty of our intentions, we cannot blame the British. 
We have not been able even remotely to convince the Washington Post 
that our position is an honest one. Our present difficulties are com-
pounded by our own previous inability to get through to the public. 
Our opinion at home is not united and world opinion is fast moving 
against us on this issue.

The Secretary asked Dr. Killian to explain the technical situation 
with respect to underground tests. Dr. Killian described the Latter 
hole, indicating that whereas it was at present only a theoretical pos-
sibility it represented a real uncertainty in our ability to cope with 
underground tests. Although it is enormously expensive and compli-
cated and no one will know whether it will be feasible from an engi-
neering standpoint until appropriate tests have been performed, it 
could undermine the whole control system if it works. The U.K. feels 
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that this is the major factor which has changed since the 1958 Experts’ 
report. Furthermore, the new data from Hardtack II may not be con-
clusive and further experimentation is needed. The Berkner Panel felt 
that it was possible to restore the effectiveness of the Geneva system 
to compensate for the new data, but not for the Latter hole. Mr. Gruen-
ther agreed that the large hole was a new element, adding that we in 
effect know about the other uncertainties before we decided to nego-
tiate at Geneva, even though there may have been some shift in the 
efficiency of detection since then. Mr. Lovett agreed with the strength 
of public feeling on this issue, stating that after Gov. Rockefeller made 
his recent radio statement on underground tests the broadcasting 
company’s switchboards “lit up like a Christmas tree” with callers 
protesting the Governor’s position.

Mr. McCloy said that it appeared to him from Dr. Killian’s descrip-
tions that the difficulties of constructing the big hole were almost 
insurmountable and asked whether we really believed that this was a 
feasible evasion method for the Soviets to use. Mr. Farley noted that the 
unit of measurement for the Latter hole was football fields.

The Secretary described the instructions under which the U.S. 
delegation was currently operating and said that the delegation was 
charged with laying out the scientific material as part of the record pre-
paratory to tabling a limited treaty. It is difficult to foresee whether we 
will be able to resolve our problems with the U.K., and he personally 
thought it might be better to have a poor inspection system for under-
ground tests than a de facto suspension by moratorium with nothing 
in return. Mr. McCloy asked for the assessment of U.K. motivations. 
The Secretary said that the British attached a great deal of importance to 
achieving inspection in the USSR and felt that this would represent a 
break- through on the whole disarmament problem. In addition to this, 
Macmillan keenly feels the strength of British public opinion on this 
issue and is, above all, aware of U.K. vulnerability to nuclear weapons. 
Mr. Farley said that, in sum, the British felt that the technical uncer-
tainties of the situation did not outweigh the political advantages to be 
obtained. The Secretary said that it would be difficult for us to proceed 
on our present course of action if the British would not go along with 
us. In addition, Khrushchev has said that he does not care anything 
about developing small nuclear weapons. The USSR is interested in 
stopping further refinement of U.S. stockpiles and there is every indi-
cation that they would refuse a partial treaty. He observed that on the 
basis of the McRae report it was hard for a layman to see any urgency 
in the resumption of testing, although he recognized that Defense and 
AEC did not share this view. Dr. Killian stated that it was important to 
get the large- hole theory to the public as quickly as possible.
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Turning to the problems of broader disarmament, the Secretary 
explained the possibility of the U.S. having to withdraw some of its 
troops from Europe because of the balance of payments deficit, and that 
he had asked Mr. Coolidge to determine how this possible need might 
be turned into a disarmament quid pro quo.

Mr. Coolidge said that he had several general points he wished to 
make first. We are now faced with a broad and dramatic Soviet pro-
posal and he felt that if our only answer consisted of proposals for 
small steps we would look bad in world opinion. In addition to such 
small- step proposals, therefore, he felt that it was sound for the U.S. to 
develop a long- range goal with which we could associate ourselves. He 
suggested the following formulation:

“1. No nuclear weapons should remain in the control of any nation.
“2. An adequate international peace force should be established to 

operate under effective international law with increased jurisdiction in 
the World Court.

“3. National military establishments should be reduced to the 
point where no single nation can effectively oppose the international 
peace force.”

Mr. Lovett stated that he felt it would be a fatal error to go for-
ward with a program such as this on the basis only of mutual trust. 
Mr. Coolidge said that he was not proposing this and that these three 
points should simply be regarded as a statement of an ultimate goal. 
Mr. McCloy agreed that we should have such a goal and that it was 
a necessity if we were to get public opinion moving in our direction. 
The only alternative to complete disarmament may be total destruc-
tion. Dr. Killian said that he believed this was a persuasive statement, 
although he questioned making nuclear weapons elimination the first 
point. Mr. Foster agreed and suggested that point No. 2 be stressed. The 
Secretary recalled that our problem with point No. 1 was that no one 
had been able to find a means of detecting hidden nuclear weapons. 
He said that our general problem in this field is to find a starting point 
where we can test out Soviet bona fides. In this connection he mentioned 
the Norstad plan as a possibility. The French and Germans have always 
objected to the idea of small inspection zones in Europe, but the Secre-
tary felt that this was the simplest test he could conceive. Such a zone 
might be combined with reductions on the part of both sides. Mr. Foster 
agreed with the idea of trading troop redeployments for a lifting of the 
Iron Curtain. The Secretary said that the President was disturbed that we 
have not been able to do anything to liquidate our “temporary” forces 
in Europe and that there was a general impatience with the rigidity 
of the Germans particularly, who wished to maintain the status quo. 
Mr. Lovett said that something along the lines that Mr. Coolidge pro-
posed would serve a very useful purpose.

Mr. Coolidge said that another problem with which his group was 
concerned was the situation we might face after a few years when both 
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the U.S. and USSR will have ICBMs in quantity. Our key problem is 
what we can do to insure stability in the missile age. He had seen no 
alternative to mutual deterrence, but effort must be made to insure sta-
bility of this deterrence. In such a situation he felt that we would have 
to have stronger conventional forces or we could be nibbled away by 
the USSR while each side was paralyzed by the thought of counter- 
destruction if missiles were used. Mr. Foster agreed with this statement 
of the problem and said that our trading position was growing pro-
gressively weaker. The foundation for a stable deterrent was a more 
intensive defense effort on our own part. It is necessary to have a secure 
deterrent at all levels and this would require a build- up in our ability 
to fight conventional wars. Dr. Killian said that he was coming to the 
conclusion that the initial step toward arms reduction was creation of 
a better balanced and more adequate U.S. defense establishment. Mr. 
Gruenther agreed, saying that in order to proceed with disarmament we 
will have to increase our defense expenditures.

Mr. McCloy said that withdrawal of any U.S. troops from European 
forces before a Summit meeting would be the worst possible move we 
could make. Mr. Gruenther agreed, adding that because of the possi-
bility of press leaks, which would be inevitable after such a decision, 
it would be almost impossible to secure a quid for the quo of troop 
reductions. The Secretary said he understood that the pressure to do this 
before the Western Summit was now off. Mr. Irwin emphasized that 
there had been no decision on this matter and that it had been raised 
merely as a warning signal.

The Secretary suggested that the advisers meet again early in 
December prior to the President’s trip to Europe and stated that Mr. 
Farley would make arrangements for a specific date.

507. Memorandum for the Record by Haskins1

November 30, 1959

SUBJECT

Planning Board Meeting with Charles A. Coolidge

On Tuesday, November 10, the Planning Board met with 
Mr. Charles A. Coolidge, who has been appointed by the President to 

1 Source: Planning Board meeting with Coolidge. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Disarmament, General.
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head a joint review on behalf of the Departments of State and Defense 
of U.S. disarmament policy, and two members of his staff, Mr. Guido 
Perera and Admiral Davis. The purpose of the meeting was to hear 
from Mr. Coolidge a reflection of the preliminary thinking which 
he had gone through and to solicit any ideas which members of the 
Planning Board as individuals might have.

Mr. Coolidge began by saying that the U.S. must make some gen-
eral far- reaching proposals and place them in an attractive setting; it 
is useless, he said, to put forward picayune measures. He said that we 
should declare what we ultimately hope to get and suggested the fol-
lowing four general objectives:

(1) No nuclear weapons in the control of any individual nation
(2) An international police force equipped with nuclear weapons
(3) A World Court with increased jurisdiction
(4) Reduction of national forces to a point where no nation could 

oppose the international police force (Robert Amory later suggested 
that the fourth objective should refer not only to “no nation,” but also 
“no likely combination of nations;” Mr. Coolidge agreed).

Mr. Coolidge said that of course these objectives represented a piece 
of “pie in the sky” today, but that he was thinking of an ultimate goals 
statement as something to vie with the Soviet “pie in the sky” proposal.

He suggested that we try to build on what we have got; that is, 
for example, that we use the United Nations. He did observe that the 
existing UN police force was badly mixed up.

He spoke in general terms of a codification of existing procedures 
as being a desirable early step, pointing out that it would not raise 
inspection problems. He said that a group at the Harvard Law School 
was studying the matter.

In discussing Soviet capabilities, he referred to the “missile gap.” 
He said that the Soviets would have ICBMs in quantity before the U.S. 
and that then the DEW line will be no good at all. He said that the infor-
mation he had was that the Soviets in their strategic missiles concept 
are relying more on mobility than upon base hardening.

He then spoke of the theory of a balance of mutual deterrence. 
Under this theory, there would be a sufficient number of defensive mis-
siles remaining after an attack (as a result of base hardening or mobility 
or a combination of both) to permit a counter- attack upon the Soviet 
Union. He said that achieving such mutual deterrence would accelerate 
the arms race for a while, but that once we get the required number of 
missiles, a plateau would be reached and then defense expenditures 
could be reduced.

He touched briefly on the possibility of a partial disengagement 
of ground forces in Europe, whereby there might be a thinning out of 
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Communist forces in East Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia and a 
concomitant thinning out of NATO forces.

He also referred to the so- called “nth” country problem and said 
that an excellent working paper on it had been prepared for the JCS.

He readily admitted that we cannot get to the goals unless and 
until there is a method of detecting clandestine nuclear detonations. He 
said that even the Russians had now admitted that there were insuffi-
cient means of detecting underground nuclear explosions.

Charles A. Haskins

508. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, December 1, 1959

SUBJECT

Meeting of Secretary’s Disarmament Advisers

PARTICIPANTS

Department of State
Secretary Herter
Mr. Eaton
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE

Panel of Disarmament Advisers
Mr. John McCloy
Mr. William Foster
Dr. James Killian
Gen. Alfred Gruenther

D.O.D.
Secretary Gates

A.E.C.
Mr. McCone

Joint Disarmament Study
Mr. Coolidge

The Secretary said that several important developments had taken 
place since the group had met last on November 3, 1959 in connec-
tion with both the nuclear test talks and our general preparations for 
further disarmament negotiations in 1960. He introduced Mr. Fred-
rick Eaton whose appointment as U.S. representative to the ten- nation 
disarmament committee would be announced by the White House on 
Thursday. He asked Mr. Farley first to report on the most recent devel-
opments in the nuclear test talks.

Mr. Farley said that since the group last met the most important 
development had been Soviet acceptance of the technical discussions 

1 Source: Developments in nuclear test talks, Coolidge report, troop withdrawals 
from Europe, Norstad plan. Secret; Limit Distribution. 7 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s 
Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1819

on underground test detection for which we had been pressing since 
last January. Agreement was finally reached after considerable nego-
tiation on terms of reference for the technical talks and the meeting 
began on November 25 in Geneva. So far no important developments 
had taken place in these talks, which have consisted to date mainly of 
a presentation and defense of the new seismic data by the U.S. repre-
sentative, Dr. Fisk. The Soviets have hinted that they also possess new 
data. At the end of these talks we will have the problem of determin-
ing how the conclusions reached will affect our future course of action. 
Our prior decision was we had no alternative but to press for a phased 
treaty in view of Soviet refusal to consider the implications of the new 
data. As a result of Soviet willingness to undertake these talks we have 
reaffirmed our objective of reaching a comprehensive agreement pro-
vided that the risks involved are acceptable. Consequently it will not 
be known until the returns are in from Geneva whether we will have to 
revert to a phased proposal or can proceed to a full test ban. In response 
to a question by Mr. Coolidge about our position on high altitude test-
ing, Mr. Farley described the capabilities and limitations of the system 
worked out by the technical group which met in Geneva earlier in the 
year. Our final position on inclusion of a high- altitude ban in the treaty 
will also have to await the outcome of the present technical talks. If we 
have to go back to a phased approach omitting underground tests from 
the initial ban it may be decided that it is illogical to accept the uncer-
tainties in our capabilities with respect to outer space tests while we 
are unwilling to accept them with respect to underground tests. If we 
determine that the risks involved in proscribing underground tests are 
acceptable we would probably reach the same conclusions with respect 
to high altitude testing.

Mr. Coolidge asked whether if peaceful use of outer space were to 
be a major U.S. objective in the new disarmament talks this would have 
an impact on our ability to police outer space tests. Mr. Farley said that 
if a system were agreed upon to monitor all objects leaving the earth’s 
atmosphere and to permit pre- inspection of these objects we would not 
have to set up a separate outer space detection system.

Mr. Coolidge said that be thought any proposal he made with 
respect to peaceful use of outer space should initially be limited to 
orbiting vehicles and not include missiles. In these circumstances no 
contribution could be made to the policing of an outer space test ban.

Secretary Herter reported that in the NSC discussion this morning 
Dr. Kistiakowsky recalled the conclusions that had been reached in a 
study two years ago that a ban on missiles testing would be contrary to 
U.S. interests at the time. He felt that enough had happened in the inter-
vening time to warrant a restudy of this problem. Dr. Killian agreed that 
such a restudy was needed. With respect to orbiting vehicles he felt that 
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there was little practical military use for such objects in the foreseeable 
future. The key problem was missiles.

Reverting to the weapons test negotiation Secretary Herter said that 
his feeling about the strength of public opinion on this issue had been 
re- enforced by a discussion with Amb. Phleger who was our repre-
sentative in the Antarctica treaty negotiations which concluded today. 
Amb. Phleger had said that it would not have been possible to con-
clude the treaty unless we had agreed on a ban on nuclear weapons 
and nuclear testing in the area. The Latin Americans, the New Zealand-
ers, Australians and others had strong feelings on this question and felt 
that domestic public opinion regarded this as the most important issue 
today.

At Secretary Herter’s request Mr. McCone reported on his conver-
sations with Emelyanov on his recent trip to the Soviet Union and sub-
sequently during Emelyanov’s trip here. Emelyanov apparently took 
quite seriously Mr. McCone’s statement that the U.S. could not accept 
a weapons test ban treaty unless the USSR agreed to technical talks 
and Mr. McCone estimated that this may have had something to do 
with the reversal of the Soviet position on this question. Emelyanov 
had discoursed at length on the developments in the USSR since Sta-
lin’s death. He took the position that there had been great changes in 
Soviet objectives and methods since that time and that Khrushchev was 
strongly motivated by three basic premises: that the victory of Commu-
nism would come about by popular choice and not by force, that war is 
to be avoided at all costs, and the need for the fastest possible economic 
development of the USSR. Emelyanov believed that Khrushchev was 
sincere and genuine in his desire to reach agreements with the U.S. such 
as in the nuclear testing field, although he was still having difficulty 
with the remainder of the old apparatus inherited from Stalin, among 
whom he named Tsarapkin and Sobolev. Mr. McCone told Emelyanov 
that we would have to have assurances from our scientists on the ade-
quacy of control and that we would agree to ban tests only in those 
areas in which control was adequate. We will agree to end any tests that 
are within range of detection, whether this includes the whole range of 
testing or only down to a specified level. The main objectives are con-
trols corresponding to the measures to be taken, relief of public concern 
over radiation hazards, and to make a start which can be built upon for 
further disarmament. Emelyanov said that he agreed in general with 
this approach and that he would take it up with his government. Emel-
yanov also stated that after talking with Drs. Teller and Weinberg about 
Project Plowshare he was less suspicious than he had been about our 
intentions in pressing the idea of peaceful uses explosions. Emelyanov 
had also stated that some people in the USSR had favored agreeing to 
a ban on atmospheric tests on the grounds that the U.S. would not go 
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along. On the general subject of disarmament Emelyanov had agreed 
completely that control and disarmament had to go together and that 
neither could be contemplated without the other. After disarmament 
was complete the Soviet Union was prepared to allow anyone to go any 
place in the USSR. This might be easier for the USSR then for the U.S. 
to accept, since they did not have commercial secrets to protect. He had 
said also that the USSR had conducted no underground tests and that 
they did not intend to. Khrushchev had decided not to develop tactical 
nuclear weapons even though the Soviet military was opposed to this 
position. Mr. McCone said that he was convinced that in the final analy-
sis the Soviet Union would accept the phased approach if we pressed it.

At the Secretary’s request Mr. Farley explained our position with 
regard to continuation of the voluntary suspension. The convening of 
the technical meeting made it less likely that we would reach a cru-
cial point in the negotiations by the end of the year. The way has been 
paved, by a statement made by Amb. Lodge on November 19 at the 
General Assembly, for a further continuation of the moratorium on a 
short- term basis. Lodge had emphasized that controlled suspension 
was our objective and that we did not intend to fall into the trap of an 
indefinite uncontrolled moratorium which would reduce our bargain-
ing power vis- a- vis the Soviet Union. Secretary Herter stated that he did 
not believe it would be necessary to show our hand on this question 
or to make any final decisions until the very last minute. Mr. McCone 
agreed and said that he supported the position expressed by the Secre-
tary at a recent press conference that the moratorium should be contin-
ued on a week- to- week basis.

Secretary Herter then asked Mr. Coolidge to present to the group the 
review of his thinking that he had outlined in the morning to the NSC.

Mr. Coolidge recalled that at the previous meeting he had stated his 
conviction that the U.S. should offer a long- range disarmament goal 
and should put forward also specific immediate steps which would 
provide a test of Soviet intentions and present the fewest possible of 
the complications involved in “package” approaches. He distributed 
the following statement as an expression of the long- term goal:

“The present policy of the United States on arms control matters 
should be to favor verifiable arms control measures which tend toward 
establishing world peace under law; namely, a world in which:

1. Rules of international law prohibiting armed conflict between 
nations shall be in effect, backed by adequate jurisdiction in a world 
court and by an adequate international peace force.

2. National military establishments shall have been reduced to the 
point where no single nation or group of nations can effectively oppose 
the international peace force, and no weapons of mass destruction shall 
be in the control of any nation.”
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Secretary Herter reported that the President was generally favor-
able to this type of a statement.

Mr. Coolidge continued by outlining the immediate steps which we 
might propose which he characterized as constituting “2½” measures. 
The half measure consisted of pursuing the present Geneva negotia-
tions to a successful conclusion. The others would be, first, to propose a 
system to insure that all vehicles entering orbit were used for peaceful 
purposes only. The second would be the Norstad plan, involving the 
establishment of an inspection zone with joint air and ground inspec-
tion teams and overlapping radar in an area covering Holland, Bel-
gium, Denmark, Germany, Czechoslovakia and Poland. This would 
be combined with a freeze on non- indigenous forces at their present 
levels. When the system was installed and working we would propose 
a thinning out of troops in the area. This proposal would be presented 
as a disarmament plan which would give us working experience in 
inspection techniques. This proposal would also take advantage of our 
probable need to withdraw two or three divisions from Europe due 
to our balance of payments difficulties. He recognized, on the other 
hand, that this proposal would create great difficulties with deGaulle 
and Adenauer. Mr. Foster supported the European zone idea and stated 
that he had informally sounded out Jules Moch on the Norstad plan. 
Moch had told him that he personally favored this approach although 
his government did not. He thought that a proposal along these lines 
would be negotiable with the USSR. Secretary Herter said that he sup-
ported this kind of proposal because he believed that it was the best 
way to test whether the Soviets really meant business in disarmament.

Secretary Gates said that his concern about this suggestion stemmed 
from its similarity to the disengagement proposals which had been put 
forth by Mr. Kennan and which had frightened the Germans terribly. 
Mr. McCloy said that he would be extremely worried about putting for-
ward a proposal such as Mr. Coolidge had outlined. Secretary Herter 
pointed out that a less specific version of this proposal had been incor-
porated in the Western Peace Plan and had been accepted by our allies 
in this context. He recognized that a substantial difference was made 
by the fact that then it was connected with reunification of Germany 
and that there will be great difficulties with Adenauer in taking it out 
of this context. Mr. Coolidge observed that Norstad was more strongly 
in favor than ever of his inspection zone ideas but felt that they should 
not be combined initially with a thinning out proposal. Secretary Herter 
said that Norstad would be willing to agree that IRBMs not be stationed 
in the zone but that he wanted no other restrictions on deployment of 
weapons or men.

Secretary Gates said that we were faced with the choice of either 
reducing our manpower or having a bigger defense budget. We were 
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presently spending $22½ billion for Personnel and Maintenance and 
Operation and this was entirely out of balance with other expenditures. 
This factor was considerably more important than the balance of pay-
ments problem. It would be impossible to reduce our overall forces 
without withdrawing some troops from Europe. Mr. Foster said that the 
Norstad plan would allow us to get started on establishing inspection 
and control, which was of extreme importance. Secretary Gates said that 
we could proceed on the present basis for another fiscal year only. He 
acknowledged that the President feels strongly on this subject, believ-
ing that our troops were sent to Europe for emergency purposes only 
and the situation had now become frozen. He himself believed that it 
was a misuse of forces to keep so many men in Europe. Mr. McCloy said 
that the Germans would take this as an abandonment by the U.S. and 
that it would be a very bad tactical error to pull out forces prior to the 
Summit. Secretary Gates said that there was now no intention to reduce 
European forces during the next calendar year.

Dr. Killian inquired whether the Coolidge group had looked into 
the problem of achieving stable deterrence. Mr. Coolidge said that his 
conclusion was that one of our overwhelmingly important objectives 
was to work for an invulnerable retaliatory force. Secretary Gates said 
that studies recently completed in the Department of Defense show 
that between now and 1963 neither side could win a war without strik-
ing first. The importance of pre- emptive attack would grow continu-
ously between now and this period. This projection held good even 
taking into consideration our plans for base hardening, development 
of Polaris, increasing mobility and the use of storable liquid and solid 
fuels. Dr. Killian said that he had reached the conclusion that we will be 
in the best stance to achieve progress in disarmament when we have 
gotten ourselves into a position where we can take risks that we can-
not now accept because any surprise attack would leave us unable to 
retaliate. We can only accomplish this by increasing our defense expen-
ditures. Secretary Gates said that he expected to spend a good part of the 
next year before the Congress justifying our present defense budget.

Returning to the preliminary conclusions of his review of disar-
mament policy Mr. Coolidge said that the possibilities of developing an 
international police force appeared to be quite barren given the attitude 
of the majority of U.N. members. Thus he felt the only immediate steps 
which could be taken towards Part I of the general goal he had outlined 
would be (a) to regularize U.N. procedure for appointing a U.N. “pres-
ence” in troubled areas and adding the power in U.N. teams to mediate 
disputes; (b) reviving and pressing for codification and development of 
international law; (c) repealing the Connally amendment and agreeing 
that disputes on the interpretation of the language in treaties must be 
submitted to the World Court.
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Secretary Herter explained the timing requirements for develop-
ment of our disarmament position. He would like to be able to deal with 
some specifics such as the Norstad plan at the Western Summit meeting 
December 19. It is not yet decided when the ten- nation committee will 
meet since we prefer to have it begin in May, after the Summit, whereas 
our allies prefer to have it start before the Summit. We are prepared, 
if they press the point, to agree to convening March 15, although we 
believe the group could do nothing but “putter” until after the Summit. 
Secretary Herter said he was very disturbed at our lack of specific ideas 
on disarmament. The Russians have a position, the British and French 
both have specific ideas, although the first stages of the British plan seem 
to be restricted to “study groups” and the French plan starts out with 
“good faith declarations”. The smaller nations of NATO look to us to 
take the lead in this field and we cannot fail them.

Mr. McCloy said that he was still disturbed about the Norstad Plan. 
It was not a small step. Politically it had the greatest implications of 
just about anything we could propose. It is not a question of numbers 
of men, but of the concept of disengagement. It would mark the begin-
ning of the collapse of our whole forward strategy. Secretary Herter said 
that we must have concrete suggestions to present. He was impatient 
with the Germans and their generally negative attitude. They continu-
ously stress the importance and the priority of disarmament but have 
never presented a single useful idea. With respect to the Norstad plan 
he thought it was primarily a question of presentation. It must be put 
forward in a way that does not appear to the Germans as the beginning 
of their neutralization. Mr. Foster repeated that in his view there was a 
great deal of logic behind the Norstad idea. He agreed that we could 
not afford to keep the same number of troops in Europe as we have 
today. General Gruenther said that he thought we could sell the idea 
of reducing U.S. forces. The Norstad plan would have some military 
advantages but he was afraid of its psychological impact on our allies.

Secretary Herter said that there were limits to the numbers of men 
we could pull out from Europe, both for the reason Gen. Gruenther 
had stated and because the only substitute for our troops would be 
new German divisions so long as French forces were occupied with 
the Algerian conflict. We would soon reach a point where many of our 
allies would be nervous about the number of Germans under arms. 
It was clear to him that the Russians also were genuinely afraid of a 
strongly armed Germany. Mr. Foster strongly endorsed the last remark.

Dr. Killian reiterated his conviction that Mr. Coolidge should look 
closely at the advantages and disadvantages of controlling missile test-
ing. It is quite possible that if we made such a proposal now it would 
come into effect only after we have had a chance to better our capabili-
ties vis- a- vis the Soviet Union but before we had reached a point of no 
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return on missile control and before weapons such as the small mobile 
Minuteman were developed. Secretary Gates said that he thought it 
might be as much as five years before we were in this position and that 
Defense would oppose such a ban. Dr. Killian said that he thought the 
American public was not aware and should be made aware that the 
U.S. can never again have a supremacy deterrent as it did when it had 
the monopoly on nuclear weapons. The best we can get is a system of 
mutual deterrence and it is illusory to think we have a capability for 
keeping military supremacy. Our major and most crucial problem in 
the years ahead is to make sure that this system of mutual deterrence 
was a stable one both through arms control measures and unilateral 
action to increase the invulnerability of our retaliatory power.

509. Record of Cabinet Meeting by Starbird1

Washington, December 11, 1959

RECORD OF CABINET MEETING, 11 DECEMBER 1959  
CONSIDERATION OF TEST MORATORIUM NEGOTIATIONS

1. Those in attendance included: the Vice President; Secretary 
Herter; Mr. Gordon Gray; Mr. Dulles; Mr. Allen; Attorney General Rog-
ers; Mr. McCone; General Persons; Mr. Farley; Dr. English; General 
Loper; General Fox; and General Starbird.

2. Mr. Gordon Gray and Secretary Herter introduced the meeting. 
They stated that consideration of the subject at this meeting was infor-
mational in nature and not intended to make decision. The primary rea-
son for the consideration at this time was the fact that the announced 
moratorium expires on 31 December; a decision must be taken by the 
President immediately after his return as to what would be the U.S. 
announced policy to apply thereafter.

3. Secretary Herter then gave a summary account of the negotiations 
to date. Somewhat to our surprise the Soviets agreed in August 1958 in 
the Conference of Experts to a system for the monitoring of testing. With 
regard to monitoring underground tests, the system’s capabilities had to 
be evaluated largely on the basis of only one underground nuclear shot. 
Later in HARDTACK II (in October 1958) several underground shots 

1 Source: Nuclear testing suspension talks. Secret; Restricted Data. 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of Nuclear Testing. 
Drafted on December 14.
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were fired. These revealed that the capability of the Geneva Conference 
of Experts’ system was less than had been earlier thought. The President 
proposed an “atmospheric only” ban but this the Soviets refused. Our 
officially announced period of moratorium for negotiation was for one 
year—through October 31, 1959, but was extended later to December 
31. When we realized from the HARDTACK II data that the system had 
a lesser capability than originally thought we insisted that there must 
be joint technical discussions of this new data. If satisfactory technical 
discussions could not be carried through, we might have reverted to a 
limited treaty. The Soviets resisted this strongly. However, finally they 
“caved in” and there is now underway at Geneva a technical discussion 
of the underground problem. We are receiving detailed reports on the 
Technical Conference. They are of such complex nature that it is hard for 
a layman to understand them. It does appear that we have presented all 
of our new data and that the detailed elements are now being discussed. 
There is some pessimism as to what may emerge from these discussions. 
Secretary Herter then asked Chairman McCone if he desired to add any 
comments to this summary.

4. Mr. McCone stated that he thought it was too early to tell whether 
or not any agreements would come from the present technical discus-
sions. The Soviets had obviously been caught off balance by our pre-
sentation on decoupling. Our people are apparently doing a good job of 
presenting their data. In the earlier high altitude conference, the Sovi-
ets had held back from any agreement initially but had finally reached 
agreement on many elements of the high altitude detection report. Mr. 
McCone then explained that there were three serious questions with 
regard to underground testing.

a. What could the Geneva Conference of Experts’ system (even 
with improvements) actually detect and identify and what would be 
the number and procedures of inspection for those events detected but 
not identified?

b. Could decoupling by a major factor be accomplished? If this 
could be done, quite large shots could be made to look so small that 
they would not be noticed.

c. Third and finally, how effective could be a system of on- site 
inspection in actually proving that a nuclear event had occurred? There 
was a great deal of difference of opinion in this regard.

5. Thereafter a rather general discussion occurred on various 
aspects of the problem. The more significant items that were brought 
out are as follows:

a. As to necessity for the U.S. testing, Secretary Gates spoke at 
length: both on the necessity for conducting certain safety experiments 
right away; and on the long- range benefit to our military position from 
devices we could develop but would have to test. With regard to the 
former, he brought out that certain restrictions apply to certain of our 
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weapons. The experiment to answer certain questions in this regard had 
been approved by the President but we did not know how to handle 
the public relations aspects without serious propaganda danger during 
the presently announced moratorium period. He felt these experiments 
should go forward as quickly as possible after 1 January. With regard to 
the later and broader aspect, he pointed out the dependence of our mil-
itary posture on nuclear warheads. He illustrated gains by explaining 
that the so- called [text not declassified] systems that might be developed.

b. The Vice President stated that he knew there were differences 
of opinion among the scientists as to what we could gain from testing. 
He asked Dr. Kistiakowsky’s opinion. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that a 
Panel covering only possible U.S. gains from testing had concluded: 
the greatest and most urgent problem was that of answering the safety 
questions; that there was no necessity for immediate testing to meet the 
requirements of systems currently in development.2

c. Mr. Dulles commented in answer to a question that we had no 
indication that the Soviets were currently testing.

d. Secretary Herter explained that one thing that handicapped us 
in knowing what to do was the general lack of clear and consistent 
scientific indication as to exactly what were the capabilities of the moni-
toring system,—that opinions differed. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that the 
scientists could advise that shots above a few kilotons should be detect-
able and identifiable (if decoupling were not considered). He stated fur-
ther that below a few kilotons they would advise that the system would 
not be fully reliable; also that if decoupling worked much greater shots 
could be concealed but decoupling was expensive. He mentioned that 
there had been already certain improvements in the instrumentation 
which would improve the system. When Secretary Gates indicated that 
a very extensive program (Vela) was necessary to prove out the detec-
tion system, Dr. Kistiakowsky indicated that this was not the purpose 
of the project. The main purpose was that of improvement of system 
instrumentation already existent to permit a system of improved capa-
bilities. Beyond describing the capabilities in the manner shown the sci-
entist could not go. It was up to those concerned with policy to decide 
what should be the nature of the agreement considering the capabilities 
and limitations of the system.

e. Mr. Allen commented to the effect that perhaps we should take 
a system of the 20 control posts only, and without on- site inspection. 
After all, if the control posts detected questionable events and these 
were reveled publicly perhaps this would deter violations. All Prin-
cipals connected that they believed that this would not be adequate 
deterrence but without discussing in full. Mr. Herter believed this 
would give up an advantage for which we were bargaining (presum-
ably some real inspection in Russia).

f. Mr. McCone explained that perhaps a logical answer to our situa-
tion was to propose a threshold system. In explanation, if the detection 
scheme were capable with its on- site inspection of effectively monitor-
ing, for example, blasts of 10 KT and above, then we would agree to 

2 Note: This was only a part of the Panel’s finding, of course. The total finding went 
on to the general effect that warheads for systems in development could be improved 
significantly through testing and that other systems of great promise should be possible 
if testing were permitted. [Footnote is in the original.]
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forego such blasts but not forego those that were of yield less than 10 
KT. Decoupling introduced somewhat of a problem but this might not 
be insurmountable. He brought out that it was the original intent of the 
U.S. at the time the negotiations began in October of last year to intro-
duce at the appropriate time the threshold concept. Such introduction 
had not yet occurred. Mr. McCone also read what he believed should 
be the announcement made by the President just before 31 December. 
A copy of this is enclosed.

g. Later Mr. McCone said he wished that there was a way that 
the U.S. could take the initiative. He suggested that we announce we 
would forego all atmospheric tests but would consider ourselves free to 
revert at any time to underground testing should it be required. Secre-
tary Herter doubted the Soviets would accept this. In answer to query, 
he mentioned the British continually indicated they would be prepared 
to accept a more limited system than the U.S. desired. In answer to a 
specific query of the Vice President as to whether Mr. McCone believed 
that we could work out with the Soviets an agreement permitting 
underground testing, Mr. McCone replied in the negative.

6. The Vice President commented to the following effect during 
the general discussion. It appeared to him that there were three possi-
ble courses and that there were strong supporters of the three. Those 
courses were: to revert in the near future to underground testing; to 
forego for an extended period (whether it be stated as on a “week- 
to- week” basis or otherwise) all testing and without any inspection 
system; or to take whatever inspection system could be negotiated 
in return for a comprehensive system. He believed this would be the 
way the President would look at the matter when he returns. As to the 
first of these approaches (revert in the near future to underground test-
ing) he felt that the President would be in a most difficult position to 
announce this, at least in the early future immediately after his present 
good- will trip. He and others mentioned successive events of the future 
which might dictate again and again against an announcement at that 
time that we were reverting to testing,—the Summit Conference, the 
President’s trip to Russia, and the U.S. election. We might in actuality 
then find ourselves in a position where we had only one of the other 
two choices.

7. The Vice President pointed out that the President on his return 
would have many things that would have to be done in a short time. He 
asked Mr. Gordon Gray to complete a memorandum for record which 
could be given to the President, or used in connection with informing 
the President of these discussions.

Alfred D. Starbird
Brigadier General, USA

Director of Military Application
Enclosure

Announcement
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510. Memorandum of Meeting1

Washington, December 11, 1959, 10 a.m.

SUBJECT

Moratorium on Nuclear Testing

Present: The Vice President, General Persons, Secretary Herter, 
Mr. Farley, Secretary Gates, Deputy Secretary Douglas, General Loper, 
General Fox, Secretary Anderson, Attorney General Rogers, Chairman 
McCone, General Starbird, Dr. English, Director Dulles, Dr. Scoville, 
Director Allen, Dr. Kistiakowsky and Gordon Gray

Mr. Gray opened the meeting by indicating that the Vice President 
had wanted to have a discussion of the moratorium on nuclear test-
ing. Mr. Gray suggested that the Secretary of State might give a gen-
eral summary of the situation and that Mr. McCone might follow up in 
more detail, particularly with respect to the technical discussions now 
in progress in Geneva.

The Vice President made it clear that the purpose of the meeting 
was not to arrive at any decisions but perhaps to help in arriving at 
recommendations to be made to the President upon his return. He was 
concerned about timing and about the necessity which would confront 
the President immediately after his return to decide as to what would 
be the U.S. announced policy to apply after the expiration of the mora-
torium on 31 December.

Mr. Herter said that of course the principal problem was with 
respect to a decision as to what we do after the first of the year. The 
question is whether we extend the moratorium.

Mr. Herter then gave a summary account of negotiations to date. 
Somewhat to our surprise the Soviets agreed in August 1958 in the Con-
ference of Experts to a system for the monitoring of testing. With regard 
to monitoring underground tests, the system’s capabilities had to be 
evaluated largely on the basis of only one underground nuclear shot.

Later in HARDTACK II (in October 1958) several underground 
shots were fired. These revealed that the capability of the Geneva Con-
ference of Experts’ system was less than had been earlier thought. The 
President proposed an “atmospheric only” ban but this the Soviets 
refused. Our officially announced period of moratorium for negotiation 
was initially for one year—through October 31, 1959, but was extended 
later to December 31. When we realized from the HARDTACK II 

1 Source: Moratorium on nuclear testing. Top Secret. 9 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of Nuclear Testing.
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data that the system had a lesser capability than originally thought 
we insisted that there must be joint technical discussions of this new 
data. If satisfactory technical discussions could not be carried through, 
we might have reverted to a limited treaty. The Soviets resisted this 
strongly. However, finally they “caved in” and there is now underway 
at Geneva a technical discussion of the underground problem. We are 
receiving detailed reports on the Technical Conference. They are of such 
a complex nature that it is hard for a layman to understand them and 
Secretary Herter confessed that he could not ascertain from the cables 
whether we are or are not making progress in the discussions.

Mr. McCone then spoke, suggesting that there are essentially three 
serious problems with regard to underground testing:

1. The question of the adequacy of a detection system. For exam-
ple, what could the Geneva Conference of Experts’ system, even with 
improvements, actually detect and identify and what would be the 
number and procedures of inspection of those events detected but not 
identified?

2. The problem of on- site inspection. This problem itself contains 
two questions: first, one of criteria for inspection (in which the Soviet 
effort seems to be to establish criteria which in effect will prevent 
inspection) and second, a question of what we can do when we get to 
the site.

3. The problem of decoupling. For example, could decoupling by 
major factor be accomplished? If this could be done, quite large shots 
could be made to look so small that they would not be noticed.

Mr. McCone said that he did not think we could now draw con-
clusions as to the outcome of the technical discussions but he doesn’t 
now see any real prospect of a common approach. The Soviets had 
obviously been caught off- balance by our presentation on decoupling. 
Our people are apparently doing a good job of presenting their data. 
However, Mr. McCone said that one could never be sure that agree-
ment could not be reached. He recalled in the earlier high altitude 
conference the Soviets had held back from any agreement initially but 
had finally reached agreement on many elements of the high altitude 
detection report.

Mr. Herter then spoke again to the question of timing. He pointed 
out that it was probable that somewhere between the 18th and 21st 
there would begin a recess until January 4. This has not been definitely 
agreed but seems to be the consensus of all parties.

Secretary Herter stated that if it turns out that we just cannot agree 
with the USSR, we are prepared to lay on the table a phased agreement 
which would immediately ban atmospheric tests alone. However, in 
any event, we are faced with the question of what to recommend to the 
President concerning the moratorium which expires on December 31. 
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Mr. Herter expressed the view that we should make no commitment as 
to any definite time for the further withholding of underground tests 
and that in our own minds we should really think in terms of continu-
ing the moratorium on a week- to- week basis. However, he felt that we 
should publicly say that we have no present intention of resuming test-
ing but reserve the right to do so.

At this point the Vice President said that on the basis of conversa-
tions that he had had with many people, he felt that there were three main 
points of view. He said that there are first those who want to begin under-
ground testing now; second, there are those who feel that we should never 
resume tests; and third, there are those who feel we should not resume if 
we get what he described as a foolproof agreement.

To the Vice President the real question was this: Do we resume 
testing if the Soviets make an offer which is inadequate from our point 
of view but which may seem plausible to the world?

The Vice President expressed a reservation in his mind about the 
week- to- week principle pointing out that this might by reason of nego-
tiations and other world developments in effect mean an indefinite 
moratorium.

Mr. Gates at this point pointed out that our whole defense rests 
on nuclear weapons. He also said that we must be able to experiment 
with weapons for safety purposes and we have a problem of defini-
tion within a definition. Is, he asked, the release of nuclear energy tan-
tamount to weapons testing? He pointed out that we had been long 
prepared to engage in experimentation for safety purposes which 
would perhaps result in a release of nuclear energy but that there had 
always been some reason to postpone this experimentation, such as the 
Khrushchev visit and the Eisenhower trip. There might continue to be 
reason to avoid announcing resumption of tests by reason of the West-
ern Summit Meeting, the East- West Summit meeting, the Eisenhower 
visit to the Soviet Union, U.S. elections, etc.

The Vice President then pointed out that the President will soon 
return as a sort of international “prince of peace” and the realities of the 
situation lead him to believe that the President simply cannot within 
say, sixty days, order tests on any basis including underground unless 
in the meantime the Soviets do something egregious. He pointed out 
that public opinion hangs over us all the time and he would want to 
raise this question: If we should by reason of public relations have a 
moratorium in effect, do we then take the best inspection system we 
can settle for?

Mr. McCone then referred to the safety problem. He acknowledged 
that the percentage of danger is small but it is there nevertheless and it 
is imperative that we have experimentation which unfortunately will 
result in the release of some nuclear energy.
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Mr. McCone then pointed out that he had discussed the thresh-
old theory with Mr. Vasily Emelyanov and that Mr. Emelyanov did not 
seem to object. Indeed, he said that Mr. Emelyanov had told him that 
at one time the Soviets were prepared to propose a ban on atmospheric 
testing alone on the basis that the U.S. would reject it and propaganda 
advantage would result. Later they had been afraid that we would 
accept it and hence did not propose it. Mr. Emelyanov promised to con-
sult his Government with respect to the threshold principle but there 
had been no further word.

Mr. McCone expressed the view that perhaps the logical answer 
to our situation was to propose a threshold system. In explanation, 
if the detection system were capable, with its on- site inspection, of 
effectively monitoring, for example, blasts of 10 KT and above then we 
would agree to forego such blasts but not forego those that were of a 
yield of less than 10 KT. Decoupling introduced something of a prob-
lem but this might not be insurmountable. In any event, Mr. McCone 
expressed the hope that the Technical Conference would bring in the 
threshold theory or develop so as to permit us to bring it in.

Mr. McCone then asked if we could agree that we would extend 
the moratorium on a week- to- week basis. Mr. Herter said it would be 
better to put it on a basis of no present intention to resume testing. The 
week- to- week concept would be our own private approach.

At this point then Mr. McCone read a proposed announcement a 
copy of which is attached. No copies were circulated and the announce-
ment was not discussed in detail.

The Vice President said that he knew there were differences of 
opinion among scientists with respect to the military necessity of early 
resumption of tests and suggested that Dr. Kistiakowsky speak to this 
point. Dr. Kistiakowsky described the McRae Panel report and its con-
clusion that the greatest and most urgent problem was answering the 
safety questions and there was no necessity for immediate testing to 
meet the requirements of systems currently in development. However, 
he acknowledged that this was not a net evaluation and did not take 
into account the state of the art in the Soviet Union.

The Vice President then asked about such developments as the 
neutron weapons and asked whether these could be developed with-
out further testing. It was agreed that they could not be. Mr. Gates then 
observed that these weapons, including the development of clean small 
weapons [text not declassified], were of considerable importance to the 
national security. Dr. Kistiakowsky described more in detail what the 
neutron weapon is.

The Attorney General asked if we had any evidence that the Sovi-
ets were now or had been engaged in underground testing. Mr. Allen 
Dulles replied that there was no evidence whatsoever. The Attorney 
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General then asked whether, if we did not continue testing and the 
Soviets did, would this put us at a military disadvantage. The consen-
sus was that we would be so disadvantaged. The Attorney General then 
observed that history would judge the policy makers rather harshly if it 
ultimately developed that we were withholding testing and the Soviets 
were not and we had thereby suffered a military disadvantage.

Mr. Herter then adverted to the seeming paradox of the fact that 
the uncertainty which runs like a thread through this whole matter 
might redound to our advantage. He pointed out that as the discussion 
in the meeting had indicated, there was no absolutely foolproof system. 
In view of the fact that one cannot be sure of avoiding detection, this 
uncertainty may act in a sense more as a deterrent than would absolute 
certainty at certain levels because the Soviets would not know exactly 
what could be detected and identified.

At this point, Mr. Gates pointed out that although this was not a 
budget discussion we must bear in mind that the kind of an inspection 
system we were discussing would cost large sums of money and would 
take a long period of time to install. When Secretary Gates indicated 
that a very extensive program (VELA) was necessary to prove out the 
detection system and develop instrumentation, Dr. Kistiakowsky indi-
cated that this was not the purpose of the project. Instrumentation is 
available. The main purpose is that of improvement of system instru-
mentation already existent to permit a system of improved capabilities.

Mr. McCone repeated that it would take several years to install 
the system and in the meantime there would be a deterioration of the 
atomic stockpile and of the laboratories. He wished also, he said, to raise 
two other issues: first the question of Communist China and second the 
Ormsby- Gore talk. With respect to Communist China he pointed out that 
here was a vast land area where underground testing could be conducted 
at will without adequate detection and inspection. He said that his ref-
erence to the Ormsby- Gore talk was the Department of State cable dated 
December 9 from Wadsworth, outlining what Mr. McCone described as 
a very ominous and disturbing conversation with Mr. Ormsby- Gore of 
the UK, in effect suggesting that we might have to depart from our tra-
ditional position of “no disarmament without thoroughly effective con-
trol.” (Cable attached)

Mr. McCone wondered whether we were getting ourselves into a 
position of policy control by the UK. He invited Mr. Herter to comment 
on these points.

Mr. Herter replied that from the beginning it was apparent that 
the UK wishes to reach an agreement. This was true before their recent 
elections and continues to be true. The UK, he said, was prepared to 
make many concessions which we have not been prepared to make. 
Indeed, they want us to declare another moratorium. Mr. Herter said 
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that the British would probably do this on their own part and there was 
nothing we could do to stop them. With respect to Communist China, 
Mr. Herter pointed out that we have a treaty article which would seek 
to include Communist China. However, there was no point in tabling 
that until the three powers agree among themselves.

Mr. McCone pointed out that by reason of information the British 
are getting from us, they do not need to continue their own test program.

At this point there was a discussion of the state of the art of 
seismology.

Secretary Herter commented that one thing that handicapped us 
in knowing what to do was the general lack of clear and consistent sci-
entific indication as to exactly what were the capabilities of the moni-
toring system. He said there were differing opinions. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
replied that the scientists could advise that shots above a few kilotons 
should be detectable and identifiable. He said further that below a few 
kilotons they could advise that the system would not be fully reliable. 
Also, if decoupling worked, much greater shots could be concealed. 
He indicated that there had already been certain improvements in the 
instrumentation which would improve the system. However, Dr. Kistia-
kowsky said that beyond describing the capabilities of the system, the 
scientists could not go. It was up to those concerned with policy to decide 
the nature of the agreement, considering the capabilities and limitations 
of the system. With particular reference to decoupling, Dr. Kistiakowsky 
pointed out that if we accept the notion of decoupling then regardless of 
what the experts agree in their present discussions, we will not have an 
adequate system. The question is, he thought, whether we really believe 
the Soviets will undertake this costly and difficult operation for evasion 
purposes. He indicated the range of costs of a big hole of $20–50 mil-
lion. To underscore his point, he said that it was possible to conduct a 
test behind the moon in the outer atmosphere but raised the question of 
whether it was realistic to suppose that anyone would really attempt it.

Mr. Allen expressed the view that perhaps we should take a system 
of the 20 control posts only and without on- site inspection. After all, he 
said, if the control post detected questionable events and these were 
revealed publicly perhaps this would deter violations. There seemed to 
be no agreement on this point.

Mr. McCone then asked if we could not work out of the dilemma 
by taking the initiative; why don’t we come out and say that we won’t 
test in the atmosphere—period. Mr. Herter expressed his view that this 
would not be wise because he feels that we should get something for 
such a declaration in the way of an inspection system.

Mr. McCone then reported on the meeting he had had with some 
members of the Joint Committee on the preceding day. He said that 
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probably an 80% majority of the Committee wish us to resume testing 
right after January 1st.

Mr. Gray then said that he wished to point out that we were really 
perhaps talking about two different problems—one was the experi-
mentation for safety tests which might release some nuclear energy but 
which could be treated as experimentation for safety purposes and not 
as the resumption of weapons testing—second, was the question of the 
resumption of nuclear testing. Mr. Gray said that it seemed to him that 
there was a consensus that as long as the negotiations are going on and 
indeed in any event for the foreseeable future the political problems 
confronting the State Department would prevent the President from 
announcing a resumption of nuclear testing. However, if the safety 
problem was as great as those responsible for defense said it was then 
in the interest of national security the President might feel it essential to 
go ahead with the experimentation.

Mr. Herter then said that the State Department had been ready 
and willing for these experiments to be undertaken. He said that Dr. 
Kistiakowsky felt that they could be described as experiments and 
not testing. However, said Mr. Herter, the Defense Department had 
resisted this; he thought perhaps because it could be used as a lever 
for an agreement to resume testing. Mr. Gates denied this as a Defense 
Department position but Mr. Herter reiterated that he had understood 
this rather clearly from Mr. Irwin.

At this point, Mr. McCone broke in to say that it was not the Defense 
Department which was resisting proceeding with the experiments 
under the presently announced moratorium, but the AEC. He said that 
if this work were done at the laboratories where there was a sophis-
ticated press it would be impossible to avoid headline stories which 
would describe the experiments as nuclear weapons testing. This, he 
pointed out, would be for the Soviets, propaganda- wise, the equivalent 
of an actual resumption of testing. He therefore was opposed to pro-
ceeding under the current moratorium with these experiments because 
no way could be found to conduct them without the release at some 
point of nuclear energy.

Mr. Gray said there appears to him to be one major question which 
we weren’t facing up to and that was this: Would the continuing inter-
national political situation be such that in fact we would never resume 
testing? Mr. Herter observed that the State Department was not rec-
ommending such a position. Mr. Gray responded that he did not sug-
gest that anyone was recommending such a position but as a practical 
matter was this not a possibility? If so, we would have an uncontrolled 
moratorium and if this were to be inevitable (and he expressed the 
hope that it would not be) then would not we want to face the decision 



1836 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

of taking the best system we could negotiate even if it turned out to 
have only primarily intelligence values?

The Vice President said that what all of this suggested to him is 
that perhaps some decisions which one might think could be indefi-
nitely postponed might have to be made rather early upon the Pres-
ident’s return. He asked Mr. Gray to complete a memorandum for 
record which could be given to the President, or used in connection 
with informing the President of these discussions.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

511. Telegram From Harold Brown to McCone1

Washington, December 26, 1959 

A. I would summarize the happenings and results of technical 
working group No. 2 as follows:

1. The Soviets accepted the suggested instrumental changes and 
ideas for future improvements. They rejected the HARDTACK II results 
and other conclusions about seismic detection and identification. They 
also refused to accept the U.S. Delegation formulation of criteria for 
eligibility of seismic events for inspection, which stretched the technical 
situation as far as we felt we could go in the direction of optimism with-
out allowing most or all small nuclear explosions underground to be 
mistakenly identified as earthquakes by the criteria. There was thus no 
agreement nor any narrowing of the gap between US and USSR on any 
technical item of substance. The UK, though strongly wanting some 
kind of agreed report, was substantially in accord technically with the 
final US report.

2. The contrast between the honesty of the US Delegation and 
the subordination of technical evaluation to political requirements on the 
part of the Soviets was very evident. For example, while agreeing to the 
correctness of the very large decoupling factor of the large hole in private, 
they denied it at the formal sessions. They made an extremely dishon-
est presentation to the question of magnitudes, purporting to show that 
there were only a fifth as many earthquakes of size equivalent to a given 

1 Source: Results of technical working group no. 2: foolproof detection impossible, 
U.S. should resume testing. Secret. 6 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone: Papers, Test File, 
Dec. 1959.
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nuclear explosion as believed by the Conference of Experts, but offered 
to leave things as they were in 1958, showing that they did not take their 
own purportedly scientific position seriously. Most important of all, they 
made it clear that they would accept a set of criteria only if these cri-
teria eliminated almost all earthquakes from eligibility from inspection, 
whether or not this was justified by the technical situation. The U.S. Del-
egation, when it found that it could change its criteria so as to eliminate 
more natural events without too much risk of misidentification of explo-
sions, did so. The Soviets presented, and stuck to, criteria which would 
certainly have identified all the underground HARDTACK explosions as 
earthquakes and made them ineligible for inspection. This kind of behav-
ior indicates that inspection by technical agreement in the international 
control organization would never occur under the proposed treaty, and is 
one of most discouraging things about the negotiations to date.

3. It is clear from the work of the US technical group during the 
past five weeks that the system capability is considerably less than 
believed even a few months ago.

a. The criteria, which were as liberal as we felt could be agreed, leave 
almost all seismic events equivalent to 5 KT with RAINIER coupling 
unidentified, and even at some tens of KT a large fraction will be uniden-
tified and, therefore, eligible for inspection. Though the aids of selection 
are expected to improve this situation considerably, no one can guaran-
tee this, or say how much. This can be found out only through several 
years of research, and at the end of this time there is a good chance that as 
many new questions will have been raised as old ones answered.

b. On the other hand, preliminary calculations by Bethe and others, 
as well as by the Soviets, indicate that a decoupling factor of several 
(perhaps even five) can be achieved by choosing a different medium, 
(e.g. granite, which is everywhere) instead of the RAINIER tuff, or a 
greater burial depth, or a different geography. Though we have no 
exact calculations and therefore made only a reference to “considerable 
variation of amplitude” in the report this could mean that instead of for 
5 KT, the statement that almost no equivalent earthquakes are identi-
fied by their seismic signals applies to 15 or 20 KT. That is, magnitude 
4.4 may mean 15 or 20 KT instead of 5 KT.

c. On- site inspection is now agreed by the US technical people to be 
very difficult, that is, its probability of success may be very small. The 
failure of geophysical techniques “forces us to place very much greater 
reliance on aerial, ground, and underground visual and photographic 
surveys directed toward the observation and detection both of geologic 
and terrain disturbances as well as those of unusual human activity. 
Both of these kinds of evidence may be greatly diminished or possibly 
even completely eliminated in some cases by careful planning on the 
part of a potential violator.”

The Soviets maintain that the experts’ report says that on- site 
inspection has a hundred percent chance of success. They persisted 
in this with the statement that drilling would always find debris even 
after Bethe pointed out that the area to be inspected was so much larger 
than the dimensions of the radioactive region from an explosion that it 
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would take fifty thousand years to find by that method. No statement 
about inspection appears in our final report, because it was felt that the 
subject is non- quantitative, and the statements about it in the experts’ 
report cannot be contradicted. However, it is clear that Soviet and US 
interpretations are very far apart.

It developed that the probable area of location of a seismic event is 
more nearly 2,000 square kilometers than the 200 given (though qual-
ified) in the experts’ report. The U.S. Delegation tried to allow in its 
criteria for 500 square kilometers where necessary. The Soviets wanted 
to consider everything not located to within 200 square kilometers inel-
igible for inspection, which would eliminate almost every event. If the 
inspection area is only a fraction of that within which the event is actu-
ally located, this situation alone reduces the probability of success to at 
most 10 or 20 percent, independent of efforts to conceal the evidence.

d. The large hole decoupling proved to be, by the evidence of engi-
neers who have washed out large holes by solution mining, much eas-
ier than had been thought. Multiple pump operation could produce 
a 75 kiloton hole in as little as two years for less than $20,000,000. In 
connection with the use of intelligence to find such activities, it is of 
interest that during most of the construction period only a two man 
crew would be required.

B. My own ideas on the procedure to pursue now are as follows:
1. We have been negotiating for some time on a comprehensive ban 

with the idea that the difficulties of policing underground (and deep 
space) tests would lead the Soviets to suggest or at least acquiesce easily 
to a threshold idea. It is obvious that they will not do so without great 
pressure from us. The disagreed conclusions of technical working group 
No. 2 provide the US with the best opportunity we may ever have to make 
clear to the world that the proposed control system does not in fact control 
underground (or space) explosions at all, below some yield (or beyond 
some distance). This has never been made clear to the world or US public, 
nor has the fact that no radioactive hazard exists from such explosions. 
Both of these ideas must be given wide publicity, no matter what our pol-
icy on testing may be, simply because they are true and important.

2. If world public opinion (or our opinion of what world public 
opinion is) makes all testing impossible for the US even though the 
Soviet Union may test clandestinely, then it is better to withhold testing 
unilaterally and not have the control system, because the presence of 
the inadequate control system would:

a. Lead to a false sense of reassurance. The public would not realize 
that the Soviets might very well be testing, while without the system 
they would realize it.

b. Serve as a “first step” toward other inadequate control systems 
to monitor real disarmament agreements which would place the US in 
very grave peril by depending on Soviet good intentions for our con-
tinued existence.

c. Generate extreme tension between the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
by channeling inspections into the most sensitive areas and efforts of 
the Soviets, the system must rely on intelligence and intelligence will 
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invariably point to the most sensitive areas, without knowing whether 
they contain nuclear test activities or something else.

3. The U.S. should propose a ban covering the atmosphere, space 
out to 100,000 kilometers, and underground for yields higher than 
about 100 or 150 kilotons. The underground situation could be handled 
by setting a magnitude of about 5.5, which the explosions could not 
exceed. A big hole to handle much more than 100 to 150 kilotons is still 
considered very expensive and time consuming, and so developments 
necessitating such yields would be made very much harder, if it is felt 
important to inhibit them. A few inspections a year would be enough 
for events above magnitude 5.5 (I estimate there are only a few tens of 
such events per year in the Soviet Union), and smaller events would be 
ineligible for inspection.

4. To avoid Soviet stalling on such a proposal, the U.S. should 
announce that it now reserves the right to carry out such explosions 
at any time, and will do so whenever it is ready and its defense needs 
demand. The actual execution could await an educational plan of the kind 
described in B.1 above which should be accomplished in a few months. 
If an actual military development shot is considered too embarrassing at 
the moment, the DITCHDICGER experiment might be carried out with 
the statement that in the absence of an agreement and a detection system, 
everything is completely a matter of trust, and that the world can trust 
us when we say that this shot has only peaceful aims. The Soviets have 
hitherto been able to deflect U.S. attempts at a limited treaty merely by 
ignoring them, and letting the U.K. put pressure on us to continue nego-
tiating on a comprehensive ban which we know to be technically incapa-
ble of being monitored. Another eighteen months of this kind of activity 
must be avoided, and the announcement that we are no longer bound to 
refrain from testing would help avoid it. Even more effective would be 
an early resumption of low- yield underground tests following an educa-
tional campaign, which would put real pressure on the Soviets to reach 
an agreement consistent with the capabilities of the control system.

5. It may be that the U.S. would lose more in allied and neutral 
opinion by resuming tests than it stands to lose by a gradual weakening 
of our military strength. However, one should remember that this dete-
rioration could well make us unable to defend either ourselves from a 
massive attack by denying us the ability to retaliate with mobile mis-
siles which could survive, or to defend our allied and the neutrals with 
effective weapons of limited war. I find it hard to believe that we can-
not explain our case to the rest of the world well enough to reduce to 
acceptable proportions the propaganda losses following upon a refusal 
to accept a comprehensive treaty which is not accompanied by a com-
prehensive control system.

I think we can make our case. To do so, however, we must take a 
strong line insisting on a threshold or a limited treaty, corresponding 
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to the capabilities of the system. We must stick to that line. We must let 
the U.K. know that we mean it and that we expect them to support us 
in what they know to be technically justified. Finally, we must let the 
Soviets know that this is our final offer, and that we do not intend to 
continue the present uncontrolled ban. We can best do this by resuming 
tests which are allowed under the arrangement we propose without 
waiting for the conference to act on it, otherwise the Soviets will inev-
itably decide we are bluffing. The disagreed conclusions of technical 
working group two, particularly on criteria, provide a logical public 
justification for such a policy on the part of the U.S. The justification 
has existed for some time within the Government, where the facts have 
been known, but we are unlikely to have again as good a peg for a 
strong and positive policy as has been provided by the results of the 
technical discussions during the past month in Geneva.

512. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, December 28, 1959

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Cessation Policy

PARTICIPANTS

WHITE HOUSE
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Keeny

AEC
Mr. McCone
Gen. Luedecke
Dr. English

CIA
Gen. Cabell
Mr. Brent

State
Secretary Herter
Ambassador Wadsworth
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Sullivan— 

S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Dean—SOV

DOD
Secretary Gates
General Twining
General Loper
General Fox
Mr. Knight

OTHERS
Dr. James Fisk— 

President Bell  
Telephone Labs

Mr. Frederick Eaton

1 Source: No agreement with the Soviet Union on technical detection criteria, posi-
tion to take in resumed negotiations, decision on testing. Secret. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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The Secretary said that a number of significant things had occurred 
in connection with the Geneva negotiations since the last meeting of 
principals. The technical working group had resulted in a largely dis-
agreed report. The Secretary asked Dr. Fisk to describe the impasse that 
had been reached and to give his appraisal of the technical situation. 
Dr. Fisk reviewed the course of the meeting, describing the position that 
the U.S. had taken on the new Hardtack data, the “big hole” decoupling 
possibilities, system improvements and technical criteria establishing 
eligibility for on- site inspection. Dr. Fisk said that it was obvious from 
the outset of the meetings that the Soviet delegation was operating 
under strict political instructions and it proved extremely difficult to 
center the arguments on strictly technical considerations. The Soviets 
never consented to informal meetings until the end of the talks and 
even then their representatives were under severe constraints. This 
was unlike the situation that prevailed in the summer of 1958 where 
informal sessions proved most useful. The meeting ended without 
any agreement on the US data or its implications. Whereas the Soviets 
accepted the “big hole” theory they challenged its feasibility and the 
lack of experimental foundation. Dr. Fisk interpolated that his own first 
reaction to the big hole had been that it was a bizarre idea. He now felt 
that it looked more feasible than he had first thought, if constructed 
in salt domes. The Soviets agreed with all of the improvements we 
suggested and in general with anything which was optimistic. There 
was no agreement on criteria, although at some points the Soviet and 
US drafts coincided. Under the terms of our criteria a large majority of 
seismic events would be eligible for inspection. The Soviet approach 
would allow inspection only of highly suspicious events, such as those 
occurring in aseismic areas. Our delegation took the position that it 
was impossible to assign degrees of suspiciousness. Dr. Fisk said that 
he found it significant that the Soviet Annex to the final report does 
not contain the Soviet criteria proposals and that this must mean they 
themselves recognize that their position is absurd and that it would fall 
apart when subjected to objective technical scrutiny. Dr. Fisk continued 
that despite the failure to reach agreement the meeting had resulted in 
a far broader understanding on the part of all participants of the tech-
nical problems involved in underground detection. All of the US data 
is now on the record. He referred to the fact that Federov had blasted 
the US presentation at the last meeting and that he, Dr. Fisk, had tried 
to answer him on the spot. The effectiveness of our response could no 
doubt be improved. In general Dr. Fisk felt there was little doubt that 
the USSR genuinely wanted a treaty but they would not admit any-
thing which makes the problem of detection look more difficult than 
it did in 1958. Sir William Penney of the UK delegation was in almost 
total agreement with the US position. The UK annex to the report was 
only slightly different in its emphasis on minor points.
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The Secretary said that the Soviet annex was a nasty document and 
reflected on the integrity of our scientific team. He felt consideration 
should be given to how we might most effectively answer the Soviet 
attack. He said that we were now confronted with the problem of where 
we go from here and referred to the decision which had been made 
when the Soviets accepted the technical talks that we would review our 
position in the light of the conclusions of the technical meetings. Under 
the US criteria 90 per cent of the events which were detected would 
be inspectable and this would amount to a very large number. There 
would be thousands of events of 1 kiloton and above and the problem 
would be immense. Dr. Fisk agreed but stated that auxiliary informa-
tion, when used by experts, could reduce by a factor of two or more the 
events which might have to be subject to inspection. However, this still 
left a very large number.

The Secretary said that there were several different ways of proceed-
ing. First, we could press the Soviets further to accept our criteria. The 
second would be to get agreement on a quota of inspections sufficiently 
high to provide an adequate deterrent. Amb. Wadsworth felt that the 
Soviets might take our criteria but that they would not go very high on 
the numbers. The Secretary was concerned by our lack of a sound basis 
to defend before the Senate an agreement which provided practically 
no deterrence to violations in lower yield underground tests. We were 
confronted with two questions in connection with tomorrow’s meeting 
with the President. First, what should we recommend to the President 
with respect to the extension of the moratorium which expires Decem-
ber 31. Second, what direction should the negotiations take upon recon-
vening January 12. He recalled that there had been a prior decision to 
table a limited treaty and that this had been reversed when the Soviets 
accepted the technical talks. Given this background he felt that there 
were two courses open. The first was to give up any attempt to control 
underground testing altogether. The second was to reconcile ourselves 
to accepting less than adequate. A third approach which had been sug-
gested appealed to him more than either of these alternatives, namely, 
to propose a threshold (expressed in terms of seismic magnitude rather 
than kiloton yield) above which underground tests would be banned. 
He asked Dr. Fisk to comment on the feasibility of this approach. Dr. 
Fisk said that there is a difference in view between ourselves and the 
Russians on the correlation between yield of an explosion and seismic 
amplitude, but there appeared to be general agreement among seismol-
ogists on the relationship between signal amplitude and seismic inten-
sity. Mr. McCone said he thought that the approach was a feasible one.

Secretary Gates suggested that one way to combine our objectives 
of establishing a new direction and rebutting the Soviet attack on our 
scientists would be to draft and despatch a Presidential letter deploring 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1843

the attack, referring to the lack of technical agreement and suggesting 
reversion to a phased treaty such as had been put forward on April 
13. The Secretary said that he saw two practical dangers that had to be 
balanced in deciding what to do in the present negotiations. The first is 
that we should avoid concluding a treaty that does not hold water. On 
the other hand we must recognize that we live in a world that does not 
like nuclear testing and our procedure will have to take this reality into 
account. This is why he felt that the threshold idea offers the best possi-
bility. The world wants us to exert all possible efforts to reach an agree-
ment and the threshold principle, which would ban underground tests 
in the highest yield ranges, would be supportable in public opinion. We 
would take the position that the arbitrary position of the Soviets and 
their refusal to engage in objective technical discussions left us no alter-
native but this approach. At the same time we would propose a joint 
research program and express the hope that further work would allow 
us gradually to achieve the objective of pushing the threshold down. If 
the Russians reject this suggestion the onus for failure will be on them 
and we will be in a much better position vis- a- vis world public opinion 
with respect to resumption of our own testing. General Cabell said that 
the Soviets have played the technical talks break down in a low key and 
that their propaganda had emphasized the areas of agreement which 
had been reached and de- emphasized the areas of disagreement. The 
Secretary said that this confirmed his view that they genuinely want to 
reach an agreement and that we should take advantage of this desire.

Mr. McCone said that he was disturbed about leaving unanswered 
the Soviet attack on our scientific presentation which he felt should be 
brought into public perspective promptly. Dr. Fisk said that he hoped 
we would avoid having this degenerate into a name- calling contest 
and felt that it would be more effective to play this quietly. Mr. Farley 
said that we might emphasize that the Soviet name- calling was an 
indication that they had been unable to counter our technical argu-
ments and that we should put out again the technical facts which had 
led us to the conclusions we had reached.

The Secretary said that he liked Secretary Gates’ idea of a letter from 
the President. Mr. McCone agreed and said that he also felt that thresh-
old suggestion would have appeal if it were technically practical. Sec-
retary Gates felt that the threshold idea could be mentioned in the letter 
but that it did not need to be made as a proposal. Dr. Fisk said that 
there were some technical problems with the threshold proposal, such 
as our ability to set out a procedure to determine an average magnitude 
value when confronted with scattered seismograms, each of which 
had a slightly different amplitude. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that he felt it 
would be practical to put forward the threshold proposal as long as 
the threshold were tied to magnitude, as the Secretary had suggested, 
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rather than to yield. Dr. Fisk said that it is hard to avoid the conclusion 
that if it is difficult to write criteria for on- site inspection, it will be even 
more difficult to establish the criteria in terms of instrument reading for 
a threshold. If this were the direction decided upon early and careful 
study would be required.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that the threshold proposal could be sweet-
ened by proposing advance notification of any underground tests con-
ducted below the threshold, and if provision were made to use these 
tests as part of a research program to advance the art of seismology 
which could lead to a gradual reduction in the threshold. Secretary Gates 
said that this proposal made good sense.

In connection with the drafting of a Presidential letter Dr. Kistiakow-
sky observed that it would be best to avoid going deeply into technical 
considerations and that it would be best to issue a factual statement to 
which the President could refer. Mr. Farley suggested that the President 
might say he had instructed the scientists to go to Geneva to conduct a 
free and objective scientific inquiry and that thereafter his attention had 
been drawn to Federov’s intemperate attack. He had then asked the 
scientists to report to him on this matter and he was transmitting the 
report to Khrushchev under cover of the latter. This approach would 
get far more public attention for our position than the Soviet attack 
had received. Mr. McCone reiterated that we should take early initiative 
with a factual statement which Dr. Fisk and his group might prepare.

The Secretary asked Dr. Fisk how long it would take to get a scien-
tific study of the feasibility of the threshold. Dr. Fisk said that he thought 
a week would suffice once the appropriate seismologists and staticians 
had been assembled. The Secretary asked that such a study be made as a 
matter of priority. If the study concluded that it was not feasible to sug-
gest a threshold we would have to re- examine the position we would 
take in the negotiations. Secretary Gates suggested again that it would be 
better not to propose a threshold but to suggest only that this possibility 
be jointly studied. The Secretary disagreed, stating that it was far better 
to make a firm proposal. This would provide a basis for demanding a 
modest number of inspections. In any case it would be better to take 
what we can get in terms of a ban on underground tests than to aban-
don the objective entirely.

The Secretary referred to the need to make a public announcement 
regarding our future testing policy. He preferred a statement to the effect 
that we had no plans to resume testing, that we were presently study-
ing the documents from the technical discussions, and that we would 
state our position on the question in the future. Mr. Gray suggested that 
we should announce that we would not engage in atmospheric testing 
but that we would reserve the right to resume underground tests. The 
Secretary said that this would reduce Amb. Wadsworth’s bargaining 
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power in Geneva to the vanishing point if it became necessary to pro-
pose a phased treaty. Secretary Gates agreed. Ambassador Wadsworth said 
that he would prefer continuation of the week- to- week extension to 
Mr. Gray’s proposal.

The Secretary said that there was a further alternative course of 
action which had not been considered and that was to take up the 
Tsarapkin suggestion that the full system be installed and a tempo-
rary ban on underground tests be put into effect for a two or three 
year period. He was personally not keen on this alternative although 
it may have to be considered in view of the British position. It is clear 
that the U.K. will split with us when it comes to actual resumption of 
testing. Mr. McCone observed that the British could afford this position 
only because they get weapons data from us. The Secretary said that 
the question of resumption of testing had to be considered in the light 
of the importance for us of further underground testing. Whereas this 
is essentially a political decision we need to have the technical facts 
available. He recognized that it was difficult to answer the point that 
you never know what further testing may produce and that import-
ant technical break- throughs, presently unforeseen, may materialize. 
General Twining said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, although they were 
now prepared to accept an adequately controlled cessation of tests, had 
always thought that any cessation was a big mistake. The Chiefs felt 
that once tests were stopped we would never be able to resume them. 
He was convinced that they were right in this assessment. Mr. McCone 
said that the AEC was not prepared to comment on the need for further 
U.S. testing but could state that a nation which was free to conduct 
underground tests could make significant technological advances in a 
period of three years.

The Secretary said that he would like to stick with the threshold 
proposal. This had tremendous political advantages for us in showing 
that we were willing to go as far as we possibly could even in the face of 
the obstinacy displayed by the Soviets in the technical talks. This would 
be far better for us publicly than an immediate resumption of testing. 
Mr. McCone agreed. He stated that a group of scientists were scheduled 
soon to meet at Pasadena and that this might offer an opportunity to get 
a quick assessment of the feasibility of a threshold. He added that Dr. 
Brown of Livermore had supported the threshold idea. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said that he felt that the difficulties to which Dr. Fisk had alluded could 
be minimized if the treaty were drafted to say that no tests would be 
conducted which would produce a signal larger than magnitude, say, 
5.0. At the same time we would state unilaterally that we would not test 
above a certain yield, say, 20 kilotons, that would allow us a sufficient 
margin of error. Dr. Fisk agreed that with a “guard band” concept of this 
type many of the difficulties would be reduced. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated 
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also that our first proposal did not need to spell out all of the details but 
could be made in fairly general terms. Under Secretary Dillon said that 
we did not have to have a firm proposal by January 12, although we 
should work out the technical details as quickly as possible. Ambassador 
Wadsworth said that we should prepare our position during the recess 
on other outstanding points which would give us momentum in the 
meetings in case there was a delay in presenting our new position. We 
should aim at presenting a counter “package” proposal of our own on 
these issues.

The Secretary then reviewed the order of presentation for the meet-
ing with the President tomorrow, observing that there appeared to be 
general agreement on the course of action we should follow.

513. Memorandum From McCone to the AEC General Manager1

December 29, 1959

On Monday, December 23, Secretaries Herter, Gates, Dillon, Gen-
eral Twining, General Cabell (representing Mr. Dulles) and the writer 
met with Dr. Fisk for the purpose of reviewing the results of the tech-
nical conference at Geneva and also determining recommendations 
to be made to the President concerning (a) the handling of the test 
moratorium after December 31, and (b) guidelines to be followed by 
Ambassador Wadsworth when the Geneva conference resumes on 
January 12.

On Tuesday, December 23, the some group met with the President 
at Augusta to discuss the above subjects and to receive the President’s 
directive concerning the policies to be followed.

It was decided:
1. The United States policy with respect to test moratorium which 

expires December 31, should be as outlined in the attached press release 
made by the President at Augusta this morning.

2. It is our desire to genuinely seek agreement on test suspension 
under satisfactory conditions of inspection and control.

3. Since it appears impractical to arrange proper safeguards 
for small underground explosions, Dr. Fisk’s scientific group are to 

1 Source: Details decision made by the President on U.S. position in nuclear testing 
ban talks. Secret; Personal. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Test File, March 
1960.
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immediately explore and report the feasibility of establishing a thresh-
old (which might be relatively high) and possibly would be expressed 
in terms of seismograph readings.

4. If it is possible to deal with the question of the threshold in 
this way or otherwise then the delegation will be instructed to seek a 
treaty which would ban atmospheric testing and underground test-
ing above the agreed threshold with no prohibition on testing below 
the agreed threshold level. It is recognized that there is the risk of 
“cheating” by decoupling, but it was felt that this might be an accept-
able risk if all conditions would be satisfactorily met which would 
include, among other things, the installation of adequate number of 
properly instrumented detection stations and an agreement on a rea-
sonable number of unrestricted on- site inspections.

Note: Further discussion of the risks inherent is decoupling are not 
necessarily foreclosed.

5. If the Fisk scientific group report that the establishment of a 
threshold is not feasible then Ambassador Wadsworth will be instructed 
to seek an atmospheric treaty with no prohibition whatsoever on under-
ground testing.

6. Under both 4 and 5 above it would be agreed that when and as 
technological improvements permit extending the area of suspension 
then the treaty will be amended to include such expanded areas. Spe-
cial emphasis will be placed on the intention of the United States to 
continue research and to perfect detection methods for the purpose of 
expending the agreed areas of suspension.

7. Throughout both meetings indignation was expressed by all 
parties over the intemperance of the Soviet scientists comments at the 
conclusion of the Geneva technical conference. These statements are to 
be refuted by Dr. Fisk through public release of the verbatim transcripts 
of pertinent parts of the conference. Furthermore, the intemperate con-
duct of the Soviet scientists will be forcefully brought to the attention of 
the Soviet government through appropriate channels.

John A. McCone

cc:  Commissioner Graham 
Commissioner Flobarg 
Commissioner Williams

Attachment
Press Release
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514. Telegram 5162 to London1

Washington, January 7, 1960, 12:28 p.m.

5162. VERBATIM TEXT. Deliver immediately to Foreign Secretary 
Lloyd following message from Acting Secretary. Advise date and time 
of delivery.

QUOTE.

January 6, 1960

Dear Selwyn:
Since the adjournment on December 19 of the Nuclear Test Cessa-

tion negotiations in Geneva, we have been devoting much thought to 
the situation created by the Soviet refusal to acknowledge the technical 
facts regarding the problem of underground detection and identifica-
tion. This refusal and the discourteous manner in which our scientists 
were treated have given us a good deal of concern. I am enclosing 
for your personal information a copy of a letter which Chris sent to 
Gromyko just before he left town for a short vacation. Gromyko was 
informed on delivery of the letter that we have no present intention of 
making it public. So far we have had no response.

Both the British and American scientific delegations were in accord 
that the capabilities of the control system recommended by the experts 
in 1958 are not as great as previously believed. As long as the Soviet 
Union refuses to concur in this evaluation of our difficulties, we find 
ourselves without any basis for attempting to reach agreement in the 
political conference on the provisions of a comprehensive treaty which, 
while taking the problems fully into account, would, at the same time, 
seek to overcome them.

In these circumstances, we feel that upon the resumption of the 
talks on January 12, we should press the Soviet delegation to accom-
modate itself to the scientific facts as we see them. In particular, we 
should stress that it is both logically and practically impossible to pro-
ceed with negotiations for a comprehensive test ban treaty without a set 
of agreed criteria and without established procedures for initiating and 
carrying out on- site inspections. We are opposed to any reconvening of 
the technical working group; any necessary technical questions might 

1 Source: Transmits letter from Dillon to Lloyd outlining U.S. position in resumed 
nuclear test suspension talks. Confidential; Limit Distribution. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, UK Officials Correspondence with Secretary 
Herter.
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be discussed either at the political conference itself, or in such ad hoc 
sub- groups as it may prove desirable to set up.

We cannot, of course, now predict how the Soviet delegation will 
react to such an approach, but their reaction should indicate the area 
of agreement now possible between the two sides. If the Soviets do not 
prove to be forthcoming within a week or two, we feel that there is no 
alternative but to revert to some sort of phased treaty. We naturally 
have very much in mind our proposal of last April that we negotiate a 
phased treaty to be applicable initially to atmospheric tests, with a cor-
respondingly simplified control system. At the same time, we believe 
that if it should prove technically feasible, it might be advantageous 
for the Western position, before proceeding to this scheme, to advo-
cate a treaty including a limited underground ban above a prescribed 
threshold.

Our specialists in this matter are now studying whether it would 
be technically feasible to define a threshold in terms of seismic magni-
tude. By putting the threshold in magnitude instead of kiloton values, 
we would avoid disputes with the Soviets both about the proper scale 
for converting explosion yields into seismograph readings and about 
large cavity decoupling. The Soviet objective of keeping the number of 
inspections to a minimum would mean that they would bear part of the 
burden for whatever threshold might be adopted. As you remember 
we have always maintained that there is a direct relationship between 
the number of unidentified events and the level of inspection required. 
As soon as our study is completed we will be in touch with you about 
our specific ideas.

We believe that a threshold approach would be an earnest of our 
wish to accept obligations under the treaty up to the very limit of what 
it is scientifically possible to control at the present time. It would be 
understood that, as advances were made in detection and identifi-
cation techniques and agreements reached for their effective use, we 
would be willing progressively to lower the threshold. In addition, we 
might well at the outset propose a jointly agreed program of research 
with the USSR to speed up progress in seismology. I think you will 
agree that this proposal would have the additional merit, as compared 
with the April suggestion for a limited treaty, of providing justification 
for the installation and operation of a full- scale control system on the 
territories of the three original parties.

In the light of the major problems which remain unresolved in the 
technical area, we do not now consider it fruitful to push to immediate 
decisions on political- organizational issues. We are not now willing to 
deal with the Soviet “package” proposal as such, but we understand 
that it is sensible to continue discussions on such questions as would 
have to be settled in any type of treaty. The U.S. Delegation, therefore, 
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expects to have several new suggestions for dealing with matters such 
as the powers of the Commission and the Administrator. It plans to 
discuss these as well as the general position outlined in this letter with 
the U.K. Delegation in Geneva within the next few days.

With best wishes,
Sincerely,

Douglas Dillon
Acting Secretary

The Right Honorable 
Selwyn Lloyd, C.B.E., T.D., Q.C., M.P.,
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs,
London.
END QUOTE.

515. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, January 8, 1960

SUBJECT

Course of Action to be Pursued Upon Resumption of Nuclear Tests Conference, 
January 12

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Discussion of appropriate threshold for underground testing. Secret. 8 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

State
Acting Secretary Dillon
Mr. Farley—S/AE
Mr. Popper—S/AE
Mr. Baker—S/AE
Mr. Mark—S/AE
Mr. Dubs—SOV

White House
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Keeny

D.O.D.
Secretary Gates
Gen. Loper
Mr. Knight
Gen. Fox

C.I.A.
Mr. Allen Dulles
Mr. Brent
Dr. Scoville

A.E.C.
Chairman McCone
Gen. Starbird
Dr. English
Dr. Walske

Mr. Dillon referred to his letter of January 7 to Foreign Secretary 
Lloyd outlining in general terms the course of action to be pursued 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1851

upon resumption of the Geneva negotiations January 12th and noted 
that the main element to be filled in was the question of the threshold. 
He called upon Dr. Kistiakowsky to present recommendations based 
upon the work of a group of advisers which had met on Wednesday to 
consider this question.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said the group of scientists which had worked 
both in California and here, had concluded it is technically possible to 
define a threshold in terms of the magnitude of seismic events detected 
by the control system. He distributed copies of a definition of mag-
nitude based upon straightforward measurements which, apart from 
minor quibbles, would probably be acceptable from a technical stand-
point even to Soviet scientists. He said that the technical group had con-
cluded that above a magnitude of 4.25 the definition he had distributed 
could be readily applied. Above magnitude 4.5 it would be possible to 
test safely up to about half the corresponding kiloton yield since the 
magnitude would be uncertain by some 0.1 to 0.2 magnitude units and 
the yield of a device can not be predicted in advance with complete 
accuracy. He said the one minor point on which they had not reached 
complete agreement was merely a matter of choice, namely how far 
out you should go with the instruments used to measure the critical 
magnitude. He distributed a table indicating the number of events that 
would be located and unidentified at various magnitudes if the U.S. 
definition and criteria were applied. The table is attached. He said that 
the group had decided to recommend, although it did not represent a 
purely technical judgment, that a magnitude of 4.75 would be a use-
ful point at which to define the threshold. This magnitude corresponds 
to the Blanca shot in the Hardtack series, so we have a definite fix on 
instrument readings for this magnitude. If the Soviets stick to their own 
interpretation of the Hardtack data they would, under that threshold, 
not be able to test more than two kiloton devices. The U.S. on the basis 
of its interpretation would feel free to test devices up to and possibly 
above 10 kilotons, without the use of decoupling, in a medium compa-
rable to that of the Rainier shot. The level of the threshold to be chosen, 
however, is flexible. If it is higher there is less justification for a sub-
stantial monitoring system and the U.S. position becomes correspond-
ingly less defensible. If it is lower the number of inspections becomes 
quite large if a substantial deterrent is to be maintained. The incentive 
to undertake concealment by use of decoupling also becomes greater. 
He noted that it was considered technically feasible at a cost of some 
£25 million to construct a hole large enough to contain a 70 kiloton 
explosion which was not substantially larger for test purposes than the 
legal tests at 4.75 magnitude. Thus the 4.75 level suggested represents 
a compromise between these conflicting considerations. In response to 
questions as to what magnitude scale the 4.75 magnitude represented, 
Dr. Kistiakowsky said that it was based on the Gutenberg and Richter 
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scale as developed in 1956. The numbers of unidentified events in the 
table were calculated by the rigorous standards of U.S. criteria set forth 
at the recent technical conference. Opinion differs as to how much fur-
ther a good seismologist could narrow down the choice. Estimates vary 
from 30 per cent to a factor of 10. A fair guess is that the unidentified 
shown on the table would be reduced by a factor of 2. If seismic research 
continues, this factor can be improved. One point on which delegation 
scientists were sensitive in recent technical discussions was the Soviet 
reminder that little had been done for improvement of the system by 
U.S. scientists since 1958.

He said that the group had also made non- scientific estimates of 
the number of inspections that might be suggested to the principals for 
consideration. This could be either a percentage quota or a numerical 
quota. The pluses and minuses of the two alternative methods of calcu-
lation include the following factors:

A percentage basis (1) affords protection against yearly variations 
in the number of earthquakes and existing uncertainties in our esti-
mates, and

(2) if based only on the number of unidentified events, presents a 
much greater incentive to the Soviet Union to participate in improvements 
of the technical capabilities of the system because such improvements 
would reduce the number of unidentified events; and gives the Soviets 
an incentive to install stations in Communist China in order to reduce the 
number of unidentified events eligible for inspection.

A numerical basis (1) Would presumably be easier to negotiate 
since it accepts the quota proposal and makes the exact level of inspec-
tion clear in advance.

(2) Avoids the need for criteria on which there was no meeting of 
minds among Soviet- U.S. experts.

(3) Is easier to apply in practice.
(4) Is simple and understandable from the standpoint of public 

relations.
There are several alternative means of expressing the level of 

inspection.
(1) We could say 10 per cent of all located seismic events above the 

magnitude of 4.75 were to be inspected. This method would by- pass 
the criteria problem but would provide little incentive to improve the 
system unless the treaty also called for reductions in the number of 
inspections in connection with improvements.

(2) We could call for inspection of 20 per cent of all located seis-
mic events deemed eligible for inspection by the criteria the U.S. has 
proposed. This proposal would be based on the proposal we have 
already tabled that inspection of 20 per cent of events below 5 kilotons 
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be inspected. If this basis for calculation were proposed, the percentage 
would apply to the number of events unidentified without stations in 
Red China until such stations would be installed.

(3) The third alternative would be to simply say that there would 
be 10 inspections per year.

Mr. Dillon said it makes little difference what exact level is selected 
within the general range Dr. Kistiakowsky recommends. The question 
depends not only on technical factors but may involve specific military 
needs of the Department of Defense and AEC. If, for example, from a 
technical standpoint we could accept a 10 kiloton threshold, and DOD 
had strong needs for tests in the 15 or 20 kiloton range, this factor could 
be taken into account. Dr. Kistiakowsky said the group of scientists had 
not explicitly considered the question of U.S. testing needs in its rec-
ommendation, but that Dr. Harold Brown of Livermore had joined in 
the recommendations. He is thoroughly familiar with our testing needs 
and presumably took this factor into account. Mr. Gates said these tech-
nical questions relating to testing needs were mostly for AEC to decide. 
He noted that after all these complex calculations we had arrived back 
at the Lloyd proposal for 10 inspections. Mr. Dillon commented that 
Lloyd’s 10 inspections had applied to a comprehensive ban whereas 
the present suggestion was for 10 inspections applied to events above 
approximately 20 kilotons. General Loper stressed that all unidentified 
events should be eligible for inspection. Mr. Gates said that just as mil-
itary needs are usually over- estimated in the first instance as a margin 
of safety, we should play it safe in our initial proposal regarding the 
level of inspection. Mr. Dillon said that we might, in fact, need a higher 
deterrent factor than 20 per cent and recalled our previous proposal 
that all events above 5 kilotons be inspected.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said the figure of 10 would include all events we 
thought really suspicious after our seismologist had intelligently applied 
diagnostic criteria to the unidentified events.

Mr. Dillon reverted to the relationship of military needs to a thresh-
old and commented that, if you needed a 30 kiloton shot for weapons 
development, this could be legitimately conducted by the use of decou-
pling. That would not be cheating since the size of the signal rather than 
the size of the explosion would be the criterion of legality. Mr. Gray asked 
whether there was any point in thinking in terms of a control system 
including Communist China. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that in this estimate 
he was looking at the column of figures calculated without stations in 
Communist China. He said that there might be substantial advantage 
stipulating that testing allowable under the threshold be accompanied 
by advance notification of the time and place of the tests. We could 
argue that this builds into the proposal a mechanism for improvement 
of the system. Mr. Dillon asked what were the prospects for progressing 
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to lower thresholds. He noted that Dr. Kistiakowsky said it was difficult 
to apply the definition below 4.25. He asked whether, for example, a 
threshold of 4.6 would be feasible. Dr. Kistiakowsky said we could go 
even further down than 4.6 if the auxiliary criteria could be codified. 
He mentioned that Dr. Oliver already speaks of a factor of 10 reduction 
in unidentified events by unilateral application of the auxiliary criteria.

Mr. Dillon said it was important from a public relations standpoint 
to emphasize that one threshold would not apply forever. We should 
emphasize our willingness, as better methods of development are to be 
put into effect, to lower the threshold progressively. This could also be 
done by increasing the number of on- site inspections. Mr. Gates ques-
tioned the idea of stressing “we could do better later”, since it implies 
the U.S. threshold quota we now propose is too high. Mr. McCone said 
it could also be argued by the Soviets that we should call off all tests 
below a threshold unilaterally from the beginning.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said we still have on the books a proposal to ban 
all tests in outer space. There is a well established fact of gaps in detec-
tion of capabilities at great distances, even though testing at such dis-
tances would cost a great deal and could not be conducted on a large 
scale for some years. Our policy with respect to such a ban is, however, 
primarily a political rather than a technical problem. Mr. Dillon sug-
gested that we might go up to 100,000 kilometers on the basis of ground 
based instruments instead of proposing the total ban based upon very 
expensive satellite systems. Mr. McCone said he felt the same way.

Mr. Gates said he felt he must reflect the very strong JCS concern 
about including an underwater ban. Political difficulties with underwa-
ter tests are much the same as with those in the atmosphere. We should 
not, however, propose to include such a ban at an early stage. A very 
real military problem is involved. Without further experimentation we 
simply don’t yet know how to kill a submarine with nuclear weapons 
without endangering the crew of the destroyer delivering the weapon. 
We would have to give in on the ban of underwater tests in the last 
analysis, but it would be unwise to begin by doing so. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
asked whether bubbles from an underwater shot could contaminate 
the atmosphere. Mr. Gates said this was not known. In addition there 
was the difficulty of possible decoupling of underwater shots too if 
you are willing to spend enough. He believed the political factors were 
equal to the military factors in the case of underwater explosions, but 
believed it was good not to start with the full offer.

Mr. Dillon noted that the JCS also wants to test in the atmosphere. 
Mr. Gates agreed but said the underwater question was somewhat 
different and would involve not weapons development but learning 
to use weapons already in our stockpile. It is a safety problem to be 
resolved. We don’t want to use weapons that would kill our own people.
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Dr. Kistiakowsky said that a 10 kt underwater shot could be con-
ducted provided one million tons of concrete were used, were made in 
a structure the size of the Empire State Building, and were placed two 
kilometers deep in the ocean and when, of course, the Department of 
Defense is rich enough to do this.

Mr. Dillon said we should all go home and study the figures that 
had been presented and should get additional figures from Dr. Kistia-
kowsky for the intermediate ranges between 4.75 and 5. There would 
be no great difference to us between 4.75 and 4.85, for example, and we 
would need the advice of the DOD and AEC in making a choice.

Mr. McCone asked whether this was a question of adequate safe-
guards or if the elbow room we needed for military requirements is a 
legitimate consideration. Mr. Dillon said we could move the threshold 
somewhat on the latter basis. The problem with the threshold of 5 is 
that it may not provide sufficient justification for control systems in the 
Soviet Union. We have little feeling about the precise level so long as it 
provides adequate justification for the system we propose. The Soviet 
criteria would have identified events only above the Blanca range. In 
this sense the Soviets too were admitting a threshold of about this level, 
so that it would not be in a position to object too effectively to our pro-
posal. Dr. Kistiakowsky noted by way of clarification that a statement 
that the technical situation was difficult below 4.25 applies only if we 
assume the Geneva system. We could go lower if the system were mod-
ified as regards either spacing or instrumentation.

Mr. McCone said that while further study is required he was in a 
position to make some comment even now on the threshold problem. 
He said that this would seem to be an extremely complicated type 
of negotiation; that it has many pitfalls from the negotiating point of 
view and that it gives Tsarapkin considerable room to maneuver us 
into an uncomfortable position. He said we should think carefully as 
to whether we want to start down this road at all. We should decide in 
advance with the UK just what kind of a treaty we are negotiating, that 
is, whether our aim is a comprehensive ban or whether it is our inten-
tion to stop testing only in the areas where effective safeguards can be 
accomplished. If the latter is agreed, both with the UK and Russians, we 
may safely go this way.

Mr. Dillon said he agreed that we should not get into specific num-
bers in the Geneva negotiations unless the Russians agreed in principle 
to the threshold approach. As to the level of threshold, Mr. McCone said 
that recognizing the political factors the AEC would prefer the thresh-
old of 5 but could live with a threshold of 4.75.

Mr. Gates asked whether it is realistic to expect that, if you can test 
legally below a threshold, it would be politically possible to conduct an 
extensive test program below it—for example, 10 tests a year. Mr. Dillon 



1856 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

said he didn’t think the question of whether you have a threshold would 
make any difference in the political reaction to a test program. [illegible 
in the original] would be equally concerned about underground testing 
whether it was permitted by a treaty with the Soviets or not. Testing 
would be easier with the threshold to the extent the threshold would 
permit us to say that we would in the future ban all tests that were con-
trollable. The initial agreement would show our willingness and good 
intentions. Mr. Farley added that in addition, the kind of a treaty we 
were discussing would dispose of the pollution problem.

Mr. McCone said we now know that the threshold is technically 
feasible; the next question is whether it is good. Mr. Dillon said that 
he thinks it is a good approach. He believed we should say we want a 
phased treaty covering the atmosphere (leaving the underwater ques-
tion aside for now) and underground tests above a given threshold. We 
should point out this approach by- passes the criteria disagreement with 
Soviet scientists. We should say we do not want to go into detail on 
the proposal until it is agreed in principle. We should not get into the 
outer space question unless the Soviets agree on the underground part 
of our proposal. Then we could say once the principle of threshold was 
accepted, that a comparable principle should apply in outer space. We 
should tell the U.K. as soon as possible what our ideas are on a specific 
threshold. Mr. Gray asked what the U.K.’s attitude would be. Mr. Dillon 
said that they may very well accept the threshold proposal. They could 
be expected to proclaim a moratorium on tests below the threshold and 
would want the U.S. to do the same. Mr. Gray commented that we might 
ask the U.K. in this case whether they would want the information from 
our own “immoral” tests.

Mr. Allen Dulles noted that the higher you put the threshold the 
fewer on- site inspection you get. Mr. Dillon said you wouldn’t get many 
any way.

Mr. McCone said that a high threshold reduces the incentive for 
decoupling. The Soviets, he believed, would discuss a number more 
readily than a percentage. The Soviets might also propose that we keep 
the same number of inspections and move the threshold down. He 
said the AEC believed the simplest method would be to base inspec-
tions upon a percentage of all events located. We can couple this with 
a statement of willingness to renegotiate the level as detection and 
identification capabilities improve. We would want a higher percent-
age depending on whether Red China was included in the control sys-
tem. In response to a question, Mr. Keeny said Red China was relatively 
more important than other areas of Asia because it was not only adja-
cent to the Soviet Union but adjacent to highly seismic areas within the 
Soviet Union.
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Dr. Kistiakowsky commented on the project Vela. So far little money 
has been made available and little work had been done. Defense has 
quite recently made available $8 million for the project. In addition to 
this project, however, there are two other research needs: (1) research 
on instrumentation for ground- based detection in outer space, and 
(2) research on satellite instrumentation for detection. General Starbird 
said the AEC was spending $2 million in development of outer space 
instruments and another million in construction of a hole for under-
ground tests. General Loper said the original memorandum of agree-
ment last April did not appear to call for such an expensive program 
as called for by the more far- reaching objective stated for Project Vela 
which ARPA had designed.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said we needed research programs in all three 
fields, seismic, ground stations for high altitude detection, and satellite 
instrumentation. Mr. McCone said the AEC was making preparations 
for the decoupling shots but the announcement of these preparations 
had been delayed since November, first because of the U.N. debate and 
then because of the technical talks in Geneva. We could not make the 
announcement as easily after January 12 as now because it might result 
in some embarrassment to the resumed Geneva discussions. Since now 
seems to be the best time he proposed the text already cleared interde-
partmentally should be released. Mr. Farley confirmed that we had no 
objection to the text and added this would seem to be a suitable time. 
Mr. Dillon agreed but believed the President should see it, because of 
his personal interest in these matters. Mr. Gray agreed the President 
should see it. General Starbird said that failure to make the announce-
ment had not prevented preparations so far. They had proceeded at 
the Nevada test grounds under the general implication that we were 
merely keeping the test grounds in order. There have been no leaks so 
far but it would be difficult to seek sites for additional tests in Louisiana 
if we were unable to state our purpose.

Mr. McCone asked for discussion of the question of whether we 
should make the announcement at all. Mr. Dillon commented that the 
President’s attitude is often “why say something if we don’t have to”. 
Mr. Gates said it is not a problem of DOD concern. Mr. Dillon said 
we need to go ahead and get the sites we need for additional tests, 
and the desirability of the announcement would seem to depend on 
whether the announcement was necessary in order to proceed with 
site selection. Mr. McCone said he is willing to take the risk of proceed-
ing without announcement, but it should be taken in the recognition 
that at some point we will have to make the announcement after the 
fact. It was agreed to defer the announcement and to proceed with the 
selection of sites.
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Mr. Dillon said the group should meet again next week after it had 
considered the threshold proposal advanced by Dr. Kistiakowsky. He 
said that Mr. Merchant would represent the Department at the meeting. 
In the meantime instructions to the Delegation now would be along 
lines of the January 6 letter to Selwyn Lloyd, pertinent paragraphs of 
which he read to the meeting.

Attachment

M N Nu Nu* YR

5.25 32 3 8 110

5.00 59 8 27 43

4.75 105 25 70 19

4.50 185 95 150 8

4.25 335 245 300 3.3

4.00 580 490 545 1.45

M Magnitude

N Total number of earthquakes in the USSR of magnitude 
greater than M

Nu Number of unidentified events in the USSR of magnitude 
greater than M

Nu* Number of unidentified events if stations are limited to USSR 
and US

YR Yield equivalent in KT for Rainer coupling

516. Memorandum for the Record by Keeny1

Washington, January 15, 1960

SUBJECT

DOD Position Paper on Threshold for Underground Tests

1. At the Principals’ meeting on January 12, Secretary Gates pre-
sented a staff paper setting forth the DOD position on the threshold for 

1 Source: Comments on Department of Defense staff paper (attached) on the thresh-
old for underground tests. Secret. 18 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Dis-
armament, NT, Threshold.
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underground nuclear tests. This paper specifically criticizes the thresh-
old proposals, which Dr. Kistiakowsky presented at the Principals’ meet-
ing on January 8 at the request of Secretary Herter and Mr. McCone, as 
being deficient in that “the number of inspections would be determined 
arbitrarily (at a comparatively low figure) without appropriate relation-
ship to the scientific facts and the capabilities of the detection system.” 
The proposals presented by Dr. Kistiakowsky were developed by a 
representative group (including Drs. H. Brown, S. English, J. Oliver, W. 
Panofsky, C. Romney, J. Tukey, and General A. Starbird) which consid-
ered the proposals to represent a balanced judgment properly related to 
the scientific facts and system capabilities.

2. The alternate threshold proposals contained in the DOD position 
paper essentially call for the inspection of all unidentified events above 
magnitude 5 (i.e., 100 per cent of all unidentified events or 50 per cent 
of all detected seismic events). The implication contained in the DOD 
position paper that this proposal is uniquely in accord with scientific 
facts and the capabilities of the detection system is not correct since it 
does not take the following factors into account:

a. An effective deterrence does not require 100 per cent coverage 
of all possible violations. This is particularly true in the case of nuclear 
tests where a series of violations rather than a single clandestine test 
would be required to constitute a real security threat.

b. Among the events which are not positively identified as earth-
quakes (by U.S. criteria), it would be possible to establish the rela-
tive degree of suspicion of various events by means of the following 
information:

(1) Utilization of auxiliary seismological information. There is 
a large amount of seismic data which, although not at present suffi-
ciently definitive to be codified as criteria, would provide information 
indicative of whether an event was either an earthquake or possible 
explosion. This type of information would be particularly valuable in 
the case of the larger seismic events considered in the various threshold 
proposals. Although there is no agreed estimate as to the cumulative 
value of this auxiliary information, it would probably reduce the num-
ber of events worthy of suspicion by at least a factor of 2 (and possibly 
much more) and would probably focus particular attention on a rela-
tively small number of events in the yield ranges above 4.75.

(2) Utilization of covert and overt intelligence. As long as the 
choice of events to be inspected in the USSR is made by the U.S., we 
can make use of all sources of covert intelligence as well as common 
sense based on geographic and geological considerations in picking 
the seismic events to be inspected. Since the extent of our intelligence 
capabilities are presumably not known by the USSR with certainty, the 
unpredictable aspect of this factor would in itself probably constitute a 
significant deterrent.

3. The DOD position paper directly criticizes the approach to 
inspection which would require “the East and West to act unilaterally 
in selecting the events to be inspected in the host countries’ territory,” 
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on the grounds that this would degrade the authority of the Interna-
tional Control organization. It is precisely this ability to chose events 
for inspection that will provide the maximum deterrent effect since it 
would permit the unrestricted use of all of the information discussed 
above (i.e., auxiliary seismic information as well as overt and covert 
intelligence) and would remove debate on the validity of individual 
inspection operations from the international organization. The origi-
nal U.S. proposals on inspection procedures were based on “random” 
selection since the concept of selection by the other country or side was 
not considered negotiable. However, this concept of selection has now 
been advanced by the Soviets themselves.

4. The threshold concept is presumably being considered by the 
Principals with the hope of discovering a formula which might have 
some chance of being negotiable with the USSR (reasonable deter-
rence coupled with low level of inspection), and at the same time, 
would establish clearly in world opinion that the U.S. is attempting 
to extend the test ban as far as technical considerations will permit. 
It must be recognized that any threshold proposal that we advance 
will probably be attacked by the Soviets as an attempt on our part 
to continue testing. The DOD proposal, however, would appear to 
give the Soviets particular opportunity to question our motives since 
it couples a relatively high threshold with the highest possible level 
of inspection. The question should, therefore, be asked whether the 
threshold proposal in this form would actually serve the basic pur-
pose for advancing the threshold concept in connection with the pres-
ent Geneva Negotiations.

Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense

DOD Staff Paper Presented at the January 12 Principals’ Meeting

PROPOSED POSITION OF THE UNDERGROUND THRESHOLD

1. With regard to an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons testing, the United States Government has taken the position 
that the level of inspections must bear an appropriate relationship to 
the scientific facts and the detection capabilities of the Control System. 
The USSR representatives, on the other hand, have insisted that the 
number of inspections must be small, despite the scientific data which 
indicates that the unidentified events will be numerous. The failure 
of the recent Technical Conference to achieve agreement on the U.S. 
criteria which would establish eligibility for inspection also prevented 
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agreement as to the number of unidentified events which might occur. 
Without agreement on criteria, some other basis for initiating an inspec-
tion would have to be devised. Dr. Kistiakowsky has set forth three 
alternatives, two of which would seem to require agreement on crite-
ria and the third susceptible of application without such agreement. 
All of the alternatives have one deficiency in common—the number of 
inspections would be determined arbitrarily (at a comparatively low 
figure) without appropriate relationship to the scientific facts and the 
capabilities of the detection system.

2. Upon review of the threshold concept as applied to underground 
test ban prepared under Dr. Kistiakowsky’s direction, the DOD is of 
the opinion that it would be to the best interests of the U.S. to with-
hold the introduction of this concept until or unless it had been clearly 
demonstrated that the USSR (and possibly the U.K.) will not agree on 
the inspection criteria established by the U.S. technical group or accept 
a treaty confined to atmospheric tests. The following reasons are cited: 
Under the threshold concept, one of two procedures is possible, i.e., 
to select events to be inspected on the basis of the “characteristics” of 
instrument readings (criteria), or on the basis of a percentage of the 
total events. If the Soviets refuse to accept the U.S. criteria, we will be 
led into a compromise of our best scientific data and thus establish a 
bad precedent for future disarmament negotiations as well as invite the 
prospects of adverse Congressional and public reaction. If we suggest 
a percentage of the total events in order to eliminate the criteria prob-
lem, we will introduce a very undesirable factor, namely, the necessity 
for the East and West to act unilaterally in selecting the events to be 
inspected in the host countries’ territory, thus degrading the author-
ity of the International Control organization. Obviously, if there is no 
agreement on inspection criteria, there would be no agreement on 
which events should be eliminated as natural occurrences.

3. The Department of Defense believes that the threshold concept 
in terms of the magnitude of the seismic events contains uncertain-
ties and ambiguities which detract from its desirability for immediate 
application without further validation. Further, recognizing the uncer-
tainties in natural and possible artificial decoupling, the proposal does 
not seek to regulate underground testing to any specific maximum 
yield but only to make it incumbent upon the signators to the treaty 
to conduct their operations in such a way as to avoid an instrumental 
response exceeding the agreed magnitude.

4. If, however, it is decided to be in our over- all interest to advance 
this concept as a proposal, it is considered that the threshold should be 
set to meet the following objectives:

a. The threshold should be high enough to require only the number 
of inspections which would be feasible within the practical limitations 
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of the numbers of inspection groups and their operations which can be 
supported by the System.

b. The number of inspections must bear an appropriate relation-
ship to the scientific facts, taking into account the best scientific data 
bearing on the problem; and

c. The threshold should be high enough to permit certain develop-
mental tests should the United States at some time decide to undertake 
such tests.

5. The question, therefore, is what threshold in terms of the mag-
nitude of the seismic waves generated by an earthquake should be 
adapted to assure that the foregoing objectives would be attained. 
Accepting the following tabulation as representing the best U.S. esti-
mates of the data shown and adopting the assumption that Commu-
nist China will not accept stations on its territories, it is apparent from 
the fourth column that a magnitude of 5.00 is about the minimum that 
could be adopted taking account of the considerations stated above.

M N Nu Nu* YR

5.25 32 3 8 110

5.00 59 8 27 43

4.75 105 25 70 19

4.50 185 95 150 8

4.25 335 245 300 3.3

4.00 580 490 545 1.45

M Magnitude

N Total number of earthquakes in the USSR of magnitude 
greater than M

Nu Number of unidentified events in the USSR of magnitude 
greater than M

Nu* Number of unidentified events if stations are limited to USSR 
and US

YR Yield equivalent in KT for Rainer coupling

6. In the light of the foregoing, it is recommended that the follow-
ing position be established with respect to the inclusion of a threshold 
for underground tests in a phased treaty:

a. There shall be agreement with the inspection criteria proposed 
by the U.S. and this criteria shall be written into the treaty.

b. In the first phase of the treaty, no signator nation shall conduct 
underground tests above a threshold which shall be defined in terms of 
the magnitude of seismic waves recorded at the locations and in man-
ners specified in the treaty.
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c. The initial threshold shall be magnitude of 5.00 as calculated by 
the Gutenberg and Richter 1956 formula.

d. All events of magnitude greater than 5.00 shall be analyzed in 
accordance with the agreed inspection criteria and all those events not 
thus identified as natural events shall be eligible for inspection.

7. In the event that the Soviets refuse to accept the U.S. inspection 
criteria as presented by Dr. Fisk and his Technical Group, the following 
modifications of the above should be introduced:

a. Same as Paragraph 6(b) above.
b. Same as Paragraph 6(c) above.
c. 50% of all detected events of magnitude of 5.00 shall be subject 

to inspection. For those events occurring in the U.S. or in territories 
under the control of the U.S. or U.K., the USSR shall have the option of 
designating the events to be inspected; and for events occurring in the 
USSR the selection shall rest with the U.S.–U.K.

8. In either of the above propositions the further condition should 
be added that the Control Commission will maintain a continuing study 
and analysis of the feasibility of improving the quality of the detection 
system and shall from time to time report to the signator nations its rec-
ommendations as to improvements to be installed and the corresponding 
threshold to be adopted. The installation of improvements and the adop-
tion of thresholds below or above those specified in the initial agreement 
shall be subject to the unanimous agreement of the signator nations.

9. If the Soviets do not agree to any of the foregoing proposals 
involving a threshold, a phased treaty confined initially to atmospheric 
tests should be proposed.

Attachment

Paper Prepared by Kistiakowsky

Washington, January 8, 1960

THRESHOLD FOR UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS

I. Definition of Threshold

It is technically possible to define a “threshold” for underground 
nuclear explosions in terms of the magnitudes of the seismic events 
detected by the Control System. There are several ways in which mag-
nitude might be defined for this purpose. A detailed definition of mag-
nitude based on the use of short period P waves has been prepared (see 
attachment). This definition could be used operationally in a straightfor-
ward manner to define magnitude above about 4.25. Above about mag-
nitude 4.5, the apparent magnitude by this definition corresponding to a 
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given explosion under fixed coupling conditions could vary between −/0.1 
and −/0.2 magnitude units. This corresponds to about a −/25 per cent vari-
ation in equivalent yield. It would, therefore, probably be possible to test 
with confidence nuclear explosions with at least 50 per cent of the yield 
permitted by the threshold in particular coupling conditions. To avoid 
accidentally exceeding the threshold, a tester could “creep up” to this 50 
per cent level of the threshold by means of a series of smaller explosions. 
It is to be emphasized that it is difficult to assign a kiloton equivalent to a 
particular magnitude since, (quite aside from the very large decoupling 
factors possible in large cavities), this value could vary by a factor of two 
or more depending on particular medium coupling conditions. In addi-
tion, it should be noted that the Soviet report to Technical Working Group 
2 differs substantially from that of the U.S. in evaluating the seismic mag-
nitude of specific U.S. nuclear tests.

II. Quantitative Analysis of Thresholds

Estimates of the total number of seismic events and the number 
of unidentified seismic events above various magnitudes in the USSR, 
based on the earthquake statistics and criteria in the U.S. report to Tech-
nical Working Group 2, are summarized in the following Table. (The 
estimates used are preliminary calculations by the Livermore Labora-
tory reduced uniformly by 25 per cent in order to conform with previous 
AFTAC assumptions as to the percentage of world- wide earthquakes 
which would occur in the USSR.)

TABLE

m N Nu Nu* YR

5.25 32 3 8 110

5.00 59 8 27 43

4.75 105 25 70 19

4.50 185 95 150 8

4.25 335 245 300 3.3

4.00 580 490 545 1.45

m Magnitude

N Total number of earthquakes in the USSR of magnitude greater 
than M

Nu Number of unidentified events in the USSR of magnitude greater 
than M

Nu* Number of unidentified events if stations are limited to the USSR 
and US

YR Yield equivalent in KT for Rainier coupling
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In considering this Table, the following points should be noted:

1. The average annual number of earthquakes becomes increas-
ingly uncertain with decreasing magnitude and in the lower magni-
tude ranges is probably uncertain by a factor of two.

2. The estimates represent the average number of annual events and 
there are actually significant variations in the number of annual events.

3. The ability of the system to identify events within the USSR is 
dependent upon the extent to which the Control System is installed 
outside the USSR and would be significantly reduced if stations were 
not installed elsewhere in Asia.

4. Soviet and U.S. scientists disagree significantly on the values for 
the equivalent yield with Rainier coupling (YR). [text not declassified]

III. Level of Threshold

The establishment of a particular magnitude level as a test thresh-
old presents a difficult problem which is not primarily technical in 
nature. A judgment on this problem must be based on consideration of 
such factors as the following:

1. If, on the one hand, the threshold is established on too high a level:

(a) Higher yield underground explosions which could probably be 
controlled with reasonable effectiveness would be legalized.

(b) There would be little or no justification for inspection.
(c) Support of U.S. position on test control issue in world opinion 

would presumably be weakened.

2. If, on the other hand, the threshold is established at too low a level:

(a) Number of inspections would either be too large or effective-
ness of control would be reduced.

(b) System would have little or no capability of reducing number 
or eligible events in lower range of permitted magnitudes.

(c) The incentive to undertake concealment by large cavity decou-
pling would be increased.

In balance, it is concluded that magnitude 4.75 constitutes the best 
compromise among the above factors. In addition, it should be noted 
that we have direct measurements from the Blanca explosion corre-
sponding to this magnitude under Rainier coupling conditions.

IV. Number vs. Percentage Quota

The eligibility of events for inspection under any magnitude thresh-
old can be determined on either a numerical quota or percentage quota 
basis. The comparative advantages of these two methods are as follows:

1. Percentage Quota

a. Covers uncertainties in estimates and yearly fluctuations in 
number of seismic events.
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b. If based on unidentified events:

(1) Presents much greater incentive than numerical quota for Sovi-
ets to improve technical capabilities of system;

(2) Presents stronger incentive to Soviets to include China in sys-
tem in order to reduce number of eligible events in USSR;

(3) Eliminates possible Soviet argument that there are too few 
unidentified events for a particular numerical quota; and

(4) Same percentage can apply to different thresholds.

2. Number Quota

a. Easier to negotiate since essentially accepts Soviet quota concept 
and indicates clearly level of inspection to be conducted.

b. Independent of changes in criteria of eligibility for inspection or 
could be applied against all events independent of criteria.

c. Somewhat easier to apply.
d. Possibly more effective from point of view of public relations as 

representing simple, understandable proposal.

V. Suggested Position

Technically, there appear to be three reasonable approaches to a 
threshold proposal based on magnitude 4.75 seismic events:

1. Require inspection of 10 per cent of all located seismic events 
with magnitude above 4.75. Since the number of located seismic 
events of this size in the Soviet Union is 105, this would result on the 
average in approximately 10 on- site inspections per year. This pro-
posal could bypass the lack of agreement on the criteria for eligibility 
of inspection.

2. If the Soviets are willing to accept the U.S. criteria for determin-
ing the eligibility of seismic events for inspection, require inspection of 
20% of all located seismic events with magnitude above 4.75 which are 
deemed eligible for inspection. Since the number of unidentified seis-
mic events above magnitude 4.75 is estimated to be between 25 and 70, 
depending on the extent of installation of the system on a world- wide 
basis, this proposal would result in an average annual level of inspec-
tion between 5 and 14.

3. Establish a quota of 10 inspections per year which could be 
applied against either the total number of located seismic events or the 
number of unidentified events with magnitudes greater than 4.75.

Technically, the proposals based on the use of percentages, partic-
ularly the first proposal (i.e., 10 per cent of all located seismic events 
above magnitude 4.75), appear to be the safer course in view of the 
uncertainties in the estimates of the number of seismic events. How-
ever, the quota proposal would probably give the same general level 
of deterrence and might have advantages from the point of view of 
negotiability and public relations.
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Attachment

SUGGESTED THRESHOLD DEFINITION

1. A seismic event shall qualify for consideration by the Control 
System if its seismic waves are as large as, or larger than, the seismic 
waves recorded from an earthquake of magnitude 4.75 as determined 
by the procedure given in paragraph 2 below.

2. The method for determining magnitude is as follows:

a. From the seismograms of each control post which detects signals 
from the event in question for which A is measurable as defined below 
and for which the epicentral distance is greater than 16° and less than 
36° to 90°2, determine whether or not the magnitude m, according to:

m = log
A

GT

Q−

 (Gutenberg & Richler, 1956) 
 

 is greater than 4.75

In the above formula, the symbols are defined as follows:

A = half of the maximum peak positive to negative amplitude 
(displacement), measured in microns, in the first three cycles of the P 
waves, as recorded by a vertical seismograph of the type described in 
paragraph 3 below. For the purpose of this computation, signals are 
considered to be detectable and measurable to sufficient accuracy if A 
is 3 times the peak noise amplitude during the preceding few minutes.

T = the time, measured in seconds, between the peak displacement 
(used in determining A) and the next following peak.

G = the steady- state magnification of the seismograph at period T.
Q is given as a function of distance in Table 1.

b. If the apparent magnitude exceeds 4.75 at half, or more than half, 
of the control posts specified in 2a above, the event is judged to have a 
magnitude of 4.75 or more.

3. The vertical seismograph used for measuring A, as defined in 
paragraph 2a above, shall be a short period seismograph with charac-
teristics which will permit operation of single seismographs at quiet 
stations with magnification greater than 106 at the frequency of peak 
response. It may, in particular, conform to the specifications in GEN/
DNT/TWG. 2/9, Annex IV, page 12.

2 (The most desirable cut- off distance for data to be used in determining magnitude 
under this definition is still under consideration.) [Footnote is in the original.]
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Table I

(Sample)

Distance G

16° 5.92

17° 5.95

18° 5.98

19° 6.02

20° 6. 05

. .

. .

. .

90° 7.03

Note: 1° =111. 11 Km

517. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, January 18, 1960

SUBJECT

Preparations for Ten- Nation Disarmament Talks

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Preparations for ten- nation disarmament talks. Secret. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

U.S.
Secretary Herter
Mr. Kohler—EUR
Mr. Eaton—U.S. Rep-

resentative, Ten- 
Nation Talks

Mr. Sullivan—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE

Canada
Amb. Heeney
Gen. Durns—Canadian  

Representative,  
Ten- Nation Talks

Mr. Rae
Mr. McCordick
Mr. Campbell

France
Amb. Alphand
Mr. Lebel
Mr. Pelan

U.K.
Amb. Caccia
Miss Brown

Italy
Amb. Brosio
Mr. Perrone— [illegible in 

the original]
Mr. Petri—[illegible in the 

original]
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The Secretary said that the purpose of the present meeting was to 
give some direction to the meeting of disarmament representatives 
which would convene next Monday. The present group should be 
regarded as a steering committee unrelated to any of the others set up 
for Summit preparations. The group would continue in existence after 
the disarmament talks begin to access the progress which takes place 
between now and the Summit in order to discuss and decide on what 
problems relating to disarmament might be raised at the Summit. He 
did not foresee the need to decide on any more meetings of the pres-
ent group at this time. Generally the disarmament experts could work 
directly on their own, reporting as appropriate to their governments and 
directly to NAC on the progress of their work. Ambassador Brosio agreed 
and suggested that the meeting of the group of Ambassadors could be 
reconvened at the end of February, at which time they would make a 
general assessment of the progress made by the experts. Ambassador 
Heeney said that he had not thought of this as a formal group but simply 
as an ad hoc meeting. He hesitated to accept the idea of the Ambassa-
dors “assessing” the work of the disarmament group. He would prefer 
that arrangements be kept informal and flexible. The Secretary agreed 
and suggested that it might be useful to meet occasionally when the 
Geneva negotiations had begun. He suggested that the primary task 
was to determine in most general form what the disarmament repre-
sentatives could most usefully discuss. First, there was the question of 
Western objectives in the negotiation. He said that the U.S. would have 
a draft objectives paper to submit at the opening meeting on the 25th. 
Ambassador Caccia agreed that this should be the first item. He had been 
instructed to put forward a proposal in this connection, i.e., that our 
objective should be to present a comprehensive plan as an alternative 
to Mr. Khrushchev’s and, with it, specific suggestions for limited steps 
which would constitute a first phase. He was instructed to distribute 
such a paper at the present meeting (Tab A). The purpose of the limited 
first steps was to counter the idea that nothing could be done unless 
everything was done. The Secretary agreed with this thought, observing 
that we must test Soviet good faith by simple measures which would 
be characterized as leading to specifically identified goals. Ambassa-
dor Alphand said that this was in line with French views and that they 
would themselves submit a more elaborate working paper on the 25th. 
Ambassador Brosio said that the Italian Government was also working 
on a paper which accorded with the views which have been expressed 
and that they hoped to have it ready for the working meetings.

Secretary Herter said that since the Soviets will try to have discussion 
based on their own proposal, we should be prepared with a coordinated 
position on the Soviet plan. The first step might be to exchange analyses 
of Khrushchev’s proposal. Ambassador Caccia said that one of our major 
objectives should be to prepare an agreed critique of this proposal.
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Ambassador Caccia suggested three additional items for consider-
ation by the disarmament representatives: (1) the working methods 
which the delegations would follow during the Geneva sessions; (2) 
the opening tactics for the meetings on March 15; (3) procedure on con-
sultation with NAC during the preparatory work and the ten- power 
meetings. Secretary Herter agreed with these items, noting that there 
might be some discussion of the third point here.

Ambassador Alphand said that techniques and general political 
questions should be discussed at the Ambassadorial level and not on 
the “technical level”. Ambassador Heeney said that he thought the meet-
ing on the 25th should not be characterized as a meeting of “experts”. 
Ambassador Caccia said that Under Secretary O’Neill would represent 
the U.K. at the preliminary meetings and suggested that the date of 
February 8th be set for a meeting of heads of delegation to review the 
work of the deputies. Mr. Ormsby- Gore would be prepared to come 
to Washington at that time. The heads of delegation should also plan 
to meet in Geneva a few days before the actual convening of the Ten- 
Nation session. Secretary Herter said that we should aim for February 
8th for the heads of delegation meeting with the proviso that it could 
be changed if necessary to the 15th. The earlier the target date the more 
pressure there would be to complete our work. Ambassador Brosio con-
curred, noting that Ambassador Cavalletti would initially head the 
Italian delegation and that Mr. Martino would be prepared to come 
to Washington on February 8th. Ambassador Heeney said that General 
Burns would be here on the 25th and would head the Canadian del-
egation throughout the meeting. Secretary Herter said that he was not 
prepared to get into a discussion of substance at the present time and 
wished to note that the U.S. wanted to avoid presenting a completely 
frozen comprehensive package plan. He wished to have separable 
first step measures which we could suggest and he reserved judgment 
on the desirability of presenting a program in which there is a fixed 
commitment to move ahead all the way to the end. Ambassador Caccia 
agreed that the group should have the task of drawing up a compre-
hensive plan with separable first steps.

Secretary Herter suggested that the U.S. provide Ambassador 
Durgess with a resume of today’s session to use as a basis for reporting 
to NAC. Ambassador Caccia agreed, but stated that the committee of dis-
armament representatives should decide on their own procedures for 
consulting and reporting to NAC. He raised the question of the press 
line that should be used at the conclusion of today’s session. It was 
agreed that no formal communique would be issued and that each del-
egation would state that the Ambassadors and the Secretary reviewed 
procedural arrangements for next Monday’s meeting.

Ambassador Brosio suggested that the disarmament representatives 
should also discuss the implication of Khrushchev’s Supreme Soviet 
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speech and how the West should react to it. Consideration should be 
given to the possibility of counter acting the Soviet move with unilateral 
measures of our own. Ambassador Heeney said that Canada felt some 
helpful work could be done by the NATO international staff which 
could be fed into the working group. The Canadians were considering 
making such a suggestion in Paris next Wednesday.

Tab A

Revised United Kingdom Comprehensive Plan

FIRST STAGE
(i) The endorsement of any agreement which might be reached by 

the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests.
(ii) Study and initial establishment of an international disarma-

ment organization.
(iii) Collection of information by the international disarmament 

organization on present levels of forces, including conventional arma-
ments possessed by various powers, followed by restriction or first 
stage reduction of armed forces of the United Kingdom and the United 
States, USSR, and France to agreed maximum limits. The collection of 
information would be based on declarations (to be completed in the 
first stage) by States according to predetermined and mutually agreed 
criteria. The information would cover existing conventional equipment 
and armaments, pertaining to land, sea, and air forces.

(iv) Consequent upon such reduction, placing by these States in 
storage depots within their territories and under the supervision of the 
disarmament organization, of specific quantities of designated types 
of armaments to be agreed upon and set forth in lists annexed to the 
agreement.

(v) Prior notification to the disarmament organization of launch-
ing programmes for missiles according to certain predetermined and 
mutually agreed criteria, and reports on launching operations, includ-
ing information on the location of launching sites. Notification of flight 
plans of satellites, international arrangements for tracking and for 
exchange of resultant information.

(vi) A technical conference on the possibility of controlling the 
stopping of production of fissile material for weapons purposes and 
on the possibility of the transfer, under control, of existing stocks of 
such fissile material (whether fabricated into weapons or not) to non- 
weapon uses.

(vii) A conference on measures to prevent the launching of surprise 
attack. This conference would consider the political as well as the tech-
nical aspects of measures against surprise attack.

(viii) A technical conference to study a system to ensure the use of 
outer space for peaceful purpose only.

(ix) Study of the arrangements required for the international 
authority which will have to be set up in order to preserve world peace 
as purely national armaments diminish.

The first stage shall be completed, if possible, within one year; the 
second stage shall then start.
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SECOND STAGE
(i) A world conference shall be convened to determine the levels 

to which all States shall reduce their forces and armaments in the final 
stage.

(ii) Progressive establishment of international disarmament 
organization.

(iii) Progressive reduction of existing conventional armaments and 
military man- power through adequately safeguarded arrangements for 
international control (levels to be agreed) and collection of information 
relating to manufacture of conventional armaments and equipment of 
all kinds.

(iv) All states producing fissile material to make full declarations 
on all plants producing it and their capacity. Introduction of the “cut- 
off” of production of fissile material for weapons purposes, conditional 
upon specified progress on conventional disarmament.

(v) Reduction of stocks of nuclear weapons by successive transfers, 
under international supervision, of existing military stocks of fissile 
material (whether fabricated into weapons or not) to non- weapon uses.

(vi) Missile launchings to be subject to prior notification and on- 
the- spot control. International tracking system to be installed.

(vii) Progressive establishment of inspection against surprise 
attack.

(viii) Agreement on the establishment of a system to ensure the use 
of outer space for peaceful purposes only.

(ix) Joint study of the control of a ban on the manufacture of bio-
logical and chemical weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.

(x) First stages in the establishment of the international authority 
required to preserve world peace.

The timing of the start of the final stage shall be decided by agree-
ment among the States concerned.

FINAL STAGE

Comprehensive disarmament by all powers under effective inter-
national control including:

(i) A ban on the manufacture of nuclear, chemical, biological, or 
other weapons of mass destruction.

(ii) A ban on the use of outer space for military purposes.
(iii) A ban on the use of nuclear, chemical, biological and other 

weapons of mass destruction.
(iv) Destruction of all military missiles. Control over manufacture 

of rockets and satellites.
(v) Establishment of effective international control over military 

budgets.
(vi) Completion of the establishment of the international authority 

to preserve world peace.
(vii) Measures, in the light of the latest scientific knowledge, to 

control existing stocks of nuclear, chemical, biological and other weap-
ons of mass destruction with a view to their elimination.

(viii) As progress is made on such control and elimination, final 
reduction of conventional armaments and military man- power to the 
levels required for internal security purposes and the fulfilment of the 
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obligation of signatory States under the terms of the United Nations 
Charter. Destruction of surplus armaments.

(ix) Control over manufacture of all types of armaments to ensure 
that production is limited to that required for (viii) only.

518. Note From Calhoun to Goodpaster1

Washington, January 18, 1960

Enclosed is a copy of Selwyn Lloyd’s letter of January 14, 1960 to 
the Secretary and a copy of the covering letter addressed to Livingston 
T. Merchant by Ambassador Hood.

Enclosure

Covering Letter From Head to Merchant

Washington, January 15, 1960

My dear Livie

I have received the enclosed message for Mr. Herter from Mr. 
Lloyd in reply to Mr. Dillon’s letter of January 6 about the Nuclear Tests 
Conference.

As I know that the Secretary is still away I am sending the message 
to you so that you can give it preliminary consideration in anticipation 
of his return,

Yours [illegible in the original]

Sammy
(Hood)

1 Source: Transmits letter from Lloyd to Herter on position on nuclear test talks. 
Secret. 8 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, State Mepco 
Cables.
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Enclosure

Letter From Lloyd to Herter

January 14, 1960

TEXT OF MESSAGE

Dear Chris,

I was most grateful for Doug Dillon’s letter of January 6 outlining 
your ideas on how we should proceed in the Nuclear Test Conference. 
I am sending this reply to you as he is now in Paris.

To deal with a lesser point first, I agree that no useful purpose 
would be served by attempting to reconvene the technical working 
group at present.

On the major point, I also agree with you that if we have not 
succeeded in getting the Russians to budge from the position they 
took up in the technical conference before Christmas, we have little 
chance of securing a treaty under which a ban on all tests would be 
effectively policed from the outset. Clearly a limited treaty which goes 
beyond what you contemplated last April by banning at least certain 
underground tests is an advance on what you then had in mind, and 
to that extent we welcome your idea. As a result of the agreed tech-
nical report of last summer I imagine you would also be prepared 
to include a ban on high- altitude tests. Furthermore your proposal 
to define a threshold in terms of seismic magnitude rather than in 
kiloton yield strikes me as ingenious. It will, as you say, eliminate a 
lot of argument and should I think put the Russians in a somewhat 
difficult position. After their argument that a seismic magnitude of 
4.75 represents the equivalent of a yield of 1.7 kt, the acceptance of 
your proposal, if you should choose the figure of 4.75, will mean that 
the Russians are being offered what on their own figures they should 
admit is nearly a comprehensive treaty, whatever our own reserva-
tions on this particular magnitude.

Nevertheless, I am firmly convinced that the Russians (who are 
quite capable of instructing their scientists to make a volte face to agree 
with you that a seismic magnitude of 4.75 is, after all, the equivalent to 
a yield of 20 kt) will not look at any proposal that does not ban all tests, 
at least temporarily. If we were to insist on a treaty which left open 
the possibility of underground testing below a specified magnitude, 
I think the Russians would break off negotiations. What is more, they 
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would proclaim vociferously that they had broken on a Western pro-
posal which they would represent as showing the West to be insincere 
in its protestations of a desire to stop all tests. They would say that 
they were being asked to accept a considerable measure of control on 
Russian territory at great cost, while the Western Powers continued to 
develop their nuclear weapon potential by underground testing. I am 
afraid that the odium for failure to reach an agreement would thus fall 
on the West. Unjust though this would be, I do not think that in the 
present state of world opinion, particularly as manifested in the last 
session of the General Assembly, we can afford to allow this to happen. 
I know full well that the underground tests which under your proposal 
would still be permissible contribute nothing to fallout, but I am afraid 
this argument carries little weight with the large numbers who believe 
all nuclear tests should now cease.

There is a further consideration. The Russians have declared that 
they will not be the first to resume tests. If, however, some under-
ground testing remained permissible and the Western Powers decided 
to resume tests, then it is certain that the Russians would follow suit, 
and I doubt whether they would confine themselves to underground 
tests. I have explained to you before now my fear that even in that case 
much of the odium would fall on whatever power had been the first 
to resume tests of any kind. But quite apart from that: are we really 
sure that it is we rather than the Russians who stand to gain more in 
military terms from a further round of testing? The indications are that, 
for us the improvement to be derived from further testing may be mar-
ginal. If, as we believe, we are at present ahead of the Russians, would 
they not be likely to diminish our lead if we gave them the chance to 
resume testing? These considerations, together with others familiar to 
you, persuade me that it is much in our interest, in spite of all the scien-
tific difficulties, to come to some arrangement with the Russians under 
which all tests should cease.

As you know, when the President first advanced your proposal 
for a limited treaty last April, the Prime Minister told him that he 
thought it would be necessary to offer a moratorium on underground 
tests for one or two years. The President did not feel able to accept such 
a suggestion then, but the Prime Minister said he might have to revert 
to the proposal. Under the terms of your new suggestion it would be 
appropriate to change the Prime Minister’s original suggestion to one 
for a moratorium for a limited period on underground tests below the 
nominated threshold. I assume that all tests in other environments 
would be completely banned, provided the treaty obligations were 
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being fulfilled. We would maintain the important distinction of prin-
ciple that the permanent ban would apply only where we could be 
assured of effective control; while there would be no more than a tem-
porary suspension where such control was not yet possible.

I am convinced that such a suggestion for a moratorium will in 
the end have to be added to your proposal, and would ask you most 
earnestly to consider whether you could not accept it at the outset; we 
have after all now had a totally uncontrolled moratorium for some 
fourteen months; and even if there had been no scientific reassessment 
and we had proceeded to an agreement entirely on the basis of the 
experts’ report of 1958, we should have had to contemplate a period 
of two or three years, while control posts were built and the control 
system was being organised, when there would have been a virtually 
uncontrolled moratorium. I do not believe we should lose very much 
by voluntarily subscribing to a moratorium for underground tests 
below the threshold if we could get agreement to your new proposal. 
We could then, as Dillon in his letter says you contemplate, propose a 
joint programme of research with the Russians to speed up progress 
in seismology.

As I have said above, I believe that, if we do not proceed on these 
lines, we shall get no treaty. I think such a result would be disastrous. 
Not only should we lose the opportunity to get for the first time inter-
national controls operating in the Soviet Union, thus serving as a prece-
dent for subsequent disarmament controls, but also, I fear, the prospects 
of success at the Ten Power Disarmament Conference would be very 
gravely prejudiced.

I apologise for the length of this letter.
With best wishes,
Yours sincerely,

Selwyn
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519. Tabs A and B to Memorandum of Conversation Among 
Principals of Geneva Test Group1

Tab A

Washington, January 19, 1960

AGENDA

Meeting of Principals of Disarmament Working Group

Tuesday, January 19, 1960 5:00 PM Room 5104 New State

1. Should the US advance a proposal based on a signal strength 
threshold in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations? If so,

2. What should be the level of the threshold?
3. What should be the level or number of inspections?
4. Should a specific threshold level and a specific level of inspec-

tion be proposed at Geneva now?

Tab B

DRAFT INSTRUCTION

Within the general framework course of action stated by Dillon let-
ter of January 6 to Foreign Secretary Lloyd USDel may after coordina-
tion with UK explore in general terms with USSR following approach 
based upon a signal strength threshold for underground tests. In pre-
senting proposal USDel should from outset reaffirm and make clearly 
understood US position that it will agree to cessation of nuclear weap-
ons test explosions only in environments where adequate safeguards 
can be applied. In discussion with UK USDel should draw as required 
on technical paper provided at the meeting of principals January 8. 
Unless SOVS show interest in agreement on basis principles outlined 
USDel should not enter into detailed technical discussion with USSR 
on methods of calculating magnitudes, kiloton equivalents of various 
magnitudes, exact criteria to be employed in locating events, or num-
ber of unidentified events at various levels which would result from 
application US criteria for identification except insofar as specified in 
para 6 below. If SOVS show such interest USDel should seek further 
instructions on presentation these technical considerations.

In presenting proposal USDel should point out that in absence tech-
nical basis for establishment and operation control system covering all 

1 Source: Agenda of Working Group meeting and draft instruction on threshold to 
U.S. delegation to nuclear test talks. Memorandum of Conversation is Print Document 240. 
Confidential. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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underground nuclear explosions, US nevertheless desires consolidate in 
treaty existing areas of agreement on cessation of nuclear weapons test 
explosions in environments to which adequate and agreed controls can 
now be extended. Proposal should be advanced as constructive approach 
to impasse in which we find ourselves as result continuing wide areas 
technical disagreement reflected report Technical Working Group II. 
Proposal for threshold approach represents (a) evidence US willing-
ness seek test cessation in areas that can be adequately monitored (b) 
way to bypass existing disagreements between US and Soviet scientists 
on criteria for identification of underground events by basing inspec-
tions on events located by system (c) way to achieve a workable agree-
ment despite existing disagreement and limitations as to detection and 
identification capabilities in lower yield ranges and disagreements on 
equivalent kiloton yields of events of given seismic magnitudes (d) way 
to move by phased approach as rapidly as technically feasible toward 
more comprehensive ban through lowering [or eliminating]2 threshold 
as methods of detection and identification were improved by research.

USDel should outline key elements of proposal as including 
following:

1. US proposes phased treaty including in its first phase ban on 
underground nuclear explosions above a lower limit or threshold 
defined in term of magnitudes of seismic events detected by control 
system.

2. Proposal would be carried out under arrangements whereby 
number of inspections would be directly related to number of events 
above agreed threshold. Thus within the limits of technical capabilities, 
selection of appropriate threshold would depend in part upon level of 
inspection acceptable to USSR.

3. Treaty should provide for lowering threshold as system capabili-
ties are improved through utilization of improved techniques, instrumen-
tation and criteria or higher level of inspection. Program of joint research, 
including nuclear detonations as required, to improve detection and iden-
tification capabilities of system and develop improved criteria should be 
instituted as rapidly as it can be agreed; it could be continued by con-
trol commission when it is established. If USSR does not agree to join us, 
US feels obligated to proceed unilaterally in development of improved 
detection systems making use of nuclear detonations as required.

4. US believes agreement on criteria proposed by its technical 
experts in TWG II for use in at least initial phase would help meet 
SCV concerns as to wide range of events against which agreed level of 
inspection could be applied, since it would narrow number of events 

2 AEC recommends deletion. [Footnote and brackets are in the original.]



Arms Control and Disarmament 1879

eligible for inspection as far as technically feasible at present time. If 
these criteria employed, US would propose agreed level of inspection 
apply only to events remaining unidentified by control organization 
after application these criteria. If, however, agreement cannot now be 
reached on criteria for identification, US would propose as way around 
this difficulty that agreed level of inspection apply to all events located 
by system.

5. US proposes that level of inspection be expressed as percentage of 
events above agreed threshold magnitude that remain unidentified after 
control commission has applied criteria proposed by US scientists at TWG 
II. This would reduce number of events eligible for inspection to lowest 
figure consistent with existing scientific information. It is, moreover, a 
formula which will automatically reduce the number of inspections as 
improvements in techniques and criteria are developed. If agreement on 
criteria for identification is not yet possible, however, US proposes that 
pending such agreement the level of inspection be expressed as percent-
age of total events above agreed threshold magnitude which are located 
by the system. USDel should recall US has also made clear in past that 
whether level of inspection should be expressed as percentage quota 
or numerical quota is of secondary importance in comparison to basic 
requirement that level of inspection should bear appropriate relationship 
to scientific facts and detection capabilities. Accordingly US would also 
be willing, if USSR prefers, to express the level of inspection in numerical 
terms based on a calculation of an agreed percentage in relation to the 
latest scientific estimates of numbers of located events or unidentified 
events it has presented to the conference. Since this would tend to re- 
open existing scientific disagreement which might otherwise be avoided, 
however, we would propose not to enter into a complex technical nego-
tiation upon this basis unless a broad understanding in principle on the 
proposed approach can be agreed.

6. As a specific example of the application of the proposed approach, 
the US should propose a threshold of magnitude 4.75. Above this 
threshold 20% of all events unidentified by US criteria or alternatively 
10% of all events located by the system would be subject to inspection. 
Depending upon whether agreement on criteria can be reached, all 
located events or all unidentified events would be eligible for inspec-
tion. On the basis of our best estimates this basis for inspection would 
result in from 10 to 20 inspections per year in the Soviet Union.

7. In answer to questions which will arise concerning certain mat-
ters our position would be as follows: you should, in your private coor-
dination with the UK representative ahead of presentation, point out 
these:

a. Relative to our accepting a moratorium on weapon testing below 
the threshold, the US will not accept such a moratorium and would be 
free to resume such testing when its national security so dictated.
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b. Relative to high altitude testing we would plan on “an agreed 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere up to the great-
est height to which effective controls can under present circumstances 
be extended.” If ground stations only were agreed, no higher than 
100,000 KM. If Argus and far earth satellite systems are installed, no 
more than 300,000 KM.

520. Letter From Gates to Herter1

Washington, January 19, 1960

Dear Mr. Secretary:
The report of the Joint State Department-Defense Department 

Study on Disarmament, prepared under the direction of Charles A. 
Coolidge, has been received. This report will be referred to the Assis-
tant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs and to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for their information and study.

Since recommendations (1) and (2) involve our own defense pos-
ture, it seems appropriate that I comment on those recommendations at 
this time. These subjects have been under intensive review over the past 
several months within the Defense Department concurrently with the 
studies undertaken by the committee under Mr. Coolidge’s direction.

The current defense program is consistent with the recommen-
dations made by Mr. Coolidge concerning our overall defense pos-
ture. Our strategic delivery capability is substantially in excess of that 
of the Soviet Union and we are taking all practicable steps to further 
increase the invulnerability of our strategic delivery forces. Our pro-
gram relies on a whole complex of related resources, each of which in 
various degrees contributes to the establishment and maintenance of an 
assured retaliatory capability.

We are not now operating an airborne alert of any significance 
because we do not believe it necessary. The Air Force is planning a more 
extensive alert capability for the heavy bomber force and we are pur-
chasing extra engines and spare parts to expand this program, as well 
as training the heavy bomber wings in the conduct of an airborne alert. 
This capability could be exercised if needed.

1 Source: Transmits joint State Department- Defense Department study on disar-
mament prepared under Coolidge’s direction. Secret. 73 pp. Eisenhower Library, White 
House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, Disarmament.
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At the same time, the Department of Defense is taking steps to 
improve the modernization of the conventional capability of both our 
armed forces and those of our allies—the latter, of course, through the 
assistance rendered by the Foreign Aid Program. We are confident that 
we are in a position to deal effectively with limited wars which our stra-
tegic capabilities might not deter. We do not, of course, envisage any sit-
uation short of general war in which significant numbers of our forces 
would be directly involved in any conflict with those of the USSR.

I will forward to you in the near future the Defense Department 
comments on those aspects of the Coolidge report not concerned with 
our defense posture, after we have had further time to study the recom-
mendations contained in the report.

Sincerely,

Thomas S. Gates

Attachment

January 6, 1960
Mr. Dillon will initiate preparation of 2 memos—
—1 fr Sec Def to Sec State “after [illegible in the original]
a Post not responsive to directive—[illegible in the original]
b Doesn’t agree with judgments + conclusions
—2 fr Sec State to Eaton
—refer advisory study to be available to Eaton in prep of [illegible 

in the original]
Bring Eaton pm before NSC—[illegible in the original]

Attachment

Draft Statement by a State Department press spokesman

The State Department has received the report of the Joint Disar-
mament Study headed by Mr. Charles A. Coolidge. This report was 
prepared by Mr. Coolidge for submission jointly to the Secretaries of 
State and Defense as a working paper to aid them in preparing a rec-
ommended disarmament policy prior to the forthcoming ten power 
conference at Geneva about March 15th. Final formulation of U.S. dis-
armament policy will of course be the responsibility of the President 
with the advice of the National Security Council. The State Department 
does not intend any release regarding the substance of the report and 
its recommendations, which are now under study.
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BRIEF SUMMARY OF REPORT

The United States must strengthen its overall defense posture 
before significant arms control measures can be successfully negotiated 
with the Soviets, and should proceed to do so, even if it will require a 
substantial increase in defense expenditures.

In particular, the United States should strengthen its conventional 
capability, and should make its strategic retaliatory force highly invul-
nerable in order to establish and maintain a stable balance of deterrence 
against intercontinental nuclear war. Until a stable balance of deterrence 
is established, the United States should not negotiate meas ures which 
limit its strategic nuclear capability. Therefore, however, the United 
States might find it advantageous to negotiate agreements which would 
enhance this stability and permit a levelling off of the arms race.

Comprehensive proposals calling for disarmament in phased 
stages, with an obligation to move from one stage to another, should 
be avoided. Instead, the U.S. should establish a broad ultimate goal for 
disarmament, namely, world peace under enforceable law, and should 
prepare for immediate negotiations only modest steps toward that goal, 
in order to test the intentions of the Soviets and actually to accomplish 
at least something.

Specially, the U.S. should take the following actions:— 

Measures to Limit National Capabilities
1. Completion of the current negotiations on the production 

of nuclear tests, preferably excluding underground tests from the 
prohibition.
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2. Propose a limited inspection zone against surprise ground attack 
in Europe, in aid of NATO’s mission.

3. Propose the prohibition of vehicles capable of mass destruction 
from being placed in orbit or maintained in outer space.

Measures to Increase International Capabilities
4. Re- energizing the development and codification of international 

law by the United Nations.
5. Increasing the jurisdiction and enhancing the prestige of the 

International Court of Justice.
6. Improving the machinery for the use of a U.N. “presence” in 

areas of international disputes and adding the function of mediation.

The merits of additional arms control measures are analyzed. 
Annexes to the report contain comments on proposals made by the 
Soviets and our principal Allies and, further, contain more detailed con-
sideration of important matters dealt with in the report itself.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Pursuant to the terms of reference establishing the Joint Disarma-
ment Study by the two Departments of State and Defense, I submit to 
you the conclusions and recommendations resulting from the study.

The terms of reference and a list of my principal assistants and of 
the able and devoted staff who struggled with the difficult problems 
presented by arms control, together with data indicating the assistance 
received from others, the method of operation followed and the scope 
of the work are attached as Annex “A.”

This report is a group product in the sense that the information and 
ideas it contains are the result of the labors of all concerned. No effort 
has, however, been made to reach unanimity. While the report necessar-
ily requires a consideration of the defense posture of the United States, a 
conscious effect has been made to confine the scope of the report to arms 
control matters, and to avoid trespassing on allied fields such as military 
planning, civil defense and political and economic problems.

I. BACKGROUND OF ARMS CONTROL

A. Our Posture for Negotiating Arms Control Measures Must be 
Strengthened

It is possible that current Soviet propaganda efforts in favor of 
peace and disarmament may reflect the beginning of a fundamental 
change in their thinking which could lead to reduction of the commu-
nist military threat to the Free World. It would, however, be foolish to 
base our policy approach to arms control upon that possibility for at 
least two reasons.

First, it is equally possible and far more likely that the Soviet cur-
rent peace campaign is designed to lure the Free World into reducing or 
eliminating its military capability, so that the Soviets can pursue their 
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continuously reaffirmed aim of world domination without fear of a 
nuclear war. In a disarmed world, they could, through sheer manpower 
and economic measures, infiltrate, subvert, upset dominate, and finally 
take over the control of Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and with Red 
China, the remainder of Asia—leaving one or both of the Americas to 
die on the vine. And there would be nothing that the Free World could 
do about it, except to re-arm frantically after it was probably too late. 
Even if the Soviets are not successful in persuading the Free World to 
disarm completely, any progress they can make in reducing the military 
capability of the Free World is so much to the good from their point of 
view. Until the Soviets have unmistakenly demonstrated sincerity by 
deeds as well as words, [illegible in the original] prudence dictates that 
we strengthen our guard against communist aggression rather than 
relax it.

Second, even if the Soviets have honest motives in proposing dis-
armament measures, they are tough realists. Should our posture and 
that of our allies deteriorate relative to the Soviet’s posture during the 
extended process of negotiations which lie ahead, this would lower any 
real incentives which [illegible in the original] for the Soviets to accept 
meaningful arms controls with proper safeguards. As realists, they tend 
to regard agreements as confirmations of existing facts, not as promises 
to do something which goes further then facts. Hence, when the facts 
change for the worse from our point of view, so will the agreements we 
are likely to get out of the Soviets.

[illegible in the original] that the basic premise of our approach to 
arms control must be to address the Soviets from a position in which our 
defense posture is strong and our capacity for effective political action 
is unimpaired. And this should be so whether we take the gloomy view 
of stressing the difficulties involved in arms control negotiations with 
the Soviets, or take the brighter view of explaining the hopeful possibil-
ities of [illegible in the original] useful agreements.

A glance at the [illegible in the original] indicates that our situa-
tion for negotiating meaningful arms control measures is deteriorating. 
Our relative defense posture during the early sixties—the period with 
which the coming disarmament talks will be most concerned—will 
be less favorable than it has been since World War II. At the risk of 
over-simplification, weaknesses in our defense posture present three 
major problems:

1. Intercontinental War—While the U.S. had a monopoly in nuclear 
weapons, there was little danger of intercontinental war. The Sovi-
ets had no chance of [illegible in the original]. Even after the Soviets 
acquired nuclear bombs in quantity, the danger of a nuclear war was 
limited by our large stockpile and our superior delivery systems, in 
the form of the numbers and quality of the manned bombers of SAC 
(Strategic Air Command) and their ability to strike from, or recover 
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to [illegible in the original] bases. The enormous advantage to the Sovi-
ets of surprise attack was [illegible in the original] by working from the 
DEW Line (Distant Early Warning Line). Thus, while the danger was 
much greater than when the U.S. had a nuclear monopoly, the nuclear 
capability of the U.S. which could survive a surprise attack appeared 
sufficient to inflict such severe damage on the Soviets as to deter them 
from starting an intercontinental war.

The development by the Soviets of intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles has changed this situation very much for the worse. While the 
Soviets probably have not at the moment many ICBM’s, within the next 
two years or so they may have a sufficient number to knock out most 
of SAC and destroy our principal cities in a surprise attack. And we 
may receive little or no warning. Even when BMEWS (Ballistic Mis-
sile Early Warning System) is completed, and even if it functions as 
effectively as its designers expect, the amount of warning it will give 
will be measured in minutes. Further, there is as yet no known defense 
against ICBM’s, and the technical problems involved in creating a reli-
able defense against them seem enormously difficult. And the threat of 
shorter range missiles launched from Soviet submarines may be almost 
as serious.

This Soviet capability will exist even after the U.S. has acquired 
ICBM’s in quantity. But in the interim, assuming that the Soviets have 
them in quantity and we have not, the situation will be grave. This 
interim period is frequently referred to as “the missile gap.” Our military 
leaders are fully aware of the situation and are endeavoring to counter it 
by such measures as keeping a part of FEC continuously in the air.

Ultimately we would [illegible in the original] greatly if we could 
persuade the Soviets to [illegible in the original] agreement to give up 
missiles entirely. For the time being, however, we can neither expect 
them to give up their strong card, nor does reliable inspection of an 
agreement to do so presently appear feasible. Therefore, this report 
envisages that we will press forward with unilateral measures to 
shorten the duration of the missile gap, rather than counting upon arms 
controls to do so, and addresses itself primarily to the situation when 
both the Soviets and ourselves have ICBM’s in quantity.

2. Limited War—The Soviets have been superior to the U.S. in con-
ventional forces since we unilaterally reduced ours immediately after 
World War II. We are endeavoring to affect this superiority by various 
measures, including regional alliances, military aid programs, mainte-
nance of some mobile forces and arming with tactical nuclear weap-
ons. We are supplying certain of our NATO allies with the vehicles of 
nuclear weapons under arrangements whereby the U.S. retains control 
of the warheads. Our best information is that the Soviets are probably 
equipping their own forces with tactical nuclear weapons, but not as 
yet their satellites or Red China.
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The superiority of the Soviets and Red China in conventional and 
para- military forces, combined with their geographic position, results in 
a situation unfavorable to us in terms of dealing with aggression when 
for various reasons we might be unwilling to use our nuclear weapons. 

It seems clear that, in addition to regional alliances and military aid 
programs designed to strengthen indigenous forces in areas where lim-
ited wars might occur, we must be able to back up our allies with conven-
tional forces to a degree which will make our willingness to intervene in 
limited wars credible both to our allies and to our enemies, whether or 
not we use nuclear weapons. While it is beyond the scope of this report to 
recommend the level and armament of forces required for this purpose, 
it is readily apparent that our conventional capability must be increased 
if we are to be able to deal effectively with limited wars which our stra-
tegic capabilities are not expected to deter, and if we are to be in a sound 
position to negotiate meaningful arms control measures with the Soviets.

3. Economic—As distinguished from our military posture outlined 
above, the U.S. has had, and still has, impressive superiority over the 
Soviets on the economic side. Its productive capacity and wealth are 
still much greater than the Soviets. This can be used to advantage in 
arms control matters—by enabling us if the Soviets drive us too hard, 
to spend more money on defense than they can.

However, rapid technological development plus rising costs are 
increasing the cost of our weapons at a disconcerting rate. It therefore 
appears necessary to increase the military budget substantially, until 
the defects in our defense posture are cured. This is a political rather 
than an economic problem, but it should be faced.

For the first time, a strictly economic problem has recently 
appeared, namely, an unfavorable balance of international payments. 
This could subject us to heavy pressures to reduce our overseas mili-
tary establishments and foreign aid, which in turn might have a mate-
rial adverse effect on arms control negotiations. It is not clear at the 
moment how serious this problem may prove to be.

Conclusion—In weighing the factors outlined above in connection 
with intercontinental war, limited war and economic problems, the 
conclusion seems inescapable that defects in our defense posture will 
result in our negotiating arms control measures with the Soviets from 
an unfavorable position, and that we are not likely to achieve significant 
results from such negotiations unless and until our posture is improved 
or there is a fundamental change in the world situation.

Accordingly, it is recommended:
Recommendation No. 1

Irrespective of the nature of arms control proposals made at the 
coming negotiations, the United States should increase its effort to close 
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the missile gap and otherwise promptly to remedy defects in its overall 
defense posture.

B. The Rational of Arms Control 

The fundamental difficulty with arms control agreements is that 
war is the ultimate method of settling international disputes, when set-
tlement in countries with law or agreements has failed. And war recog-
nizes no contractural restraints. In a sense, therefore, war is a negation 
of the entire concept of a binding agreement. Hence, agreements to for-
bid war or to limit war making capabilities, though made in the time 
of peace, border on the field where agreements are wholly ineffective. 
This may account for the dismal history of past arms control agree-
ments. Logically, therefore, it can be argued that disarmament agree-
ments are not worth attempting—ever. Even if that gloomy view is not 
adopted, the considerations outlined in the preceding section seem to 
indicate that now’s not the time for such an attempt on our part. 

But the short answer is that as a political matter we cannot avoid 
making the attempt and making it at this time. And if we make the 
attempt, it must be an honest one. It, therefore, seems desirable to 
examine the rationale underlying arms control.

Up until now, the pressure for arms control has been largely emo-
tional and economic—that is, political. Reduction in the risk of being 
subjected to the horrors of nuclear war has had, and has, a world-wide 
human appeal. Exploitation of this continent by the Soviets, if not coun-
tered effectively by us, could result in serious political gains for com-
munism. Relief from the [illegible in the original] burden of defensive 
arms competition also has had, and has a potent economic appeal. But 
now, for the first time, our future in an unrestricted arms race is not a 
bright one from a strictly military point of view. In the age of nuclear 
missiles, we will not be able to buy the security we have known in the 
past, no matter how much money we spend. Hence, we should use our 
best efforts to reach arms control agreements which will slow down 
the race by limiting the capability of the Soviets in a manner which is 
conducive to our own security. Therefore, arms control should have a 
significant role in our military planning, and even if efforts to slow the 
arms race by arms control agreements do not look very promising, they 
should nevertheless be made from a [illegible in the original] military 
point of view.

But the great drive behind arms control today remains the dread 
of intercontinental nuclear war. The feeling is widespread that some-
how a way must be found to curtail or abolish nuclear weapons. This 
is not primarily the result of Soviet propaganda, but rather because 
of widespread realization that nuclear weapons have added a danger 
of wholly new dimensions—the possible annihilation of a nation and 
destruction of its homeland.
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II. NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Since nuclear weapons constituted the great urge behind disarma-
ment today, sympathetic and intense consideration has been given to 
the possibility that the United States might agree to measures which 
would lead to their elimination. This conclusion has been reluctantly 
reached that the United States cannot afford in the immediate future to 
agree to eliminate or drastically reduce its nuclear capability.

In the first place, an agreement by the Soviets to eliminate nuclear 
weapons could not be relied upon, because there is at present no known 
way of detecting hidden nuclear warheads, and less that 100 nuclear 
missiles with high yield warheads would put us at the mercy of the 
Soviets if we had surrendered ours. This problem is particularly acute 
with ICBMs. They consist of the nuclear warhead and the rocket vehicle. 
The “Atoms for Peace” program results in enriched uranium going into 
peaceful reactors, and plutonium—the major element of warheads—
coming out. Similarly, the “Peaceful Use of Outer Space” program will 
result in the production and improvement of rockets of a type admira-
bly suited for use as the vehicle for ICBM’s. So two important peaceful 
programs greatly complicate the problem of controlling ICBMs.

In the second place, even if we could be sure that the Soviets 
retained no nuclear weapons, the overwhelming manpower of the 
Soviets and Red China requires us to retain a nuclear capability unless 
and until there is created a world authority capable of enforcing inter-
national law. If we now surrendered our nuclear capability, the uneasy 
balance of power which now exists between the Free World and the 
Sino-Soviet bloc would be upset, because the elimination of the risk of 
a major nuclear exchange would encourage the Soviets and Red China 
to step up their military efforts to attain their goal of Communist dom-
ination of the world.

Does all this mean that the nuclear arms race must go on unabated? 
Not necessarily. It seems probable that the Soviets share our desire to 
reduce the risk of a major nuclear war. At the moment, they apparently 
prefer other means for achieving world domination. But whatever their 
recourse, it appears [illegible in the original] for us to explore and build 
on this mutual desire. And there is a concept which might put a limit to 
the nuclear arms race, namely, the concept of a stable balance of nuclear 
deterrence.

III. STABLE BALANCE OF DETERRENCE

A. Intercontinental Nuclear War

The word “deterrence” describes a situation in which a party has 
the power to take action but voluntarily refrains from doing so for fear 
of the consequences. In the context of intercontinental war, it is usually 
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thought that for one nation to deter another it is necessary for the first 
nation to be able to defeat the other—to have military superiority. And 
that is indeed the most potent form of deterrence. We had that kind of 
deterrence when we had a nuclear monopoly. There was then, how-
ever, no balance of deterrence. Deterrence was one-sided. It prevented 
nuclear war because we abstained from starting such a war, not because 
we were deterred by the Soviets’ military power.

Deterrence, however, may also exist when there is a stalemate—
that is, where there is roughly a parity of nuclear power between two 
nations. The present situation between ourselves and the Soviets is 
often referred to as a “nuclear stalemate.” In such cases, deterrence is 
not one-sided; each deters to the other, so there is a balance of deter-
rence—some call it “[illegible in the original] deterrence.” But if parity 
must be retained in order to preserve a balance of deterrence, it will 
not be very stable. One side is apt to draw ahead of the other, either by 
making more weapons or more effective weapons.

It follows that if it is not essential to maintain parity, it will no longer 
be necessary for each side to keep up with the other; as the balance of 
deterrence will begin to acquire an element of stability. And close analy-
sis indicates that parity is not essential. The test of deterrence is the dam-
age which the attacker will receive, and deterrence can exist even when 
the defender has a lesser capability than the attacker. If the attacker will 
be severely damaged, he is not likely to attack even if he could destroy 
the defender. It is not necessary “to be there fastest with the mostest.”

The foregoing analysis of both parity and less-than-parity omits 
to consider the destabilizing effect of a first strike. On first thought, the 
advantage of striking first seems so great that there can be no stability 
unless the defender has a much greater force than the attacker, because 
the defender will have available only the weapons which survive a 
devastating nuclear missile attack. 

On further thought, however, it is apparent that if the retaliatory 
force of the defender is sufficiently invulnerable so that it will take from 
three to five of the attacker’s missiles to knock out each of the defend-
er’s missiles, then the attacker must have three to five times as many 
missiles before the defender’s retaliatory force is completely destroyed. 
On a 3-to-1 basis, if the attacker has 1,800 missiles and the defender only 
1,000, then the 1,800 missiles of the attacker would destroy only 600 of the 
defender’s 1,000. The defender would be left with 400, which could inflict 
frightful damage on the attacker’s governmental and industrial centers.

Therefore, if both sides are aware of this [illegible in the original] 
and make their retaliatory force sufficiently invaluable to [illegible in 
the original], say, a 3-to-1 ratio, through mobility, concealment, disper-
sal, hardening and the like, then neither will be likely to attack. A stable 
balance of deterrence will have been created. Once such a situation has 
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been created, neither side is apt to incur the enormous expense of build-
ing enough missiles to overcome the handicap of such a ratio as 3-to-1. 
Hence, the nuclear arms race is likely to level off at a sensible point. Just 
where that point should be is a matter of military-scientific judgment, 
but there clearly is a point where “enough is enough.”

Of course, the situation between us and the Soviets at any given 
moment of time will lend itself to a mathematical competition such as 
that outlined above. The differences in types of missiles, their accu-
racy and yield, the degree of their invulnerability and so on, preclude 
the use of mathematics. Further, the stability of the deterrence can be 
upset by technological advances producing greater accuracy or larger 
yield, or by anything else which would reduce the number of attack-
er’s missiles required to knock out each of the defender’s missiles. The 
situation, therefore, must be kept under continuous review. There is, 
however, no immediate problem on this score. When we have attained 
a high degree of invulnerability for our retaliatory force, it will be time 
enough to worry about the point at which we can level off.

It is concluded that the concept of a stable balance of deterrence 
has sufficient validity to warrant its adoption. Insofar as it works, it is a 
way, though admittedly an expensive one, of “banning the bomb”—not 
by eliminating the capability to use it, but by eliminating the willing-
ness to use it.

It is therefore recommended:
Recommendation No. 2

The United States should urgently increase the invulnerability of 
its strategic retaliatory force to the point where a substantial part of that 
force will survive any attack the Soviets will be able to deliver.

This foregoing recommendation, like Recommendation No. 1, is 
not dependent on any arms control negotiations. We should attain 
the requisite invulnerability unilaterally. But arms control measures 
could at some point be helpful in understanding a subtle balance of 
deterrence. It is obvious that we will not be in a position to negotiate 
meaningful measures of arms control affecting this concept unless 
and until we can convince the Soviets of the merits of the concept 
from both their and our point of view. It is doubtful if we can to that 
before Recommendation No. 2 has been carried out. Nevertheless, 
sooner or later arms control agreements could be helpful in the fol-
lowing ways:

1. They could help to determine the level at which the balance of 
deterrence is initially established and might later reduce that level. It 
should however, be noted that the lower the level, the more effective the 
inspection system must be. At a high level, a few clandestine missiles 
may not be dangerous, but at a low level they might be very dangerous.
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2. Technological improvements which tend to upset stability could 
be slowed or halted through monitored agreements to control the test-
ing of missiles, thus enhancing stability and saving money.

Even though the occasion for fruitful negotiation with the Soviets 
on such arms control measures may be sometime away, the concept 
should underlie our thinking on disarmament measures.

According, it is recommended:— 
Recommendation No. 3

The United States should accept the concept of a stable balance 
of deterrence as a basic principle underlying arms control measures 
affecting intercontinental war.

B. The Concept of Stable Balance of Deterrence Appears to Have No Sig-
nificant Applicability to Limited Wars

The foregoing discussion has been addressed solely to the prob-
lem of intercontinental nuclear war. Smaller wars present a different 
problem. The spectrum of possible limited wars is so broad, and the 
number of possible participants so varied, that it is difficult to conceive 
of constructing an adequate system of balanced deterrence which could 
be stabilized, with or without arms control. Though limitations on force 
levels and armaments would reduce the forces available to fight limited 
wars, to equalize these reductions in such a way that there would be a 
deterrent balance in such relevant geographic area appears out of the 
question. And there is no such ratio between defensive and offensive 
weapons in limited wars as underlies the concept in intercontinental 
war. It is purely a question of who has the stronger forces.

Thus the concept of a stabilized balance of deterrence has little 
applicability to limited war. While our nuclear strategic capability has 
tended to hold down the size and possibly the number of limited wars, 
creating a stable balance of deterrence for intercontinental war does not 
add anything to that. Indeed, the more stable this balance, the more 
destabilizing may be its effect on limited war, since a potential aggres-
sor is apt to think that both sides will try to prevent a local war from 
escalating into a general war, and so press limited war further then he 
otherwise would. On balance, it seems that the concept has no signifi-
cant effect on limited wars.

A more detailed discussion of the concept of a stable balance of 
deterrence is continued in Annex “B.”

IV. DISARMAMENT GOAL

Before turning to specific arms control measures, it seems import-
ant to determine the general direction in which we hope arms control 
measures will take us. It is obviously beyond the scope of this report 
to suggest an over- all national policy which would correspond to the 
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policy of world domination ascribed to the Soviets, within which arms 
control constitutes only one of many means of implementation, along 
with political, economic, ideological, and, in the Soviet case, subversive 
activities. But it is important that, for the field of arms control itself, an 
objective should be clearly stated. We should state what we ultimately 
hope to attain by means of arms control in order to provide a basis for 
our own decisions and to make our aims and motives clear to others. 
Further, such a statement would place in perspective initial measures of 
arms control which might otherwise look insignificant.

A comprehensive phased package of arms control measures is no 
substitute for an arms control objective. If the phases extend far enough 
to reach the ultimate objective, the package mixes the specific with the 
general, and confuses the presently attainable with the ultimate, to 
such an extent that the package cannot be clearly understood by the 
many, many people who must understand arms control measures if 
these measure are to be adopted. It founders on the multitude of the 
issues it raises. It is, under existing negotiating conditions, “biting off 
more than we can chew.”

These considerations are of particular importance at the moment, 
because of the revival by the Soviets of their long- standing proposal 
to eliminate nuclear weapons entirely, to which they have added elim-
ination of all standing military forces. The simplicity and sweep of 
these proposals require special effort on our part to place our own 
proposals for arms control in a setting of comparable breadth and 
simplicity.

Yet, the statement of our goal cannot be so broad that it loses mean-
ing. Some specificity is required. It is too broad to state simply that the 
security of the United States is the goal which governs our position on 
arms control measures. We must be more specific and state quite precisely 
what it is we desire to accomplish in the long run through arms control 
measures. Otherwise we are in much the same position as if we had no 
goal; the rest of the world will be uncertain of our aims and we ourselves 
may hesitate and vacillate when faced with proposals by others.

The President and others have stated a simple and sweeping goal, 
namely, “world peace under law.” Not only is this simple and sweep-
ing, it is wholly consistent with our national tradition—the rule of law 
and not of men. It is, however, subject to the above objection of being 
too broad to be meaningful. Accordingly, it is recommended that, while 
adopting the goal of “world peace under law,” we should spell out its 
main elements, as we conceive them.

Recommendation No. 4

The United States should establish the goal which it desires ulti-
mately to reach through arms control measures and toward which it 
will make progress as fast as in its judgment the world situation permits.
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Recommendation No. 5
The United States should favor arms control measures which tend 

toward establishing world peace under law, namely, a world in which:

1. There shall be universally recognized rules of international law, 
which if followed will prevent all nations from initiating armed conflict 
with (or from aiding civil disturbances within) other nations, backed 
by adequate jurisdiction in a world court and by effective means of 
enforcement.

2. Through safeguarded international agreements, national mili-
tary establishments shall have been reduced to the point where no sin-
gle nation or group of nations can effectively oppose enforcement of 
international law, and no weapons of mass destruction shall be within 
the control of any nation.

The establishment of a long- range goal in accordance with Recom-
mendation No. 4 is fundamental. Whether Recommendation No. 5 sets 
forth the most declarable form of long- range goal may be open to argu-
ment. But if changes are made, they should not substantially reduce the 
breadth and sweep of the goal.

The above statement of the goal does not, and should not, spell out 
the means by which it is to be achieved. Nothing is said as to whether 
the rules of international law are to be adopted by multilateral treaty 
or are to be enacted by a supra- national legislature. Nor is it stated 
whether effective enforcement is to be provided by collective security 
agreements, by creating the type of international peace force contem-
plated by the present UN Charter or by creating a frankly supra- national 
police force; and if the latter, what its size should be and how it is to be 
raised, maintained, commanded and financed. Nor is it stated whether 
discarded nuclear weapons should be placed under international con-
trol, used to arm a peace force or destroyed. There is even no indication 
as to whether the United Nations or the International Court of Justice 
should be used, or new organizations should be created.

The omission of these matters is not to deny that they involve 
many and difficult problems. Rather, the omission is but an essential 
characteristic of any statement of principle which is expected to remain 
operative for a long period of time. If means are specified in the goal, 
the principle is apt to fade when the means are overtaken by events or 
lose their realism. No one can now foresee what means can be worked 
out. Measures which now seem wholly unworkable may, through tech-
nological developments or changes in the world situation, gradually 
or even suddenly prove workable. Conversely, measures which at the 
moment seem workable may prove to be unnegotiable. The important 
thing is that the ultimate principle be kept alive and bright through all 
the vicissitudes of lengthy multilateral negotiations on many specific 
proposals.
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That the problems in the way of reaching the long- range goal are 
many and difficult is wholly obvious. They are so many and so difficult 
that the goal may never be reached. That, however, should be no draw-
back to its adoption now. For almost two centuries, we have been work-
ing to reach the goals set forth in the United States Constitution, and we 
have not succeeded yet. But few would say that therefore the Consti-
tution should not have included those goals. Progress toward the goal 
should be made as fast, but only as fast, as the security of the United 
States permits, in the light of the military capability of our probable 
enemies, our commitments to our allies, unsettled political problems, 
technological considerations and the like. The test in each case should 
be to adopt only those arms control measures which are compatible 
with the goal and which involve less risk to the security of the United 
States then not adopting them.

V. ARMS CONTROL MEASURES FOR IMMEDIATE NEGOTIATION

As indicated in the preceding section, the main purpose of estab-
lishing a long- range goal is to relieve us of the necessity of presenting 
for negotiation a comprehensive phased package of arms control mea-
sures. Not only is such a package confusing but creates such a mul-
tiplicity of issues that negotiations bog down. Further, it commits us 
presently to take actions in the future which when the time comes we 
may not wish to take. We should be free at all times to agree only to 
such proposals as we are sure at the time we are willing to carry out. As 
applied to the existing situation, the years of fruitless negotiations sug-
gest that it would be advisable to concentrate our efforts on compara-
tively few measures. Our goal calls for two types of action, one limiting 
national capabilities and the other building up international capability. 
The suggestion to concentrate on a few measures applies to both types.

Accordingly, it is recommended:— 
Recommendation No. 6

The United States should take the following actions designed 
to limit national military capabilities:

1. Endeavour to complete the current negotiations on nuclear test-
ing, preferably excluding underground terms from the agreement.

2. Propose at the Ten Power Conference a European zone of inspec-
tion against surprise ground attack, in aid of NATO’s mission.

3. Propose at the Ten Power Conference a prohibition of vehicles 
capable of mass destruction from being placed in orbit or stationed in 
outer space.

Recommendation No. 7

The United States should take the following actions designed to 
increase international capability:
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4. Propose action by the United Nations to intensify the effort to 
develop and codify international law.

5. Repeal the so- called “Connally Amendment,” and seek multilat-
eral agreements giving the International Court of Justice, the full juris-
diction set forth in Para 2 of Article 36 of its statute.

6. Propose motion by the United Nations to improve the proce-
dures governing the cessation of a U.N. “presence” in areas where dis-
putes exist.

The reasons for suggesting only six measures—of which only two 
(the European [illegible in the original] Outer Space) would be nego-
tiated at the coming Ten Power Conference, might appear to be based 
solely on negotiating tactics, which are not a part of the responsibility of 
this study. And in a sense this is true. But it is thought to be a part of the 
responsibility of this study to devise ways and means of breaking the 
dismal history of years of futile negotiations. The same reason which 
is behind the recommendation that an ultimate goal be established, in 
lieu of a comprehensive phased package proposal, is behind this rec-
ommendation that we confine ourselves to relatively few and simple 
matters. It is to see if we cannot for the first time actually accomplish 
something. Specifically:— 

(a) Concentration on a few points brings all the prestige and power 
of the United States behind a few relatively simple measures. If we were 
to announce publicly our long- range goal objectives, the goal should 
act as a magnifying glass and focus heat on a few measures.2 If no real 
progress can be made on these measures, it will reveal to us and to the 
world that the present peace offensive of the Soviets is no more than 
propaganda.

(b) Concentrating on a few points tends to confine negotiations to 
limits within which there is little scope for the distracting diversions at 
which the Soviets are so adept.

(c) Concentration is faciliated by the fact that the measures affected 
are not dependant on each other. They have not the interconnection 
which many arms control measures have—for example, the connection 
force levels and armaments have with each other and with military 
budgets.

(d) By endeavoring to achieve a few limited objectives which can be 
relatively easily inspected, we might achieve agreement on inspection 
procedures which could be helpful in later more important measures. 
In this connection, it should be noted that none of the selected measures 
involve Red China, except for inspection of underground nuclear tests.

It is realized that several of our allies have made far more ambi-
tious proposals. In particular, the United Kingdom has proposed a 
series of phased stops starting principally with studies and ending 
with the possible abolition of nuclear weapons (see Annex “H”). In 

2 To emphasize this concentration, it might be desirable to “wipe the slate clean” by 
withdrawing all proposals we have previously made. [Footnote is in the original.]
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concentrating on a few matters, we should not indicate hostility to such 
more ambitious proposals or indeed to some of the Soviet proposals. 
On the contrary, we should express interest in considering them, but 
only after the few measures which we have advanced have been acted 
upon. Otherwise, our effort to accomplish something this time is apt to 
meet the same fate as our prior efforts. It will founder on the diversion-
ary tactics of the Soviets

Nevertheless, it is recognized that the very large “gap” between 
our long- range goal and the few measures recommended above does 
create a problem. Desirable as it may be to retain freedom as to how, and 
how fast, that gap should be filled, we may well be forced to say some-
thing about it. With that in mind, this report suggests measures which 
could be added to those recommended above for present negotiations. 
It further comments on other measures, including those currently pro-
posed by our principal allies and by the Soviets. These comments in 
many cases indicate what conditions should be met before the particu-
lar proposals are adopted.

VI. FULLER CONSIDERATION OF FOREGOING  
AND OTHER MEASURES TO LIMIT NATIONAL CAPABILITY

A. Above Measures Recommended for Immediate Negotiation

1. Completion of Current Negotiations to Cease Nuclear Testing.

Our hand is already set to the plow in the current negotiations 
for an agreement to cease all nuclear testing. If that were not so, much 
could be said for excluding underground tests from the agreement; 
and it is recommended that if our commitments in these negotiations 
permit, the agreement should not include underground tests. In this 
connection, it should be noted that the inspection called for by the pro-
posal to prohibit satellites capable of mass destruction (Proposal #3 in 
Recommendation No. 6. above) could be made to cover the monitoring 
of nuclear tests in outer space. But irrespective of what the agreement 
should cover, the negotiations should be pressed to a conclusion, for 
the success or failure of these negotiations will be an important omen as 
to the possibility of progress in other matters. Under the circumstances, 
a detailed recommendation in this report covering these negotiations 
seems hardly in order.

2. European Zone of Inspection Against Surprise Attack.
There should be disclosure and verification by the U.S., the United 

Kingdom, France, and the Soviets, of the size, composition, and loca-
tions of their forces in an area described by terrain features and encom-
passing most of the territory of the Low Countries, Germany, Denmark, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary, in which there is a concentration 
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of NATO and Warsaw Pact forces. The area is defined in terms of ter-
rain features insofar as practicable, rather than national boundaries, in 
an effort to avoid suggesting U.S. acceptance of either the existing divi-
sion of Germany or the Soviet- imposed post-World War II boundaries 
of Poland and Czechoslovakia.

Restricting the application of the measure to the military forces of 
the above- named nations within the area should make it easier to avoid 
negotiating with the Pankow regime in East Germany.

Verification would consist of joint inspection teams— backed by 
aerial inspection and radar.

The proposal is described in greater detail in Annex “D.”
The reasons for selecting this proposal for immediate negotiations 

are:— 
(a) It would lessen the possibility of a surprise ground attack in 

Europe and would thus aid NATO in its primary mission of defend-
ing against a European ground attack. This is an important area of the 
world and the area where the consequences of a surprise ground attack 
is the most serious.

(b) The zone is relatively small and should serve as a valuable lab-
oratory in which to develop inspection techniques.

(c) If the information disclosed by the Soviets is found to be reli-
able, it would engender mutual confidence. If it is proved unreliable, 
we would be warned against agreeing to more serious steps.

(d) The proposal is in the same general field as the first of the five 
“partial” measures Khrushchev has proposed, and so indicates we 
have not wholly ignored his proposals.

(e) The zone does not include Soviet territory proper, and so stands 
a better chance of being acceptable to them, even though it is less desir-
able from our point of view.

(f) Anticipated objections by our allies, particularly West Ger-
many, should be answered by the inclusion of the territory of the other 
NATO countries, which negates “discrimination” against Germany, 
and by describing the zone by terrain features rather than national 
boundaries. (A description by coordinates appears impracticable). 
The real point is that under the proposal the zone is not neutralized, 
not denuclearized, nor is West Germany prevented from building up 
its twelve divisions, nor is it required to withdraw from NATO, nor 
are force levels affected.

(g) While force levels are unaffected, nevertheless, if the inspec-
tion provides the anticipated increase in the security of NATO forces, a 
thinning out of non- indigenous forces in the zone should be practicable 
from a military point of view. At that time, therefore, we might be in 
a position to consult with our allies and jointly propose to the Soviets 
some thinning out.

If it should develop that adding zones in other parts of the world 
would make this proposal more acceptable to our allies or the Sovi-
ets, there would be no objection to doing so, provided the other zones 
make sense by themselves. The main purpose of aiding NATO’s mis-
sion would, however, become obscured.
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3. Prohibition of Vehicles Capable of Mass Destruction from Being Placed 
in Orbit or Stationed in Outer Space.

The principal reason for suggesting this measure is a simple one. 
Twice in the past, an opportunity to control revolutionary weapons at a 
time when they were controllable has been missed. The first was when we 
had a monopoly on atomic weapons and the Soviets refused the “Baruch 
Plan.” The second was when ICBM’s were in their infancy and no agree-
ment was reached to halt their development. Now we have an opportunity 
to prevent space vehicles from becoming weapons of mass destruction. 
We should not “miss the boat” a third time. It is highly important to fore-
stall the extension of the nuclear arms race into outer space.

It is to be noted that the proposal is confined to space vehicles car-
rying weapons of mass destruction. It does not include communica-
tions or reconnaissance vehicles. These are extremely important to our 
country. They will provide many types of information for verification 
of arms control agreements. Our ability to use them must not be com-
promised, in spite of the probable opposition of the Soviets to permit-
ting them.

The essential first step is to obtain early agreement to the prohibi-
tion of the launching of mass destruction weapons designed to sustain 
themselves in space. This would not include ballistic missiles since they 
do not sustain themselves in space. This could be achieved through 
an agreement that no weapons of mass destruction would be placed 
in orbit or projected into sustained space flight; disclosure by registra-
tion of flight plans of all satellite sustained space flights reaching over 
100 kilometers (60 miles); verification of satellite and sustained space 
flights, through international inspection of payloads prior to launching 
and inspection for undisclosed satellites and monitoring of sustained 
space flights above 100 kilometers through a space surveillance and 
tracking system.

A specific height above the earth is suggested so as to avoid running 
into unsettled questions of law and fact, such as the definition of “space,” 
the limitation of national sovereignty in the areas above national terres-
trial boundaries and the use of national airspace and outer space for 
peaceful purposes. The figure of 100 kilometers (60 miles) falls between 
the theoretical upper limit of continuous flight of winged aircraft based 
on aerodynamic force (approximately 55 miles) and the lower theoreti-
cal limit at which a satellite can exist in orbit (about 70 miles).

In the interest of speed, and because only two nations are launch-
ing space and satellite vehicles, it is probably desirable that the agree-
ment be negotiated bilaterally between the U.S. and the Soviets as a 
 subcommittee of the Ten Power Conference. The agreement should pro-
vide that other nations might join and if, subsequent to its execution, 
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any nation engaged in a space program failed to do so, the parties to the 
agreement might withdraw.

While seeking to obtain the proposed agreement, the United States 
should undertake to establish its leadership in space matters unilaterally 
and by participation in existing international programs. To do so, empha-
sis might be placed on utilitarian programs, such as improved weather 
forecasting, communications and geophysical reconnaissance. There are 
areas in which the United States presently excels. This is not to imply, 
however, that efforts to develop more powerful propulsion systems 
should not be pressed. While this is being done, it might well be desirable 
to endeavor also to set up certain programs jointly with the Soviet Union.

The questions of law and fact, some of which are outlined above, 
which in the past have plagued consideration of space matters, should 
be set apart from arms control negotiations. They might in due course 
be referred to either the UN or to some other international body for 
resolution.

B. Other Measures Which Could Be Presently Negotiated.

As previously suggested, it is recognized that the recommendation 
to concentrate our efforts on the few measures recommended above 
may not be accepted or the attempt to do so may not be successful and 
that in any event it will be necessary to discuss, with our Allies at least, 
what we are willing to talk about next. We will have to say something 
about the great gap between our initial proposals and our ultimate goal.

Accordingly, this report considers measures which could be pres-
ently [illegible in the original] danger to the security of the United 
States.

1. Mechanics for Lessening Likelihood of War by Accident.
In the missile age the defender against an intercontinental attack 

may receive little or no warning. Hence the time for deciding to launch 
a retaliatory attack is dangerously reduced for, once launched, missiles 
cannot be recalled in the same manner as bombers. Under these circum-
stances, there is great danger of war starting from an accidental nuclear 
explosion or from the isolated act of an irresponsible individual or from 
some other ambiguous event.

It would, therefore, seem that both the Soviets and ourselves 
should [illegible in the original] some means of lessening that danger 
and that the Soviets would be willing to explore jointly with us ways of 
lessening the danger.

It is not clear what form the means should take. Hence, prior to dis-
cussions with the Soviets, it is hardly profitable to do more than suggest 
a possibility for joint exploration. This might consist of stationing in the 
capital of each country high ranking officers, with direct communica-
tions to their own capital, who could personally verify [illegible in the 
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original] ambiguous incident, such as an accidental nuclear explosion. 
[illegible in the original] the last country would be most anxious to aid 
[illegible in the original] verify the true character of the incident, so 
the problems [illegible in the original] by ordinary foreign [illegible in 
the original] in the Soviet Union would not [illegible in the original].

The ultimate might be a “purple telephone” directly connecting 
the Soviet Premier and the President of the United States.

The idea here suggested would be particularly important in times 
of heightened tension between us and the Soviets. Obviously, the time to 
establish the mechanics is before tension arises. It is possible that other 
nations would wish to participate. There appears to be no objection to 
a few additional participants. But the number should be kept small so 
that the mechanics do not become too cumbersome to be effective.

2. Preparatory Steps for Limiting Force Levels.
It clearly would be to our advantage to bring about a reduction in 

the conventional capability of the Soviets through a reduction in their 
force level. We have already unilaterally reduced our own forces to 2.5 
million, and in the present state of the world it appears unsound for the 
U.S. to reduce its force level further. This is not so much because the 
Soviet’s level is over 4 million as it is because of the unsolved political 
problems, particularly their impact on us through our commitments to 
other nations, and because of the menace of Red China.

Nevertheless, if the Soviets should come down to our level we 
might be willing to agree to a modest reduction. It seems apparent, 
however, that for us to propose to the Soviets that they come down to 
2.5 million, while we remain stationary, is too one sided to propose. The 
best we can do is to say to them that if they will come down to 2.5 mil-
lion, and that is verified, we will be willing to discuss with them some 
further reductions.

If the Soviets indicated interest in that proposition, it is not too soon 
to begin to study mechanics for the verification of force levels, as the 
British suggest. Presumably those mechanics would include furnish-
ing the UN with inventories on force levels (and perhaps conventional 
arms), and the development of the technique of effective inspection by 
an international inspection organ, possibly using a random system of 
spot checks. It is a complicated matter, even though it involves but a 
small part of what total disarmament would involve.

While care should be taken to make it clear that we are not inter-
ested in talking force levels until the Soviets come down to a verified 
2.5 million, and that even then our idea of a reduction in force levels 
is not large, there seems no harm in attempting presently to develop 
plans for verification and for the creation of an international inspec-
tion organ.
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C. Measures Which, for Various Reasons Should Not be Presently 
Negotiated.

1. Limitation on Conventional Arms.
What has been said above about force levels applies to conventional 

armaments. The two go hand- in- hand. While theoretically a limita-
tion on weapons is more effective than a limitation on men, because an 
unarmed man is not much of a [illegible in the original], yet the only sen-
sible method of limiting conventional arms appears to be to tie the num-
ber of permitted weapons to the number of permitted men. Therefore, 
limitation of conventional arms should wait until a limit on force levels is 
agreed upon. The possibility of depositing arms in depots is considered 
separately below.

2. Limitation on Nuclear Weapons.
As previously indicated, intense thought has been given to ways 

and means of eliminating the principal reason behind the current 
world interest in disarmament, namely the dread of intercontinental 
nuclear weapons; the best which seems practicable is the levelling off 
of international nuclear capability once a stable balance of deterrence 
has been achieved. Neither their elimination nor other measures of con-
trol appear at this time to be consistent with the Security of the United 
States. Accordingly, none of the following proposals on nuclear weap-
ons should be negotiated at this time:

a. Elimination of Nuclear Weapons. At the risk of repeating what has 
previously been said, we must retain a nuclear capability as an effect 
to the overwhelming manpower of the Sino- Soviet Bloc. This capabil-
ity must be retained unless and until effective machinery for enforcing 
international law is in operation. Additionally, even the Soviets admit 
that there is no way of detecting clandestine warheads and if we were 
to surrender our nuclear weapons, even 100 clandestine nuclear weap-
ons of high yield would place us at the mercy of the Soviets. Nor is it 
feasible to eliminate the most dangerous type of vehicle — the missile. 
The “Atoms for Peace” and “Peaceful Use of Outer Space” programs 
seriously complicate the inspection problem. Even if an agreement for 
elimination could be inspected, the Soviets would certainly not agree 
to go back to manned bombers in which we clearly have the advantage, 
while we retain any nuclear capability. There therefore is nothing to 
negotiate on this score.

b. Limitation on Numbers of Nuclear Weapons
For the reasons given in connection with the discussion of the con-

cept of a stable balance of nuclear deterrence, no negotiations should be 
undertaken on limiting the number of strategic nuclear weapons until 
that balance is established, and then only if an adequate inspection sys-
tem can be devised. Limitation of numbers, as used here, includes cut- off 
of production of missiles, which is an indirect way of freezing numbers.

Nor should negotiations be undertaken on limiting tactical nuclear 
weapons. Certainly not unless and until the conventional capability of 
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the Free World equals that of the Sino- Soviet Bloc, and maybe not even 
then in view of the overwhelming manpower of the Bloc.

c. Cut- off or Reduction of the Production of Nuclear Materials for 
Weapons.

The inspection of a cut- off of the production of nuclear materials 
to weapons purposes in disclosed plants appears at the moment to be 
practicable only if the Soviets would permit the inspectors to share 
in the management of the plant. Further study may devise a simpler 
method for effective inspection of disclosed plants without such partic-
ipation in management. However, clandestine plants are not impossi-
ble, especially in view of a new German improvement in the centrifugal 
process. In addition, diversions of plutonium produced by electric 
power reactors could create a significant number of warheads, if the 
Soviets should embark on a sizeable atomic electric power program. 
These problems are more fully considered in the attached Annex E. 
Additionally, from our point of view it would be difficult to negotiate a 
cut- off and still preserve the right to continue to manufacture a certain 
fusionable material without which a large part of our nuclear stockpile 
would shortly deteriorate.

Irrespective of these considerations, the controlling reason why 
there should at this time be no negotiations looking toward a cessa-
tion or reduction of the production of nuclear material is that we may 
well need our full production for the next few years in order to attain 
a stable balance of deterrence and for tactical weapons. The existing 
programs of the Department of Defense call for practically full produc-
tion until 1968. This, however, is not conclusive since these programs 
are not necessarily designed to attain a stable balance of deterrence. 
The problem is accordingly complicated, involving a detailed knowl-
edge of existing and future weapons systems, military plans and Soviet 
capabilities—all addressed to the rather nebulous concept of a stable 
balance of deterrence. The conclusion here is that no negotiations for 
a cut- off or reduction should be undertaken until an exhaustive study 
demonstrates that on balance it would be to our advantage. This study 
should be undertaken promptly since the proposal to reduce or cut- off 
nuclear production for weapons appears to be the most promising of all 
proposals to limit nuclear weapons.

d. Testing Intercontinental Missiles.

Study has been given, and is currently being renewed, on the 
desirability of seeking a cessation of the testing of missiles. The theory 
in favor of cessation is that by the time an agreement to cease missile 
testing can be negotiated and put into effect, the U.S. will have done all 
the testing it requires for all the missiles it needs, and hence a cut- off of 
testing might leave the Soviets with much the same cumbersome and 
relatively inaccurate early generation missiles as they now have. But, 
unless the renewed study discovers new considerations, the danger 
that delays in the development of our own missiles will leave us at the 
time of cut- off with “soft” and unsatisfactory missiles (so that balanced 
deterrence would be difficult to achieve) outweighs the possibility that 
the Soviets may by testing reduce the size and increase the accuracy 
of their missiles. The conclusion is that once we establish stable bal-
anced deterrence, with an adequate number of relatively invulnerable 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1905

missiles, it may well be worthwhile to negotiate for a cut- off of missile 
testing, although study should be proven as to whether the knowledge 
to be gained in the development of space vehicles may not render such 
a cut- off largely meaningless. But until satisfactory invulnerability is 
attached we should not agree to a cessation of missile tests.

e. The “Nth Country”.

Should the U.S. presently negotiate an agreement that we will not 
aid any other country in obtaining a capability to manufacture nuclear 
weapons nor transfer nuclear weapons to it? Both are presently pro-
hibited by the Atomic Energy Act. Presently, selected allies are training 
in the use of certain nuclear weapons and are furnished with the vehi-
cles, but the nuclear warheads are stockpiled under U.S. control. The 
object of this arrangement is of course to offset the great Soviet superi-
ority over NATO in conventional forces. There are those who advocate 
seeking an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act permitting the US 
to transfer nuclear weapons to selected allies or assist them in manu-
facturing their own nuclear weapons, and our present national policy 
envisages that as possibly a desirable step. On the other hand, there are 
many who believe that the more nations who have nuclear weapons, 
the greater the danger that a major nuclear war will be irresponsibly 
started, and the less chance there is that effective controls over nuclear 
weapons will ever be established. The 1957 Western Proposals included 
a partial limitation on the transfer of nuclear weapons after production 
of nuclear material for weapons purposes has ceased. Also a resolution 
adopted by the UN General Assembly on November 30, 1959, suggests 
that nations producing nuclear weapons agree not to hand over the 
control of such weapons to other nations.

If the Act should be amended and selected Allies should make 
their own nuclear weapons, it might well increase the stability of bal-
anced deterrence between the Free World and the Soviets, and it should 
save considerable money. Also there are a number of nations who may 
well acquire a nuclear capability without our help, and if we should 
help them we might retain some participation in the decision of when 
to use them. On the other hand we would be faced with a great deal of 
unfavorable world opinion and, incidentally, we would lose the veto 
on their use which our present control over the warheads now gives us.

If we went the other way and negotiated with the Soviets an 
agreement not to help other nations to manufacture nuclear weapons, 
we would inevitably become involved in an agreement not to trans-
fer nuclear weapons to them, in which case it would be exceedingly 
difficult to preserve our present practice of transferring the vehicles 
and retaining control of the warheads. Of course, if such an agreement 
were effective, it would present the Soviets from giving Red China a 
nuclear capability. But it seems likely that the Soviets will not do that 
for reasons of their own, unless they are badly threatened by the West, 
in which case they would do it anyway.

On balance it seems that in the present state of the world the exist-
ing situation is reasonably satisfactory, and that until there is a change 
in the world situation we should refuse to negotiate on proposals to 
prohibit the transfer to other nations either of the capability to manu-
facture nuclear weapons or the weapons themselves.
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A summary of an analysis of this problem by the Rand Corpora-
tion is attached as Annex F.

3. Foreign Bases. The overseas bases of the U.S. which so bother the 
Soviets vary widely in the type. Some are SAC bases from which an 
attack can be launched. Others are merely for SAC recovery, after an 
attack. Some are only staging bases. Others support IRBMs. Still others 
are naval bases. And there are a number of other types besides. In fact 
what is a “base” as distinguished from merely a U.S. military contin-
gent is often difficult to say.

Also, the relationships with the host countries vary widely. In some 
cases the host country is extremely anxious to keep our base, either for 
military or economic reasons, or both. In other cases the host country 
is reluctant and may even impose overflight or other conditions which 
substantially reduce the value of the base to us.

It seems probable that in the course of time we will voluntarily or 
otherwise abandon some of our bases. It is conceivable that our balance 
of payments problem might force us to abandon more than we other-
wise would, for our overseas bases constitute an unfavorable item in 
that balance. This suggests that we should use such abandonments as 
ammunition with which to obtain some concessions from the Soviets in 
arms control negotiations.

The problem, however, is not a simple one. In so far as the aban-
donment of these bases would hurt our nuclear retaliatory power, they 
should not to abandoned. Nor should bases which are useful to support 
limited war operations be given up. Our supply problem for such oper-
ations, as compared with the Soviets, is bad enough even with these 
bases. Further, there is an important political problem: an indiscrimi-
nate surrender of our overseas bases will raise the ghost of “Fortress 
America”. And lastly, while we may surrender some of our present 
bases, we may well need additional ones for new weapons systems 
which will strengthen our retaliatory capability.

All these considerations lead to the conclusion that no agreement 
should be negotiated with the Soviets which calls for any substantial or 
indiscriminate reduction in our overseas bases until there is a sufficient 
change in the situation so that the above considerations will have lost 
their force.

4. Budget Controls. There can be considerable advantage to the 
U.S. in obtaining budget information from the Soviets—more than 
they will get from receiving such information from us. But the diffi-
culty of checking the accuracy of Soviet information means that an 
agreement to limit military expenditures should be regarded only 
as supplementing other more reliable measures of control. It would 
be valuable when combined with other intelligence data, but not 
reliable by itself. The measures here recommended for immediate 
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negotiation are so few and of such character that they need no such 
supplementing. Irrespective of that, however, we should not nego-
tiate an agreement to limit our own military expenditures until the 
defects in our defense posture have been cured as recommended in 
Recommendation No. 1.

5. Chemical, Biological, and Radiological Warfare “CBR”.
Not all CBR weapons are capable of mass destruction. For instance 

our police arsenals include several types of gas used merely to disable 
civilians temporarily. Tear gas is a common example. But insofar as 
CBR elements are capable of mass destruction, they should be classed 
for arms control purposes in the same category as nuclear weapons. 
Ultimately, therefore, no CBR capability should remain in national con-
trol. However, the problems of monitoring of an agreement to limit or 
abolish CBR when the time comes are not at all the same as monitoring 
limitations on nuclear weapons, nor are they the same for the different 
elements of CBR. In particular, the biological element requires very lit-
tle in the way of plant, equipment and materials. Since this report rec-
ommends no limitations on nuclear weapons in the immediate future, 
these problems of CBR need not be faced at this time.

D. Other Measures in the 1957 Western Proposals.

The forgoing comments have covered most of the important meas-
ures contained in the Western proposals of August 29, 1947. Comments 
on the remainder follow:

1. Deposit of Arms in Depots—There is no objection in principle to the 
1957 proposal (originated by the U.S.) for placing conventional arms in 
storage depots within the national territories of signatory states, under 
the supervision of an international control organization, as the levels 
of the forces which would use those arms are reduced. But there is a 
real question whether it is worth the effort to try to negotiate with the 
Soviets either on the principle or on the lists of armaments to be depos-
ited. Since the arms would be deposited in national armories and either 
obsolete or quickly available in the event of hostilities or of violation 
of any other agreement limiting arms or armed forces, the proposal is 
largely of symbolic value and seems scarcely worth pursuing.

2. International Control Organization —  As indicated earlier, the 
meas ures recommended for immediate negotiation do not require the 
creation of an over- all international control organization. They call for 
limited, specialized inspection mechanics, adapted to the particular 
measures they are to control. It may therefore be premature to nego-
tiate the establishment of an over- all control organization. However, 
planning for reduction in force levels, which could be started presently 
(see D.2., above), might well indicate planning for such an international 
control organization. But the establishment of such an organization 
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involves many difficult political problems, such as the relationship of 
the organizations to the Security Council, its composition in the light 
of Soviet insistance on parity, and its voting procedure in the light of 
the Soviet preference for unanimity. These problems are at issue in the 
Geneva Nuclear Test negotiations and even though the inspection there 
involved is of a specialized nature, until the negotiations have termi-
nated, it may be well to fight the battle there rather then begin it anew 
in a parallel form. If they result in the establishment of a Nuclear Test 
Organization, it may be desirable to use that organization as a nucleus 
for a control apparatus of wider responsibilities.

3. Political Problems —  It is obvious that such political problems 
as Berlin German unification and Formosa have an important bearing 
on the amount of disarmament the U.S. can safely accept. No specific 
tie- in between arms control measures and political problems is, how-
ever, recommended. The 1957 Western proposals conditioned future 
steps on progress in solving political problems, and that did not prove 
to be a fruitful approach. In this report, the only connection between 
arms control measures and political problems is that political problems 
constitute an important element in references to the “present world sit-
uation” and the like.

4. Movement of Armaments—A related aspect of the 1957 Western 
proposals which has not yet been mentioned is the proposal that there 
be a study of a system for regulating the export and import of desig-
nated armaments. While there may be some justification for consider-
ing arms export controls applicable to specific areas (for example, the 
Middle East and Africa), the general concept of control of arms traffic 
has serious implications for our foreign military aid program and it is 
better not to raise the issue at all.

5. Suspension of the Convention— Provision for modifying or sus-
pending an arms control agreement should be incorporated in the 
agreement itself. Since future political and technological changes may 
render an agreement obsolete, mechanics for keeping it up to date are 
highly desirable. Suspension should be provided in order to protect 
signatories in the event of violation by one of the parties. Such pro-
visions should be formulated in the light of the measures included in 
each agreement and, therefore, are not discussed in detail in this report.

E. Comments on Current Soviet and Allied Proposals.

To avoid repetition here, comments on the current proposals of the 
Soviets and our principal Allies are contained in Annex G.

F. Red China.

In our past disarmament proposals Red China has been mentioned 
by name progressively less often. She has merely been included in 
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general references to “other essential states”. It is not suggested that 
Red China has been forgotten, but there is some evidence of a tendency 
to assume that if we can reach agreement with the Soviets our trou-
bles are over. This tendency should be discouraged. While Red China 
presently appears to have no more than about 2.8 million men in her 
armed forces, she apparently is building up their effectiveness, and her 
violently aggressive and hostile attitude toward the Free World in gen-
eral and the United States in particular, make it clear that we should 
agree to no arms control measure without careful consideration of how 
it leaves us with respect to Red China. This is particularly true of meas-
ures which would limit our nuclear capability. Red China must also be 
considered in connection with verification and inspection, whether or 
not she is a party to the particular arms control agreement. Otherwise 
the Soviets might well evade an agreement by carrying on forbidden 
activities in Chinese territory.

Whether or not Red China will join in any agreements which the 
Soviets are willing to sign is not known. The political and diplomatic 
problems of how negotiations with Red China should be handled are 
beyond the scope of this report. The point here stressed is that Red China 
should never be forgotten in connection with arms control agreements.

G. Inspection.

The all-important problem of inspection is involved in some of 
the measures recommended for immediate negotiation and is certain 
to come up frequently in connection with other measures. It deserves 
careful analysis.

For reasons which need no repetition here, adequate verification of 
compliance is a sine qua non to acceptable arms control agreement with 
the Soviets. Measures which otherwise might be acceptable cannot be 
accepted if performance cannot be adequately verified. On the other 
hand, 100% foolproof verification is rarely, if ever, possible because of 
technical problems, expense and acceptability to both sides. Further, 
the degree of accuracy necessary for verification is not the same for 
all arms control measures; some need less than others. It is therefore 
important to see if there are not some guidelines which will be helpful 
in determining the type of verification which particular arms control 
require.

It should be noted at the outset that verification is not the same thing 
as enforcement. Verification merely spots whether or not there has been 
performance of an agreement. What should be done if verification dis-
closes a breach of the agreement is very important, but it is an entirely 
separate problem. The action required to offset a breach has nothing to 
do with the action required to detect one. Adequate verification does 
not make an agreement “self-enforcing”.
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Verification is commonly thought of as being synonymous with 
inspection. That is not strictly true, because there are arms control meas-
ures which can be verified without inspection. A large nuclear explo-
sion in the atmosphere would be an example. Of course, if verification 
of a particular measure can be had without inspection it is an advan-
tage in favor of that measure.

Nevertheless, inspection is the most important single method of 
verification, because it applies to so many important arms control 
meas ures and presents such difficult problems. 

To date efforts to establish any inspection system at all have been 
fruitless. Some progress has recently been made in the current nego-
tiations on the cessation of nuclear tests. But it is not yet clear that a 
satisfactory system will emerge.

The principal difficulty is the Soviet reluctance to let foreigners 
invade their military secrecy. While we think they are almost patholog-
ical on that score, they have been so since the days of the Czar; and it 
is true that this secrecy gives them a distinct military advantage. They 
claim our inspection proposals are merely for the purpose of “espio-
nage”. Of course, that is not the purpose, but there is no doubt that 
we would gather valuable intelligence from inspection tours and our 
present national policy recognizes that fact. Efforts should be made to 
weaken the Soviet position, but it will not be easy.

This situation is aggravated by the fact that our earlier proposals 
for the inspection of force levels and arms limitations, called for such 
a large number of personnel and so much transportation and commu-
nications, and were so expensive, as to be impracticable. Incidentally, 
they probably would not have been acceptable to our own country.

A fresh look at the problem suggests that arms control measures 
fall into two distinguishable categories. The first deals with the read-
iness of forces, such as the destruction of operational training flights, 
presence of warheads with delivery vehicles, and the like. These are 
matters of great concern in connection with surprise intercontinental 
attack. They require that accurate information be quickly available if 
the other side is to take action to offset a breach of agreement. The sec-
ond category deals with more static matters, such as composition of 
forces, numbers and types of conventional weapons, military budgets, 
and the like. On such matters, information can be less precise, and time 
is not of the essence.

Inspection systems adapted to deal with matters in the first cat-
egory pose complicated requirements in terms of numbers of inspec-
tors, fullness of access, speedy and reliable communications, and so 
on. Such systems are likely to prove unacceptable to the Soviets and in 
arms [illegible in the original] perhaps to us also. Above all, the conse-
quences of failure could be serious.
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On the other hand, inspection may be workable and effective when 
applied to the second category of matters, where timelines and margin 
of error are not so critical. Less cumbersome inspection machinery, the 
use of sampling techniques supplemented by unilateral intelligence, 
might make such systems acceptable.

As a general criterion it would, therefore, appear that arms control 
measures which require elaborate inspection and in which even small 
scale violations could be serious, should be avoided.

It is entirely possible that further studies will devise new technol-
ogies which will simplify the inspection problem. For instance, indus-
try uses the sampling technique of random spot checks, which with 
inventories and the like produces a very high probability of complete 
accuracy. That technique might greatly simplify inspection of arms con-
trol measures. Also technology might be able to invent helpful devices. 
Such studies cannot, however, be profitably pursued in a vacuum, so 
the terms of reference for the studies must state with some precision the 
particular arms control measure to be inspected.

It is also essential to take full advantage of our own unilateral intel-
ligence capability in designing inspection systems.

Finally, a consideration which has a bearing on the negotiability of 
arms control proposals requiring inspection is whether or not inspec-
tion can be accomplished adequately from outside the Soviet Union. 
Measures which involve only inspection in the satellite countries, for 
example, will probably have a higher probability of Soviet acceptance.

A more detailed consideration of the problem of inspection is con-
tained in Annex H to this report.

H. Surprise Attack and Unintentional War 

The terms of reference of the Joint Study direct that priority atten-
tion be given to types of international agreements which might reduce 
the danger of surprise attack or unintentional war. These subjects do 
not lend themselves readily to separate negotiations apart from sub-
stantive arms control measures. Since they largely involve the use of 
weapons, they cut across many arms control measures. The unsuccess-
ful effort of a year ago to discuss the technical aspects of surprise attack 
as a separate matter illustrates the difficulty of separate treatment. 
Nevertheless, these two priority subjects have been kept consistently in 
mind and some of the measures recommended in the report are helpful 
either directly or indirectly.

1. Surprise Attack. The recommended inspection zone in Europe 
(page 25) is specifically designed to lessen the possibility of a surprise 
ground attack against NATO forces in Europe. While lessening the like-
lihood of surprise ground attack does not compare in importance with 
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preventing an intercontinental nuclear attack, Europe is clearly the 
most important area for preventing a surprise ground attack.

On the all important problem of preventing a surprise interconti-
nental nuclear attack, it is difficult to envisage any presently practicable 
agreement which can prevent a surprise attack in the age of ICBMs. The 
danger of it has increased, and so has the difficulty of preventing it. 
However, the creation of a stable balance of deterrence (Recommenda-
tion No. 2) will discourage a nuclear attack. Since any attack by ICBMs 
will presumably be a surprise attack, the deterrence against any nuclear 
attack is deterrence against surprise attack. Further, the use of photo-
graphing and other types of satellites should be of some help in detect-
ing preparation for a nuclear attack. Additionally, the more inspection 
of other measures which can be put into effect, the greater is the chance 
that information indicating preparations for a surprise attack may be 
detected.

2. Unintentional War. The only recommended measure directed 
specifically to the prevention of accidental war is the proposed mechan-
ics outlined on page 31. However, the creation of a high degree of invul-
nerability in retaliatory forces as a part of establishing a stable balance 
of deterrence may mean that retaliatory forces will not have to be set in 
motion right away. Time may be available to determine the real mean-
ing of an ambiguous incident which will lessen the likelihood of an 
accidental war. 

It is probable that if and as other arms control proposals than those 
recommended in this report came under negotiation, further measures 
can be worked into them which will be helpful in preventing surprise 
attack and unintentional war. This should be borne in mind.

It may appear that in the foregoing analysis of specific arms con-
trol measures a great deal of attention has been given to the limitations 
these measures would have on our own activities and that very little 
attention has been given to the benefits we would receive from the lim-
itations these measures would impose on Soviet activities. Insofar as 
that is true, it is not because the latter has been ignored. One reason is 
that the problem of inspecting a number of the most important mea-
sures remain unsolved. The primary reason, however, is that we cannot 
afford to freeze the situation as it will exist a few years from now. We 
must get stronger before we can agree to measures which reduce the 
capabilities of ourselves and the Soviets equally; otherwise an imbal-
ance of power in favor of the Soviets will be made permanent through 
arms control measures. Of course, if the Soviets should agree to ver-
ified measures which limit them more than us, then the field might 
open up considerably. But, at the moment, the likelihood of that does 
not seem great.
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VII. FULLER CONSIDERATION OF MEASURES TO  
INCREASE INTERNATIONAL CAPABILITY OUTLINED  

IN RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 (P. ?)

A great deal of material has intervened in this report since meas-
ures to increase international capability were outlined in Recommenda-
tion No. 6. That is because the forum for these measures will be the UN, 
whereas the forum for the measures discussed in the interval will be the 
coming Ten Power Conference. It seems desirable to group in one place 
in this report the measures which will come up in the latter forum.

The thought behind the recommended measures designed to 
increase international capability is to build on what we have, namely 
the United Nations, rather than to attempt a great leap forward by mak-
ing a drastic revision of the UN Charter or by creating a new orga-
nization. The steps proposed represent very modest progress toward 
the ultimate goal of peace under international law, backed by adequate 
jurisdiction in a world court and by effective means of enforcement. But 
they appear to be as far as can go at the moment.

While in this area we do not face the recurrent Soviet objection to 
inspection teams as “sabotage”, there are at least as formidable difficul-
ties in the way. One such is that to attain the ultimate goal will require 
either drastic changes in the Charter of the United Nations or a new 
world organization. Nevertheless, there is still scope under the present 
United Nations Charter for considerable progress before the question 
of making drastic changes must be faced. It seems well worthwhile to 
attempt to exhaust that scope, before deciding whether to advocate a 
drastic change.

A. Development and Codification of International Law

It is assumed by many that before any rules attain the status of 
international law, they must be enacted by a supra-national legislative 
body. This is true only in the sense that to be as effective as domestic law 
(in that an offender goes to jail) international law must apply to indi-
viduals and must be enforceable. To accomplish that, there must not 
only be a supra-national legislative body but there must be a supra-na-
tional court and, most important, a supra-national police force to seize 
individuals and put them in jail against the will of their government.

However, rules of conduct adopted by treaty an properly be called 
“law”, and though no one will go to jail for a violation, a court may 
determine whether or not the rules have been violated, and world 
opinion can be relied upon as an increasingly potent enforcement 
mechanism to induce compliance by nations. Even if progress can 
never be made beyond that point, it seems well worthwhile to attempt 
to reach it.
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And there is ample room for progress under the United Nations 
Charter as it exists today. Article 13 calls for the development and cod-
ification of international law. Little progress on that score has been 
made to date, because efforts have been largely confined to codifying 
rules which we generally recognized as presently constituting “inter-
national law”. Little or no effort has been devoted to the development 
of rules which, if adopted by nation members, would restrain actions 
leading to armed conflict. Specifically, progress has bogged down on 
the definition of “aggression”. It would seem that this obstacle might be 
overcome by defining most if not all of the specific acts which together 
or singly constitute aggression, without attempting to define the con-
clusion represented by the word “aggression”. Domestic law generally 
does this by defining numerous acts which together or singly constitute 
a “breach of the peace”, without formulating a definition of “breach of 
the peace”.

However that may be, it seems well worthwhile to revive and inten-
sify the effort to develop and codify international law. This appears of 
sufficient importance not only to entrust the task to the highest legal 
talent member nations can produce, but also to provide adequate 
staff assistance and to devise [illegible in the original] to ensure that 
progress is periodically checked and validated by periodic diplomatic 
conferences.

It should be noted that a valuable by- product of such an endeavor 
would be to increase the area of common understanding between 
nations which would tend to lessen tensions and perhaps provide a 
broad basis for real international cooperation.

Accordingly, it is recommended:
Recommendation No. 8
The United States should introduce in the General Assembly a res-

olution which will:

a. Establish a new organ composed of outstanding jurists, who 
would be required to devote full time to their duties, would be cleared 
for appointment by high courts, law schools, and academics, as pro-
vided in Article 6 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice, 
would be well-compensated well- staffed, and would be charged with 
the following duties:

(i) To codify existing principles of international law, giving priority 
to those principles which will make armed conflict between nations, 
and aiding civil disturbances within another nation, less likely.

(ii) To prepare rules not presently within the scope of international 
law but which, if adopted by member nations, would make armed 
conflict between nations, and aiding civil disturbances within another 
nation, less likely.
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(iii) To submit the results of their work from time to time to the 
international diplomatic conferences described below.

(iv) To recommend the establishment of periodic diplomatic con-
ferences of representatives of member nations to review the work of the 
new organ.

(v) To recommend procedures whereby the results of the work of 
the new organ will have the force of treaty provisions. Perhaps agree-
ment could be presumed if no objections were made within a specific 
period.

A draft of such a resolution is attached as Annex J.

B. Increasing the Jurisdiction and Prestige of the World Court

Again there appears to be considerable scope within the United 
Nations Charter for progress. To date the International Court of Jus-
tice has had far too few cases for it to become the important instrument 
for the peaceful settlement of international disputes which the Charter 
envisages. This is not only because, as noted above, little progress has 
been made in developing or codifying international law, but because 
its jurisdiction under paragraph 2 of Article 36 of the Court’s Statute to 
pass upon the four important matters there enumerated3 is not firm. The 
so-called “Connally Amendment,” which reserves to the United States 
the right to decide when a dispute involves domestic matters, set a prec-
edent beclouding our declaration conferring jurisdiction on the Court 
which many other nations have followed.

Lastly, the Court’s prestige should be increased by making sure 
that all members of the Court represent the highest judicial talent in 
each of the nations supplying members.

Accordingly, it is recommended:
Recommendation No. 9
The Connally Amendment should be repealed. International 

agreement should be sought for unqualified declarations under para-
graph 2 of Article 36 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice. 
The member of the Court appointed by the United States should at all 
times be of outstanding judicial ability. 

It has been suggested that jurisdiction of the Court be extended to 
individuals, and that a system of regional inferior or “trial” courts are 
necessary in order to establish the facts on which the World Court may 
act on appeal, and also to meet the convenience of litigants. The sug-
gestions have merit, but they would require a Charter amendment and 
it seems desirable to concentrate on making the present Charter work 
before seeking to amend it. It should be noted that a special Committee 

3 Namely, interpretations of treaties, questions of international law, the existence 
of facts constituting a breach of agreement, and reparation for breach of agreement. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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of the American Bar Association is working constructively on this and 
related fields.

C. Progress Toward Effective Enforcement of International Law

Leaving aside fulfilling the ultimate goal by an international police 
force large enough to cope with the armed forces of any nation or group 
of nations as being too far in the future for present consideration, it 
seems clear that if there could be created a small mobile, well- equipped 
force analogous to our Marine Corps, under effective UN control, it 
would be of real help in the prevention of limited war and armed 
aggression.

It is equally clear, however, that no such force is presently prac-
ticable. Not only is the Soviet Union opposed but so are a substantial 
number of small nations, principally for fear of their forces becoming 
involved in a struggle between the two major powers. Also the prob-
lems of the recruiting, financing, supplying and commanding of even 
a small force are presently insoluble. Further, the UN Charter provides 
only for earmarking of units by member nations and even that has 
broken down in the face of the unrealistic composition of the Security 
Council and the vast differences in political concepts between nations, 
particularly between the Free World and the Soviets. In general, the 
Soviet veto in the Security Council has blockade the functioning of the 
UN’s peace machinery.

The best that can be expected in the near future is that some UN 
members will continue to supply small armed forces on an ad hoc basis 
under the Uniting for Peace Resolution which by- passes the Security 
Council when the Council fails to act. Incidentally, it should be noted 
that small ad hoc forces have the great advantage over standing forces 
in being selected from nations not involved in the particular dispute.

This is a discouraging outlook for establishing effective enforce-
ment of international law. Nevertheless impressive results have been 
accomplished by UN observer teams and by UN semi- military forces 
charged with policing borders and the like. It therefore seems worth-
while to endeavor to formalize the procedures by which such groups 
are brought into being, and to add to them a mediation function. If 
successful, this might well establish a basis of confidence which would 
permit further progress. Further discussion of the problems of interna-
tional law enforcement is contained in Annex I.

Accordingly, it is recommended:
Recommendation No. 10
The United States should introduce in the General Assembly a res-

olution requesting the Disarmament Commission to develop meas ures, 
for adoption by the General Assembly, which would establish a corps 
of observers nominated by member nations from which the Secretary 
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General, when authorized by the Security Council or the General 
Assembly, would appoint teams charged with any one or more of the 
following functions, subject to the consent of one or both of the parties 
involved as at present: (1) to determine and report the facts involved in 
any situation involving an actual or threatened breach of international 
peace; (2) to recommend measures to terminate or avoid such hostili-
ties; (3) to act as mediators to settle such disputes; (4) to supervise the 
cessation of such hostilities or the measures adopted to avoid them; and 
(5) to assist in the administration of disputed territories.

A draft of such a resolution is attached as Annex K. 

VIII. MATTERS NOT THE SUBJECT OF RECOMMENDATION

There are various matters which have a distinct bearing on the 
subject matter of this report, but which are beyond its scope. While no 
recommendations are therefore made on these matters, a few brief com-
ments upon them may be helpful.

A. Civil Defense.

The only aspect of Civil Defense considered here is its effect on a 
stable balance of deterrence. On that it is arguable that if we and the 
Soviets had fallout shelters, the stability of balanced deterrence would 
be enhanced, since an attack would have to be more massive to give 
the same results as without shelters. On the other hand, the attacker 
would suffer less damage from retaliation and so might be more likely 
to attack. The result appears to be a standoff.

B. Opening Up Soviet Society.

In view of the Soviet’s unswerving goal of world domination, any 
measures which tend to open up Soviet society, and eventually even 
alter their goal, will in the long run have a beneficial effect on disar-
mament, indeed may be a prerequisite to the accomplishment of sig-
nificant arms control. Thus exchanges of civilians in all walks of life, 
cooperation on scientific projects, and the like, should be helpful to this 
end. Similarly, arms controls and related inspection measures might in 
themselves help to open up Soviet Society.

C. Negotiations.

There are at least two matters which seen to deserve consideration 
by those charged with the coming negotiations:

1. Negotiating Margin.
It appears that in past negotiations we have sometimes tabled 

proposals which reflect our ultimate position, and the recommenda-
tions in this report naturally state an ultimate position. If, however, we 
table proposals for negotiation in that form, we have no margin for 
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trading. We have no basis for the give and take which is the essence 
of the negotiating process. Hence the measures actually tabled at the 
coming negotiations should, where appropriate, ask for more or offer 
less than our ultimate positions or in some other manner provide the 
required margin.

2. Joint East West Studies.
Joint studies on technical problems may seem innocuous and 

desirable, not only as evidencing activity but also as an aid to assessing 
the merits of a particular proposal. But they carry with them a strong 
implication that, if the Western and Soviet experts solve the technical 
problems, we will agree to the proposal itself. The current negotiations 
on the cessation of nuclear testing is an example of this. Irrespective 
of the merits of this particular example, it is a dangerous practice. We 
should be sure we are willing to go through with a proposal before we 
agree that experts should be convened to study the technical problems 
it involves.

D. Publicity.

A number of knowledgeable individuals have expressed the con-
viction that in the past we have been too interested in the public reac-
tion of other nations and have neglected our own public. They maintain 
that the best way to obtain the understanding support of world opinion 
is through educating the United States public. In that connection it is 
suggested that we should publicize our long range goal, explain why 
we cannot take bigger steps toward it under present world conditions, 
explain the concept of stable balanced deterrence, and hammer mer-
cilessly on the fact that deeds speak louder than words and that the 
United States record as a non- aggressive nation is incomparably better 
than that of the Soviets. For example, a comparison of our actions in lib-
erating Cuba and the Philippines with the Soviets’ actions in Hungary 
and the fact that we committed no aggression while we had a nuclear 
monopoly, make their epithet of “fear mongering“ utterly absurd. 
Mobilizing special publicity talent for the coming negotiations would 
seem highly desirable. 

IX. FURTHER ARMS CONTROL STUDIES 

While a number of outside organizations (see Annex A) have ren-
dered valuable help to this study, this has proved insufficient for the 
identification and detailed study of all issues involved. Certain issues 
have however been identified, work statements for their study are in the 
final stages of preparation for recommendation to the Departments of 
State and Defense is in process. These studies are described in Annex I, 
which also includes suggestions for additional fields for studies.
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It seems clear that the successor organization to this Joint Study 
should be authorized to contract for substantial outside assistance if it 
is to cope adequately with the continuing problems of disarmament.

* * * *
While the Annexes to this report have been reviewed for consis-

tency with this report, in case any inconsistencies remain, this report, 
and not the Annexes, is to govern.

The cooperation by all agencies of the Government consulted in 
the course of this Joint Study has been outstanding, at all levels, and is 
gratefully acknowledged.

Respectfully,

Charles A. Coolidge
Director

521. Telegram 5562 to London1

Washington, January 23, 1960, 3:57 p.m.

5562. Please deliver following to Selwyn Lloyd from the Secretary. 
Advise date time delivery.

QUOTE January 23, 1960
Dear Selwyn:

As Mr. Dillon mentioned to you in his letter of January 6, we have 
been exploring possibilities for advancing in the current Geneva nego-
tiations on nuclear tests a threshold proposal based on seismic mag-
nitudes. We have now completed our study of this approach from a 
technical standpoint, and our delegation in Geneva has been authorized 
to discuss some specific ideas and proposals with your people there.

I was glad to note from your letter of January 14 that you welcome 
the threshold idea at least to the extent that it permits us to go beyond 
an atmospheric treaty and to ban at least certain underground tests. I 
am glad, too, that you have no objection to a threshold set at the level of 
4.75 since that is the level we have now chosen for consideration on the 
basis of our technical studies.

1 Source: Transmits letter from Herter to Lloyd on threshold proposal at nuclear test 
talks. Confidential. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, U.K. 
Officials Correspondence with Secretary Herter.
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We, too, have been giving serious thought to the question of pos-
sible Soviet reactions to a threshold proposal. I believe, as you do, that 
they may well seek to extract maximum political advantage by charges 
that the West is seeking to put a costly inspection system in the Soviet 
Union for intelligence purposes and at the same time to continue a pro-
gram of nuclear weapons development. Against this possibility, how-
ever, we have weighed the clear advantages of a move which represents 
an advance over our earlier proposal for an atmospheric treaty, which 
gives evidence of our willingness to agree to a test cessation in all areas 
that can be adequately monitored, and which offers a constructive way 
to by- pass existing disagreements between US and Soviet scientists on 
criteria and detection capabilities.

From the standpoint of world opinion, I think this new approach 
will point up more effectively than our earlier atmospheric proposal 
the idea that our purpose is not a limited treaty but a phased approach 
to a comprehensive treaty. I think if we emphasize the idea of progres-
sively lowering the threshold through joint research we will be able to 
make this goal and the road by which we propose to achieve it some-
what clearer than we were able to do last April. Moreover, on purely 
technical grounds I think we are in a better public position to press for 
a phased treaty than we have been in the past. Both the report of the 
technical working group and Khrushchev’s recent admission before the 
Supreme Soviet that modern technical equipment cannot provide abso-
lute certainty that all underground nuclear explosions can be detected 
should be helpful in this regard.

On the basis of such factors as these I have come to the conclu-
sion that the Soviets would be unlikely to use the proposal as the 
pretext for a break, and even less likely that it would prove advan-
tageous to them if they should do so. The idea of the phased treaty, 
beginning on an even more limited basis, has already been advanced, 
and the idea that we could not agree to any cessation of tests which 
could not be effectively controlled has been a cardinal point of our 
public position from the outset. If a new proposal combined these 
elements with constructive new suggestions for getting around pres-
ent technical disagreements, I doubt the Soviets could readily turn 
this new phased treaty proposal to their advantage. The effect of our 
earlier phased treaty proposal was in fact to put pressure upon the 
Soviets to move in a constructive direction.

I have given earnest consideration to your suggestion that the 
proposal be accompanied by a moratorium for a limited period of 
underground tests below the threshold. Despite certain public rela-
tions advantages, I believe we would have something to lose by such 
an uncontrolled moratorium in terms of maintaining the principle that 
international undertakings in the field of disarmament must be ade-
quately controlled. We might lose militarily as well, of course, since 
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the Soviets would be able to test below the threshold in confidence that 
signal strengths would not permit inspection whatever warnings we 
might obtain by intelligence means.

You refer to the fact that we have already had an uncontrolled mor-
atorium for over a year, and that two or three more years would under 
our present proposals be required before a control system can become 
fully operative. It is just this fact, that we have already been perhaps 
overly generous in conceding a test moratorium without effective con-
trol, that makes me feel further extensions or relaxations of our require-
ments for a moratorium would serve to weaken the essential principle 
of controlled agreements.

You refer to the question of a Soviet resumption of atmospheric test-
ing in response to any resumption of underground tests by the western 
powers. I am inclined to think that this is unlikely, and that if the Soviets 
resumed atmospheric tests they would, whatever their excuses, bear the 
odium for pollution of the atmosphere. In any case the threshold proposal 
would not carry with it any announcement of resumption of underground 
tests. It would merely, in the spirit of the President’s announcement of 
December 28, involve a statement in response to Soviet inquiries that, in 
accordance with the principle that we cannot agree to a cessation of tests 
in environments which cannot be controlled, the U.S. would be free to 
resume testing below the threshold when its national security interests so 
dictated. I have discussed this matter with the President and find that he 
shares this view as to the way the matter should be handled.

You mention that as a result of the agreed technical report of last 
summer we probably would be prepared to include a ban on high 
altitude tests. I think our position there should be consistent with 
what we say about the underground ban, and with the proposal of 
the President last April. At that time we suggested an agreed sus-
pension of nuclear weapons tests up to the greatest height to which 
effective controls can under present circumstances be extended. This 
formula would leave for discussion, in connection with treaty lan-
guage on high altitude, the question of the extent of controls and cor-
responding obligations we would want to include in the initial phase.

I hope that we will be able to reach agreement on this course of 
action in the near future, since a new western initiative at Geneva 
would, I think, be particularly useful at this time. I should be glad to 
know your reaction to the threshold proposal in light of the specifics 
Ambassador Wadsworth will be presenting to Sir Michael.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,
Christian A. Herter  UNQUOTE

Herter
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522. Memoranda of Conversation Between Eisenhower and Herter1

Washington, January 23, 1960, 8:30 a.m.

In a conversation with the President this morning, I discussed 
with him at some length procedures with respect to instructions for our 
negotiating group headed by Mr. Eaton, who meet on Monday with 
representatives of the other four nations involved in an effort to reach a 
common position before the March 15 conference with the Soviet Bloc 
countries in Geneva. I told him that I felt it would be a long and dif-
ficult process to achieve agreement with the Defense Department on 
a detailed program and that, from the point of view of proceeding, it 
would be best if Mr. Eaton could isolate in the discussions with our 
Allies points on which he or a representative of Defense who would 
be sitting with him, felt there might be real objections on the part of 
Defense. I added that, of course, when unresolved specific points came 
up we, together with Defense, would bring them to him for resolution.

He agreed with this procedure. He likewise agreed that we should 
try to work out some proposal which we could make to the Russians 
which would have a good public relations impact but that for the ini-
tial stages we should confine ourselves to trying to reach agreement 
on such matters as might be quickly implemented, and that no com-
mitments should be made in so- called “package” form of specific steps 
leading from the first initial stages to the final disarmament.

Christian A. Herter

Attachment

Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and Herter

Washington, January 23, 1960, 8:30 a.m.

The President this morning approved the draft of a disarmament 
objectives paper. Although we discussed at some length the question of 
an international police force, it was finally agreed that it would be best 
not to try to spell out any details and to leave the language as it stood, 
subject, of course, to revision in consultation with the Five- Power dis-
armament group. I likewise told him I would send to General Goodpas-
ter our own communication to the Department of Defense containing 
some of our ideas, as well as the British specific disarmament proposals 

1 Source: Ten- nation disarmament conference; letter to Lloyd on nuclear test talks. 
Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Meetings with the President.
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which had been made at the meeting held by myself with the ambassa-
dors of the other four nations on Monday, January 18.

Christian A. Herter

Attachment

Memorandum of Conversation Between Eisenhower and Herter

Washington, January 23, 1960, 8:30 a.m.

In a conversation with the President this morning, he approved the 
draft of the letter to Selwyn Lloyd on the Nuclear Test negotiations with 
the inclusion of the sentence which stated that he had been consulted 
and approved of the policy outlined.

Christian A. Herter

523. Message From Ormsby- Gore to Herter2

January 29, 1960

Text of Message to Mr. Herter from Secretary of State

Thank you for your letter of January 23 about the Nuclear Tests 
Conference. Sir Michael Wright has now sent me the gist of your 
instructions to Ambassador Wadsworth.

I feel bound to tell you that we seem to differ considerably in our 
assessment of the situation.

To begin with, we believe that any proposal to the Russians which 
would permit the holding of tests below a given threshold would be 
totally unacceptable to them. If we insisted on this solution we think 
it might lead them to break off the negotiations. You take a different 
view. It has of course been a cardinal point of our public position from 
the outset that we could not agree to any cessation of tests which could 
not be effectively controlled. But Tsarapkin has repeatedly told us in 
Geneva that the Russians are not interested in a negotiation which will 

2 Source: Disagrees with threshold proposal for nuclear test talks. Confidential. 
4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, U.K. Officials Corre-
spondence with Secretary Herter.
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not bring about the end of all tests. Khrushchev too has emphasized 
this repeatedly and I believe he means it.

Now, as I understand it, the guidance which you have sent to 
Ambassador Wadsworth on what he should say about tests below the 
threshold and at high altitude does not go beyond what you say in 
your letter to me. On past form I think it all too likely that the Russians 
will concentrate their attack on these apparent gaps in your proposals. 
I confess that we are not at all clear here about what precisely you have 
in mind on high altitude tests and tests in deep space. I am sure you 
will be asked at a very early stage whether you intend to start testing 
above a certain height, or whether you accept the report of the first 
technical working group, and its implications for the Treaty. On tests 
below the threshold you appear to rest on a statement on the lines of 
that which the President made on December 28 last. I am sure that this 
will be twisted by the Russians to imply that you have never paid more 
than lip service to the goal of the cessation of all tests. In short, I greatly 
fear that by concentrating on what you do not say and ignoring the spe-
cific proposals you put forward, the Russians will make great propa-
ganda capital of the new move you suggest, whether or not they decide 
to break off negotiations altogether. They will be the better able to do 
this since your new proposals do not carry with them the alternative 
attached to the President’s proposals of last April that we would still 
be willing to try to negotiate a comprehensive Treaty to cover all tests.

You say further that if the West should quite legitimately resume 
underground tests below the nominated threshold, and if the Russians 
were then to follow with atmospheric tests, as in my view they almost 
certainly would, you consider the odium would attach only to the Rus-
sians. I wish I could agree. However unpleasant the fact it would, I 
am sure, be generally held that the West had given the Russians the 
pretext for resuming and I am convinced that world opinion at large, 
which gets quickly agitated about fallout, would place the blame on the 
West. However clear it was that the Russians were causing the fallout, 
it would nevertheless be generally represented and believed that it was 
Western action that had brought this about.

You may be under the impression that my suggestion of a tem-
porary moratorium on tests below the threshold represents a retreat 
from our insistence that any cessation of tests should be effectively con-
trolled. This is not the case. What I had in mind was not a cessation of 
tests below the threshold but only a suspension of specified duration. 
We would aim during that period, as you suggest, at a programme of 
joint research with the Russians to lower the threshold. My sugges-
tion does not imply an indefinite suspension of tests below whatever 
lower threshold we might in the meantime have achieved. This I think 
would preserve the principle. I also had it in mind that in proposing 
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a moratorium we should ask the Russians to accept some degree of 
inspection of events below the threshold. I do not think the Russians 
could reject this out of hand. Even partial control on this kind of basis 
would improve our position.

In commenting on my suggestion that we should incorporate a 
moratorium you say you think that we have perhaps been overly gen-
erous already. I do not think we need reproach ourselves with excessive 
generosity over the moratorium that has existed so far. After all, we 
accepted a time lag of this kind in good faith and with our eyes open 
when we took the decision to enter into negotiations in October 1958. 
And if we assume, as all the indications suggest, that the Russians have 
held no further tests since November 1958, I do not think our generos-
ity has cost us much.

As you know, we believe that this negotiation over nuclear tests 
will vitally affect the future course of events in the whole field of disar-
mament measures. If we fail to get agreement with the Russians in the 
Nuclear Tests Conference I think the prospects of reaching any form of 
agreement with them in the Ten Power Disarmament Committee are 
negligible.

There is a further point. We are as worried as you over the possi-
bility of the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries. A number of 
countries are certainly contemplating a nuclear weapons programme, 
and I am sure the only hope of restraining them is an agreement, to 
which they themselves could subscribe, which will persuade them 
that no one beyond the present nuclear powers in which I would now 
include France is going to be able to develop weapons. Development 
entails testing and therefore agreement on the controlled cessation of 
tests seems to us the quickest and most effective way of discouraging 
any other powers from starting on this vast enterprise.

I am extremely doubtful, as I have said before, whether we shall 
get agreement with the Russians unless they are convinced that we are 
not going to continue any form of tests. It seems to me to be well worth 
giving an undertaking of limited duration to suspend those tests we 
cannot yet control and then using that time to devise controls that will 
be effective over the whole spectrum. If we succeed in this, we shall 
have won a tremendous prize for we shall have got the Russians for the 
first time to accept international control on their own soil.

I ask you therefore most earnestly to consider whether you can add 
to the instructions you have already sent to Ambassador Wadsworth a 
proposal that there should be a suspension of tests of limited duration 
in the uncontrolled environments. These would then be progressively 
reduced until we have comprehensive controlled cessation.
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524. Telegram 5847 to London3

Washington, February 2, 1960, 8:33 p.m.

5847. Please deliver following to Selwyn Lloyd from the Secretary. 
Advise date time delivery.

QUOTE February 2, 1960

Dear Selwyn:

It was good of you to give me your assessment of the situation in 
the nuclear tests conference and your reaction to the threshold proposal 
that Jerry Wadsworth has been discussing with Sir Michael Wright.

I am sorry that our views are still at variance on one or two import-
ant aspects of the proposal. I am hopeful, nevertheless, that we will be 
able to develop an agreed basis for proceeding in the near future.

I share fully, of course, your assessment of the significance of a 
test cessation for restraining the spread of nuclear weapons and of the 
importance of getting the Soviets to actually accept the international 
controls to which they are now largely committed before world opinion.

On the matter of high altitude tests, our own position does not 
at present go beyond the general principle I mentioned in my letter 
of January 23. In essence it is simply that our obligations in the initial 
phase should be commensurate with the controls we agree to install. 
I think if we accepted any commitments beyond this it would serve 
to undercut the principle upon which the threshold proposal is based 
and which it is our purpose to maintain. We have in mind, for example, 
cessation of tests up to a height of not more than 100,000 kilometers 
if installation of adequate ground based controls is agreed, and up to 
greater heights if installation of satellite controls is agreed. The problem 
is partly the practical one of weighing the costs and technological prob-
lems of control against technological capabilities for outer space during 
testing the first phase of the treaty. The obligations we can agree upon 
for underground testing also have a bearing, since it would be hard to 
justify the costs of, for example, a solar satellite system to prevent tests 
at very great distances in space during a phase of the treaty in which 
underground tests were not prohibited by the treaty. Accordingly, we 
had thought it would be best from the tactical standpoint to continue 
our efforts to resolve the current deadlock on the underground envi-
ronment before going ahead to treaty language on outer space.

3 Source: Reply from Herter to Lloyd acknowledging differences, proposing interim 
steps at nuclear test talks. Confidential; Priority; Limit Distribution. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, U.K. Officials Correspondence with Secretary 
Herter.
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I have given further serious thought to the question of the accept-
ability of the threshold proposal to the Soviets, and the course of action 
we should pursue if it is rejected. I continue to believe that the other 
side could not with advantage take so immediate and drastic a step 
as to break off the negotiations and resume atmospheric testing, par-
ticularly in the absence of any specific announcement of our intention 
to resume testing. I doubt they could profit from this kind of response 
to a carefully considered Western proposal for circumventing techni-
cal disagreements, consolidating the broadest possible existing area 
of agreement, and working constructively toward extending that area 
of agreement. On the other hand I do agree that in the light of past 
positions of the Soviet Union against the holding of any tests this pro-
posal is not likely to find ready acceptance. The issue, however, seems 
to me to be one of principle, namely that we should not agree to any 
arms control measure to which adequate controls cannot be extended. 
It is a principle understandable from the standpoint of world opinion, 
and one which I consider to be equally essential from the standpoint of 
this agreement and of broader future agreements in the field of disar-
mament. I recognize the connection between this negotiation and the 
ten- power disarmament negotiation. But to compromise such a princi-
ple would start the ten- power talks under poor auspices. Thus, while 
I share of course your doubts as to any immediate acceptability of the 
proposal, I consider it an essential negotiating move to narrow down 
and bring to a focus both the principle involved and the area of techni-
cal problems for which a resolution must be found before we can pro-
ceed to a comprehensive treaty. As you know, our purpose in entering 
into the technical talks in November was to seek to determine whether 
a sound technical basis could be found for proceeding to a comprehen-
sive treaty. The Soviets have been far from helpful in their response, 
both in the technical discussions and in their more recent reiteration 
of the politically motivated positions taken by their scientists. I think 
what is needed at this stage is a proposal which poses again as clearly 
as possible these inescapable issues, and which confronts the Soviets 
with the consequences of their failure to agree to reasonable criteria or 
to face in a realistic way the technical problems that must be resolved. 
In this negotiating context I continue to feel that a moratorium pro-
posal going beyond the limits of effective control might serve to reduce 
the clarity of the issues involved, to relax somewhat the pressures we 
need to exert upon Soviet positions and most importantly, of course, 
to reduce the clarity and force of the principle that agreement must be 
commensurate with effective controls.

I recognize fully that the position you propose draws a clear and 
important distinction between temporary undertakings in fields not yet 
subject to effective controls, and a cessation of indefinite duration in 
areas on which adequate controls can now be agreed. This, however, 
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is a somewhat different distinction from that involved in the principle 
of agreement to cease tests only in areas where effective controls can 
be provided. It is the latter principle that is the basis of U.S. policy. In 
addition to the soundness of this principle, it is one which cannot be 
compromised if Senate consent to ratification is to be achieved.

The difference between us here appears, I regret to say, to be an 
important one. I think it is particularly unfortunate not only that unau-
thorized leaks to the press during the past few weeks, which have 
obviously come from American sources, have occurred prior to our 
reaching agreement between us, but also that they have tended to point 
up the aspects of the proposal which will be least attractive from a pub-
lic and negotiating standpoint. I hope, nevertheless, that we will be able 
to agree on a course of action in the near future. Since your objections 
do not seem to go to the threshold proposal as such but only to the 
question of an accompanying moratorium, perhaps we can agree that 
the U.S. delegation should be authorized to proceed with the proposal 
on the basis I have outlined. On the moratorium question perhaps we 
could agree to take the line that the treaty would itself contain no pro-
vision regarding tests below the threshold.

I know that this solution is far from satisfactory in its potential 
for Soviet maneuver to exploit any apparent difference. There have 
been certain differences in the past, however, in our respective unilat-
eral statements regarding a moratorium, and they have thus far proved 
manageable by our respective delegations. Since there is in my view a 
strong need for a new Western move at Geneva at this time, I hope that 
with the arrival of David Ormsby- Gore we will be able to work out an 
agreed basis for proceeding.

Incidentally, in connection with our efforts to facilitate progress 
toward a comprehensive treaty I think you will be glad to learn that 
our existing program on underground test detection was recently aug-
mented by an additional allocation of some seven million dollars for 
this fiscal year. This augmented program has already been planned in 
considerable detail and is getting under way at the present time.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,
Christian A. Herter  UNQUOTE

Herter
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525. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, February 3, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

Sir Harold Caccia, British Ambassador
The Secretary of State
Mr. Wiggin, First Secretary, British Embassy
Mr. Merchant, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs
Mr. Farley, S/AE

The Secretary gave the British Ambassador a copy of his letter deliv-
ered earlier in the day in London to Selwyn Lloyd, regarding future pro-
posals in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations. After reading through 
the letter Sir Harold commented that he understood the United States 
was eager to put forward the threshold proposal as soon as possible but 
did not plan to do so until after discussions with David Ormsby- Gore 
early in the following week. The Secretary confirmed this and said that 
we thought it most important to have a clear agreed understanding as 
to how we would handle the proposal and the questions which would 
be raised by the Soviets.

Sir Harold said that, speaking personally, he thought that perhaps a 
distinction might be made between the types of testing which could be 
detected and controlled, and the types which could not at the present 
time. Wadsworth and Sir Michael Wright might propose that tests in the 
former category be covered by a cessation agreement to be negotiated 
promptly by them with Tsarapkin; tests in the undetectable category 
raised a political problem which was beyond their competence and 
which would have to be referred to the highest level, presumably at the 
forthcoming summit meeting. The Secretary said that there appeared to 
be no problem regarding the tests which could be detected and iden-
tified. We were, of course, ready to enter into a safeguarded agree-
ment now ending such tests. We were also determined to pursue the 
test suspension further as rapidly as the technical uncertainties could 
be resolved. He referred to the work now under way, to the extent of 
seven million dollars, to resolve the technical problem of underground 
test detection. We were prepared to join in a coordinated research pro-
gram in areas under any threshold. Mr. Merchant observed that Sir 
Harold’s suggestion might appear to derogate from the authority of 

1 Source: Attempt to coordinate positions for nuclear test talks. Confidential. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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our negotiators, whose instructions could be as broad as their govern-
ments chose. More importantly, we should not appear to compromise 
the principle of entering into disarmament agreements only when they 
could be adequately controlled, as would be done in implying a possi-
ble political resolution of what was essentially a control problem.

It was agreed that the Secretary would meet with the British 
Ambassador and Mr. Ormsby- Gore on Monday, February 8, to discuss 
the matter further.

526. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and 
McCone1

Washington, February 3, 1960, 10:40 a.m.

Mr. McCone telephoned to say he had about 45 minutes with the 
President this morning, and that their talk had run along the lines of 
the Secretary’s talk with the President yesterday. Mr. McCone said the 
President expressed considerable concern over the British opposition, 
and volunteered his recognition that if this British opposition ever got 
on the Hill we would have troubles on the bilaterals. The Secretary said 
Mr. Merchant had already run into difficulties on this yesterday. Mr. 
McCone said it was the Republicans who were causing the difficulties, 
principally Hickenlooper and Hosmer, who were probing this so- called 
“undue extension of Presidential authority”.

The Secretary said he is going to talk very frankly to Caccia this 
afternoon. McCone said he mentioned the Ormsby- Gore threat to the 
President, and the Secretary said we had sent information on this to 
Goodpaster to pass along to the President. McCone said Goodpaster 
did report to the President and that the President had asked Goodpas-
ter to call the Secretary to be sure we fully understood the implications 
of this from the standpoint of the bilaterals. The Secretary said he is 
going to have to see Ormsby- Gore when he arrives on Monday, and 
that it is a question of how far to go with him and still try to keep the 
confidence of the person who told us. McCone said he thinks the Secre-
tary will just have to smoke him out by telling him this is what we are 
going to do and asking him what they are going to do in light of this. 
McCone said the President is right along with us all the way.

1 Source: Ormsby- Gore visit. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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McCone said on the Emylanov matter, the President seemed to 
think it was worth exploring. McCone said he was now talking with 
Dr. Rabi and John Hall, and that Mr. Hall will be meeting a little later 
with Mr. Bohlen. McCone said they will then phone Emylanov and, 
if that is productive, Hall will go over there and, if that is productive, 
McCone will go.

McCone said he and the President had an interesting talk on the 
idea McCone had talked to the Secretary about, i.e., taking a plant and 
matching it with another plant on the cut off, with a second phase of an 
open sky search for another plant. McCone said he would like to see us 
staff this out a little with Eaton and others. The Secretary said Eaton has 
to be given guidance on our line of approach; what, at the present time, 
Eaton is still doing is trying to talk about matters of substance rather 
than technique on the major issues to see where we are at but, at the 
same time, it is a question of how this particular thing is approached. 
McCone said he thinks this might be something that could be done. The 
Secretary said it was a question in his mind whether this is leading to a 
complete cutoff, with this being a method of doing it bit by bit, and this 
being a part of the method of ascertaining whether there are any more 
plants or not—a part of the inspection, so to speak. McCone said this 
might lead to a complete cutoff and reveal all the plants, and the open 
skies would lead to a lot of other things, including the missle problem. 
The Secretary said this is where we run into problems in that they will 
say we want to find the launching pads instead of the plants. McCone 
said he would tell them that of course we want to find the pads if we are 
going to discuss disarmament. The Secretary said that, of course, this 
is the crucial thing we are driving at, but that this is the great military 
advantage the Soviets have and it is a question of what they may ask as 
a quid pro quo for their giving up this military advantage. McCone said 
they offerred complete disarmament without any quid pro quo. The 
Secretary said he thinks all the way through we are up against the same 
fundamental difficulty, i.e. adequate inspection. The Secretary said 
there he thought the question of inspection ought to be considered case 
by case on what we are trying to handle. McCone said his theory is that 
our posture will be better on the 15th of March if we offer something 
significant and tangible; but not complete, rather than just offering to 
study something, and that is why he suggests this course. McCone said 
all we may get is one padlocked plant here and one there but it will 
make headlines three inches high. The Secretary said we want to give 
very careful study to actually laying it on the line and asking them to 
do the same in having so much fissionable material neutralized which 
is something we can afford better than they can. McCone said he had a 
few brief notes on this, which he could personally show the Secretary. 
Agreed McCone would meet the Secretary at 1:50 today and ride over 
to lunch with him.
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527. Working Paper1

February 8, 1960

UNITED STATES VIEWS ON CERTAIN 
DISARMAMENT MEASURES

I. Ultimate Arms Limitation Goal

The objective in disarmament negotiations is to contribute, by 
balanced, phased, and safeguarded arms control agreements, to the 
achievement of a secure and politically ordered world in which:—

1. There shall be universally recognized rules of international law, 
which, if followed, will prevent all nations from initiating armed con-
flict with other nations, backed by adequate jurisdiction in a world 
court and by effective means of enforcement.

2. Through safeguarded international agreements, national mili-
tary establishments shall have been reduced to the point where no sin-
gle nation or group of nations can effectively oppose enforcement of 
international law.

3. An international control organization adequate to verify compli-
ance with agreed measures of disarmament is established and operat-
ing effectively.

4. An open world, including the institution of aerial and ground 
inspection adequate to detect any build- up for surprise attack, large or 
small, has been achieved.

II. The Following Areas to Be Negotiated at This Time by the Ten Nations

1. A joint study of the composition, control, financing, etc., of an 
International Disarmament Control Organization, and recommenda-
tions with respect thereto.

2. Agreement to establish the International Disarmament Control 
Organization in the light of recommendations of the joint study group.

3. A joint study of present force levels of the various powers, 
including criteria for defining force level ceilings and the manner of 
verification thereof; and recommendations with respect thereto.

4. Agreement to establish an initial force level ceiling, in the light of 
the recommendations of the joint study group and upon establishment 
of effective verification procedures.

5. A joint study of the present levels of conventional equipment 
and armaments pertaining to land, sea and air forces, including criteria 

1 Source: U.S. Views on Certain Disarmament Measures. Secret. 3 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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for defining the same and the manner of verification thereof; and rec-
ommendations with respect thereto.

6. Agreement to place in storage depots, within their own terri-
tories and under the supervision of the Control Organization, specific 
quantities of designated types of conventional armaments, in the light 
of the recommendations of the joint study group and upon the estab-
lishment of effective verification procedures.

7. A joint study of an appropriate inspection zone or zones in 
which there would be established one or more of the following in order 
to give participating States greater protection against surprise attack, 
including the exchange of information concerning military forces (sub-
ject to effective verification procedures, including aerial inspection, 
ground observers at agreed points, and mobile ground teams—all with 
specifically defined rights and authority); overlapping radar; reporting 
of flights for all aircraft; and establishment of appropriate communica-
tions facilities and arrangements.

8. Agreement to establish within the agreed zone or zones appro-
priate measures to give participating States greater protection against 
surprise attack, in the light of the recommendations of the joint study 
group.

9. A joint study of measures to be taken to assure that no nation shall 
place in orbit or station in outer space weapons of mass destruction—
including prior notification of launching and launch site inspection.

10. Joint studies of means for preserving world peace as national 
armaments diminish, through the further development, or creation, of 
international organizations; and recommendations with respect thereto.

11. Agreement to aid in the development of the means for preserv-
ing world peace through the further development, or creation, of inter-
national organizations, in the light of the recommendations of the joint 
study group.

(Additional items may be added under this category.)

III. Future Action Which the Ten Nations Agree Must be Taken to Attain 
the Ultimate Arms Limitation Goal and Which Will be Negotiated after the 
Completion of the Various Measures and Studies Set Forth Above

(The United States will present at an early date items for inclusion 
in this category.)
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528. Memorandum for the File by Herter1

Washington, February 11, 1960

SUBJECT

Disarmament

The Secretary accompanied by Mr. Farley had lunch February 11 
with Secretary Gates who was accompanied by Mr. Douglas and Mr. 
Irwin.

Nuclear Test Detection Improvements

The Secretary said that Dr. Kistiakowsky had reported to him on 
the planning underway for improving seismic and high altitude detec-
tion instruments and techniques. A good deal of work is now being 
undertaken by Defense and AEC; Mr. Herter expressed appreciation in 
particular for the study which Defense is supporting on the unmanned 
auxiliary seismic stations. It appears however that some more money 
may be needed this fiscal year. In addition sizeable amounts of the order 
of 40 or 50 million dollars might be needed in FY 1961 particularly if 
development of satellite detection systems is to go ahead. Mr. Herter 
remarked that he was somewhat skeptical of the desirability of put-
ting this amount of money in satellite detection methods in view of the 
unlikelihood of outer space testing; Mr. Douglas expressed agreement. 
Mr. Herter said that he expected a further report from Dr. Kistiakowsky, 
after which consultation might be necessary regarding possible sources 
of additional funds.

Mr. Gates said that Defense wanted to be helpful and could possi-
bly find 1 to 2 million dollars more if needed. Larger amounts however 
would have to be released by the Bureau of the Budget.

Nuclear Cut- Off

Mr. Herter said that the policy decisions on such major elements of 
our disarmament position as the nuclear cut- off would have to be made 
very soon in view of the approach of the March Ten- Nation Disarma-
ment Talks and the fact that we are already consulting with our allies. 
We need to know whether we will propose the cut- off and if it is not in 
our interests any longer then we need to have persuasive reasons why 
it cannot be advanced. He went on to say that he hoped it would be 
possible to continue to propose the cut- off and in addition to challenge 

1 Source: Record of discussion among Herter, Farley, Gates, Douglas, and Irwin on 
test detection improvements, cut- off in production of fissionable material. Secret. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 600.0012/2–1160.
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the Russians to match us in contributing a large number of megatons 
from existing stockpiles to international custody (perhaps the custody 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency), along the lines suggested 
by former AEC Commissioner Murray. Mr. Herter said that the infor-
mation he had been given regarding our stockpile and the Soviet stock-
pile indicated that we could advantageously make such proposals. That 
would be the kind of dramatic move that would be highly effective. He 
had little expectation that the Soviet Union would go along with such 
proposals but if they were acceptable from the military point of view 
then he saw every advantage to putting them forward.

Mr. Gates and Mr. Douglas raised questions regarding the pro-
paganda impact in view of the fact that it would presumably be well 
known that whatever megatonnage we proposed to contribute to inter-
national custody would be only a fraction of our stockpile and would 
still leave a tremendous destructive capability. They also questioned 
whether we could make such an initial proposal without being drawn 
into rapid nuclear disarmament which would leave us defenseless.

Further discussion dealt largely with tactical weapons require-
ments, in which both Secretary Herter and Mr. Douglas expressed real 
skepticism in regard to the proliferation of weapons, as indicated in the 
projection to 1968 given by General Loper in his briefing. Returning to 
the matter of a possible cut- off proposal on the production of fission-
able material, Secretary Gates stated that the matter was before the Joint 
Chiefs and he was hurrying their report as much as possible.

C.A.H.

529. Memorandum From Twining to Gates1

JCSM–51–60 Washington, February 12, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Disarmament Policy (U)

1. Reference is made to the memorandum by the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (ISA), dated 4 February 1960, subject as above.

1 Source: JCS views on U.S. disarmament policy. Secret. 18 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, NSC Special Meetings.
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2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the Department of State 
draft of a recommended U.S. Disarmament Policy which was submitted 
on 4 February 1960 for Department of Defense views. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have also reviewed the Department of Defense comments upon 
a recommended disarmament “position” previously submitted by the 
Department of State staff. It is apparent from a comparison of the two 
papers that the major objections and suggestions submitted by the 
Department of Defense in connection with the earlier “position” paper 
were not incorporated in the present “policy” paper. To the contrary, 
the papers are substantially identical.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorse the comments made by the 
Department of Defense. They feel that it would be unproductive to reit-
erate and to attempt expansion of those views in order to comment 
item-by-item upon the present “policy” recommendation. As an over- 
all view, the Joint Chiefs of Staff regard this present Department of State 
draft as unsatisfactory in its substantive content; also, in their view, it 
is not a proper expression of arms control policy. It is, rather, a negoti-
ating POSITION paper both in content and format and should not be 
accorded the stature of a policy statement. The views of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff as to an appropriate U.S. arms control policy are contained in 
Appendix “A” hereto.

4. The necessity for formulating a U.S. negotiating position for 
forthcoming 10- Nation talks, with attendant pressures, may require 
National Security Council decisions in the very near future. Therefore, 
it is considered desirable to also state the views of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff relative to a U.S. negotiating position—a position in keeping with 
their concept of an appropriate arms control policy. These views are 
contained in Appendix “B” hereto.

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff disagree with the fundamental philos-
ophy underlying the current approach to the arms control problem 
reflected in the paper submitted by the Department of State staff. Basi-
cally, this philosophy seems to regard the prime test of arms control 
proposals to be their negotiability, political appeal and responsive-
ness to the vagaries of world public opinion, rather than their tangible 
effects on the welfare and security of the United States. Underlying this 
placement of emphasis seems to be the view that arms control, per se, 
will facilitate the resolution of political conflict, rather than vice- versa, 
and that the risks of serious military disadvantage vis-a- vis the Soviet 
Bloc are intrinsically less dangerous to U.S. security than the political 
risks of leaving arms control negotiating initiatives in Soviet hands.

6. Concrete examples of unsound commitments to which a 
negotiation- oriented approach leads are to be found in measures advo-
cated in the Department of State staff papers for immediate negotiation 
to: (1) reduce present force levels (without any reference to any agreed 
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appreciation of how this would affect U.S. security or NATO policy); 
(2) cease production of nuclear materials for weapons purposes (with-
out reference to its long- range effect on U.S. military posture); and (3) 
cease the testing of long- range missiles (without an agreed intergov-
ernmental appreciation of its effort on over- all security of the United 
States and its allies). The Joint State- Defense Study on Disarmament 
rejected all three of these proposals as matters for immediate negotia-
tion because of their unfavorable impact on U.S. security. On 8 Febru-
ary 1960, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a memorandum to the Secretary of 
Defense, supported these views.

7. In the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the above examples point 
in the dangerous direction to which our arms control policy will almost 
certainly lead if it continues to be founded on the sacrifice of substantial 
security considerations to negotiating expediency.

8. It is recommended that the comments and proposals contained 
in this memorandum and its attachments form the basis for your reply 
to the Secretary of State; for use by the National Security Council in the 
development of a U.S. arms control policy; and as a position for negoti-
ations at the 10- Nation Conference.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

/s/ N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Appendix A

U.S. POLICY ON ARMS CONTROL

A. General Philosophy Underlying Arms Control Policy

1. Arms control is essentially a matter of national security in the 
broadest sense and, as such, it is susceptible to resolution only at 
the highest levels of government. Most certainly, any decisions with 
respect to arms control can be made only after careful consideration 
of international relationships, national security and the effect on our 
broad national strategy. However, our military strategy and our force 
structure must inevitably be affected by any steps towards arms con-
trol. Therefore, arms control should have a significant role in our mili-
tary planning, and negotiations attendant thereto should be made from 
an over- all security, and not political, point of view.

2. The United States should continue to conduct negotiations with 
the USSR, on any issue and through any appropriate channel, whenever 
it appears that over- all U.S. interests will be served by such negotia-
tions. Negotiations with the USSR should be designed to help maintain 
Free World initiative and cohesion, to probe the intentions and expose 
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the meaning of Soviet policies, and to resolve specific differences on 
terms advantageous to the United States. All such negotiations should 
also be directed ultimately, toward the peaceful resolution of the basic 
Communist threat; but the United States should recognize that there is 
little prospect that the process of negotiation will eliminate this threat 
during the foreseeable future, and also that useful agreements on spe-
cific issues may be possible even in the absence of a general settlement. 
The United States and its major allies should be prepared to sponsor 
mutual concessions between the Free World and the Sino- Soviet Bloc 
which will afford net advantages to the United States and which will 
leave unimpaired the over- all security position of the Free World. The 
United States should not, however, make concessions in advance of 
similar action by the Soviets in the hope of inspiring Soviet conces-
sions. Agreement actually reached with the USSR should be dependent 
upon a balance of advantages and not upon implied good will or trust 
in written agreements. Agreements affecting strength and deployment 
of military forces should include provisions for effective safeguards 
against violations and evasions.

3. It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, reli-
ance on nuclear weapons and the capability to deliver such weapons.

4. A central aim of U.S. policy must be to deter the Communists 
from use of their military power, remaining prepared to fight and pre-
vail in general war, should one be forced upon the United States. This 
stress on deterrence is dictated by the disastrous character of general 
nuclear war, a danger of local conflicts developing into general war, 
and the serious effect of further Communist aggression. Hence the 
Communist rulers must be convinced that aggression will not serve 
their interests; that it will not pay.

5. In carrying out the central aim of deterring general war, the United 
States must develop and maintain as part of its military forces its effec-
tive nuclear retaliatory power, and must keep that power secure from 
neutralization or from a Soviet knock- out blow, even by surprise. The 
United States must also develop and maintain adequate military and 
non- military programs for continental defense. So long as the Soviet lead-
ers are uncertain of their ability to neutralize the U.S. nuclear retaliatory 
power, there is little reason to expect them deliberately to initiate general 
war or actions which they believe would carry appreciable risk of general 
war, and thereby endanger the regime and the security of the USSR.

6. Military planning of U.S. forces to oppose local aggression will 
be based on a flexible and selective capability, including nuclear capa-
bility for use in cases authorized by the President. Within the total U.S. 
military forces there must be included ready forces which, in conjunc-
tion with indigenous forces and with such help as may realistically be 
expected from allied forces, are adequate (a) to present a deterrent to 
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any resort to local aggression, and (b) to defeat such aggression, or to 
hold it pending the application of such additional U.S. and allied power 
as may be required to defeat it quickly. Such ready forces must be highly 
mobile and suitably deployed, recognizing that some degree of malde-
ployment from the viewpoint of general war must be accepted. When 
the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose local aggression, force should 
be promptly and resolutely applied in a degree necessary to defeat such 
local aggression. Force should be applied in a manner and on a scale 
best calculated to prevent hostilities broadening into general war.

B. Basic Objective of Arms Control Policy

The broad ultimate goal of U.S. policy of arms control is to achieve 
world peace under enforceable law.

C. Specific Principles of Arms Controls Policy

1. The United States will engage in arms reduction agreements 
after the study, testing, proving and adoption of a reliable system of 
inspection, reporting and control.

2. The regulation of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery 
will be avoided except as part of the final and ultimate portion of any 
arms control arrangement.

3. To be acceptable to the United States any proposal for arms con-
trol should incorporate provisions to enable the United States to retain 
its nuclear stockpile and delivery advantage until the Communists are 
unable to wage war successfully against the United States and its allies 
because of:

a. The significant reduction of the Communist conventional forces; 
and

b. Major reductions of the Soviet nuclear stockpile and delivery 
capability; or until

c. The preservation of U.S. security can be trusted to an effective 
international peace enforcement arrangement.

4. Our position must be such that our Allies do not become alien-
ated by reason of:

a. Fear that we would not lend them adequate military support in 
time of need; or

b. Unreasonable fear that our actions will involve them against 
their will in a nuclear war. (The word “unreasonable” is inserted where 
it is to emphasize the fact that the willingness of the United States uni-
laterally to go to war is essential, if the United States is to maintain its 
position as the leading world power. To illustrate, the United States 
has a variety of bilateral commitments with other nations of the world 
which have force, and indeed deterrent effect, only if it is clear that the 
United States intends to abide by these commitments without regard 
for the attitude of other nations).
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5. In framing or accepting arms control proposals, public opinion 
should not of itself be considered a determinant of policy. No action 
should be proposed unless such action, if taken, and its foreseeable con-
sequences, are clearly either in the interest of the United States or in no 
sense contrary to the interest of the United States.

6. In assessing the value and enforceability of an arms control proposal, 
the Soviets should be considered undeterred by adverse public opinion.

7. Unhampered research and development looms ever larger as 
the basis for U.S. military strength and its ability to stay ahead in the 
race for technical superiority. Every arms control proposal offered or 
accepted by the United States shall preclude the possibility of its result-
ing in stigmatizing the development or use of weapons systems essen-
tial to the security of the United States.

8. Any arms control proposal offered or accepted by the United 
States will be carefully evaluated to insure that no sacrifices of moral 
principle on the part of the United States are involved.

9. In seeking to achieve the objective of favorable world public 
opinion, the United States will place primary emphasis on the achieve-
ment of lasting rather than transient public support and will stand 
ready to endure immediate adverse reaction to this end.

10. No arms reduction or control proposals should be made solely 
for the purpose of increasing intelligence capabilities.

11. For the purpose of evaluating proposed arms restraints upon the 
Communist countries, the conventional and the nuclear capabilities of the 
Soviet Union, its satellites, and Communist China shall be treated as one.

12. Any Russian undertakings with respect to the performance of 
Red China must be backed by adequate means for the United States, on 
a current basis, to obtain proof of compliance.

13. We must correlate every arms control proposal in any particu-
lar negotiation with related areas of concern in other pending or pro-
grammed negotiations, with a view to assuring that the effect upon the 
U.S. security interest in all negotiations is beneficial and that our posi-
tion is mutually consistent and logically sustainable in all negotiations.

14. In arms control negotiations the firm intention of the United 
States to be the world leader shall be maintained in the eyes of both 
friend and foe. Recent history has demonstrated that the Soviets react 
promptly to signs of weakness. To appear irresolute, uncertain, or fear-
ful, is to invite aggressive probing. Not only is such probing intrinsically 
unacceptable, it is likely to be accompanied by Russian over- confidence 
that could precipitate general war. Accordingly:

a. Each proposal made by the United States shall be such as to pre-
clude any inference that it is fearful of Soviet strength or of its own 
ability to be successful in any conflict within the foreseeable future.
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b. Proposals postponing negotiations to a time when it is fore-
seeable that the United States will have less bargaining strength are 
unacceptable.

15. Prior to entering into joint international studies or negotiations 
in any particular field or facet of arms control, the necessary unilateral 
U.S. studies and interdepartmental consideration must be achieved 
so that there is a firm U.S. position which protects our security and 
national interest as well as a determination that the matters in question 
are desirable subjects for negotiation. We should subject all proposals 
to this criterion to preclude being committed to negotiations, the ulti-
mate outcome of which could not or would not be in our interest. For 
example, negotiations aimed at a suspension of missile testing or the 
cessation of the production of nuclear weapons would not be proper 
subject for negotiations.

16. We should make clear to the world that armaments result from 
international political tensions and that the only lasting method of 
reducing armaments is to reduce the causes of political tension. The 
resolution of major international issues must therefore precede sub-
stantive reduction of the U.S. Military Posture.

17. Comprehensive proposals calling for arms control in phased 
stages, with an obligation to move from one stage to another, should be 
avoided. Instead, the United States should establish a broad ultimate 
goal for arms control, namely, world peace under enforceable law, and 
should propose for immediate negotiations only modest steps toward 
that goal, in order to test the intentions of the Soviet Union and actually 
to accomplish at least some progress. Concentration on a few points 
will bring all the prestige and power of the United States behind a few 
relatively simple measures, confine negotiations to manageable limita-
tion, permit agreement on one or more points in isolation, and facilitate 
understanding by even unsophisticated peoples.

18. Until the Soviet Union has unmistakably demonstrated sincer-
ity by deeds as well as words, elementary prudence dictates that we 
strengthen our guard against the Sino- Soviet military threat rather than 
relax it. Any deterioration of the United States or Western military pos-
ture relative to the Sino- Soviet posture during the extended process of 
negotiations which lie ahead should be avoided since this would lower 
any real incentives which may exist for the Soviet Union to accept 
meaningful arms reductions and controls with proper safeguards.

19. A secure nuclear deterrent to general war must be maintained 
as a first priority matter. The U.S. strategy is designed to achieve the 
basic objective of deterring or being prepared successfully to wage gen-
eral or limited war. The United States must always be able to back up 
its Allies with forces to a degree which will make our willingness to 
fight credible both to our Allies and to our enemies, recognizing that 
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the United States will use nuclear weapons when required to meet the 
nation’s war objectives.

20. Progress toward the arms reduction and control goal should be 
made as fast, but only as fast, as the security of the United States permits, 
in the light of the military capability of our probable enemies, our commit-
ments to our Allies, unsettled political problems, technological consider-
ations and the like. The test in each case should be to adopt only those arms 
control measures which are compatible with the goal and which involve 
less risk to the security of the United States than not adopting them.

Appendix B

U.S. POSITION ON DISARMAMENT

I. Our Ultimate Arms Limitation Goal.

This U.S. objective in disarmament negotiations is to contribute, 
by balanced, phased, and safeguarded arms control agreements, to the 
achievement of a secure and politically ordered world in which:

(1) There shall be universally recognized rules of international 
law, which, if followed, will prevent all nations from initiating armed 
conflict with other nations, backed by adequate jurisdiction in a world 
court and by effective means of enforcement.

(2) Through safeguarded international agreements, national mili-
tary establishments shall have been reduced to the point where no sin-
gle nation or group of nations can effectively oppose enforcement of 
international law.

(3) An international control organ adequate to verify compliance 
with agreed measures of disarmament is established and operating 
effectively.

(4) An open world, including the institution of aerial and ground 
inspection adequate to detect any build up for surprise attack, large or 
small, has been achieved.

II. Steps which we are presently Prepared to Take and With Respect to which 
we are Presently Prepared to Negotiate and Reach Agreement.

1. Discussion of the nature and functions of the international 
authorities and arrangements which will be needed to preserve world 
peace as purely national armaments diminish. The specific objectives of 
the discussion should be to develop recommendations on the following 
matters:

a. Development and codification of international law.
b. Strengthening the jurisdiction of the International Court of 

Justice.
c. Improvement of procedures governing the creation of a United 

Nations presence in areas where disputes exist.
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2. An agreement to take into account, for possible application to 
other measures, any international control arrangements which may 
be established by the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests.

3. A joint study of an international arms control organization, 
followed by an agreement for the progressive establishment of this 
organization.

4. Collection of information by the international arms control orga-
nization on present levels of forces, including information on conven-
tional equipment and armaments pertaining to land, sea and air forces 
possessed by the various powers. This would be followed by the estab-
lishment of agreed initial force level ceilings, which shall be subject to 
initial and continuing verification by the control organization. The col-
lection of information would be based on declarations by States accord-
ing to predetermined and mutually agreed criteria.

a. Prior to establishment of initial force level ceilings there would 
be a mutually agreed definition of the term active military forces.

b. Initial force level ceilings for the U.S., USSR, and Communist China 
shall be set at 2.5 million each for active military forces. (NOTE: This fig-
ure subject to change if agree definition is not in accord with views of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as stated in their memorandum for the Secretary 
of Defense, dated 3 September 1957, subject: “Disarmament Planning”.)

c. Initial force level ceilings for the other Western nations, party to 
the negotiations, shall be set at:2

Canada _____________
France ______________
Italy ________________
U.K. ________________

d. Initial force level ceilings for Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania, and 
Czechoslovakia shall be set according to criteria mutually agreed to by 
the Ten- Nations.

e. Further U.S. force reductions should not be negotiated until:

(1) The USSR and Communist China have each in fact, reduced to 
2.5 million in their active forces and this has been adequately verified 
by international inspection and control.

(2) The initial force levels for other states with significant military 
forces have been agreed and reduction to these levels adequately veri-
fied by international inspection and control.

5. Consequent upon the establishment and verification of initial 
force level ceilings, negotiations should be initiated with the objective 
of placing by these States in storage depots within their territories and 
under the supervision of the arms control organization, of specific 
quantities of designated types of armaments to be agreed upon and set 
forth in lists annexed to the agreement.

2 To be determined during the course of Western preparations for the Ten- Nation 
Conference. [Footnote is in the original.]
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6. Establishment of a European inspection zone (including all or 
an agreed part of the territory covered by Germany, Poland, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Benelux and Denmark). Within 
this zone there would be an exchange of information concerning mil-
itary forces, verified by aerial inspection, ground observers at agreed 
points, and mobile ground teams, all with specifically defined rights 
and authority, and overlapping radar.

7. If necessary to gain Western acceptance of the European inspec-
tion zone proposed in 6 above, then agree to the establishment of a 
zone in the USSR, a small zone in the Eastern Siberia- Alaska-Canada 
area, or a zone of aerial inspection in the Arctic area north of the Arctic 
Circle, together with appropriate arrangements for reporting flights of 
all aircraft within this area.

8. Prior notification to the disarmament control organization of 
launching programs for long range missiles according to certain prede-
termined and mutually agreed criteria, and reports on launching oper-
ations, including information on the location of launching sites.

9. Notification of anticipated launchings of satellites, international 
arrangements for tracking, and exchange of resultant scientific infor-
mation. Subject to a determination of the feasibility of the necessary 
inspection and control measures, and their implementation, an agree-
ment to prohibit vehicles capable of mass destruction from being placed 
in orbit or stationed in outer space.

10. Determination of timing and manner of extending an arms 
control agreement to include other States having significant military 
capabilities.

III. Future Steps Required to Reach our Ultimate Goal Expressed in Some 
Detail which we are Prepared to Set Down at the Present Time, but as 
to which we are not at the Present Time Prepared to Negotiate, or Agree 
Nor to Place in Any Time Phase.

(Note: The achievement of the ultimate goal can only be anticipated 
as the world moves concurrently toward greater stability and order and 
this presupposes the resolution of important East- West political con-
flicts, which, among others, includes the reunification of Germany as a 
prerequisite to the withdrawal of non- indigenous forces.)

1. Progressive extension of the international control organiza-
tion in the light of accession to the arms control agreement by other 
States and in accordance with the expansion of inspection and control 
requirements.

2. Continue to completion the establishment of the international 
authority to preserve world peace.

3. Progressive, safeguarded reduction of national military estab-
lishments to the point where no single nation or group of nations can 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1945

effectively oppose enforcement of international law; such reductions to 
be phased to coincide with the build- up of international law enforce-
ment capability to preserve world peace.

4. Collection and verification of information relating to manufac-
ture of armaments and equipment of all kinds.

5. All states producing fissionable materials to make full declara-
tion on all plants producing it and their capacity.

6. A joint study on (a) the possibility of the transfer, under control, 
of fissionable materials from national stockpiles into IAEA custody, and 
(b) the possibility of accounting for past production of nuclear weapons.

7. Cessation of production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes, conditional upon specified progress on other arms control 
measures.

8. Further measures for reducing the threat of great surprise attack, 
including on- the- spot control and prior notification of missile launching, 
and the installation of an international tracking system. Extension of the 
inspection system to detect possible preparations for surprise attack.

9. Progressive extension of international control arrangements to 
ensure the use of outer space for peaceful purposes only.

10. A ban on the initiation of the use of nuclear, chemical, biological 
and other weapons of mass destruction.

11. Progressive disposition of surplus armaments in phase with the 
reduction of national military establishments.

12. Control over manufacture of all type of armaments to ensure 
that production is limited to that required to achieve the objective 
stated in the ultimate U.S. goal.

IV. Joint Studies Which We Are Presently Prepared to Make With Respect to 
Certain Steps Referred to in Section II.

1. A study of the means of verification and control to insure that 
initial force level ceilings are not exceeded.

2. A study of the means of developing international authorities and 
arrangements for preserving world peace, including effective means of 
enforcement.

3. A study of the feasibility of the necessary inspection and control 
measures to prohibit vehicles capable of mass destruction from being 
placed in orbit or stationed in outer space.

(Note: The question of the cessation of production of fissionable 
materials for weapon uses is one which our allies will probably urge as 
a subject for joint study at this time. The U.S. should not agree to a joint 
international study of this problem unless or until it has been studied 
within our government and a firm U.S. position established after weigh-
ing all the implications. This would also apply with regard to a study on 
the cut- off or limitation of long- range missile testing or production.
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530. Record of Telephone Conversations Between Herter and 
Eaton, Gates, and Farley1

February 13, 1960, 9:50 a.m.

Mr. Eaton called and said that the Chiefs had acted and filed their 
report. They have a negative answer both on studying and stopping 
the cut- off. The Secretary said the question of study had come up. Mr. 
Eaton said that on the cut- off they won’t even entertain the idea of a 
study but they will on space. Mr. Eaton said they were taking quite a 
beating over there. On the grounds that we don’t have anything more 
constructive, they saw no reason for having another meeting unless we 
have a position to suggest. Mr. Eaton said the report was being pre-
pared in Mr. Irwin’s office and would be sent to Gates. They will agree, 
Mr. Eaton said, to a level of 2.5 without any verification but they will 
not agree to reducing it even with verification. In the missile field they 
won’t even discuss it. The Secretary said he didn’t have the report in 
yet. Mr. Eaton said Dr. Kistiakowsky said it would be the end of the 
month but Mr. Farley thinks it will be the end of next week. The Secre-
tary said he didn’t think it would prove anything one way or the other. 
Mr. Eaton said he had sent a questionnaire, with four questions, to Far-
ley and Defense and had received the answers. The Secretary asked 
Mr. Eaton if he would dictate a memo on where he stood on these talks 
since he was seeing the President Monday morning. Mr. Eaton said he 
would have it ready tomorrow morning. Mr. Eaton suggested he come 
to tomorrow’s meeting ahead of Mr. Gates tomorrow. The Secretary 
said this would be fine.

9:55 a.m. The Secretary telephoned Secretary Gates and said he 
understood the Joint Chiefs had a report ready for him on nuclear cut- 
off and force levels. Mr. Gates said he had a paper on disarmament. The 
Secretary said that Mr. Eaton was at the end of his tether since the other 
nations were saying they could not go on unless we make our posi-
tion clear. He said he was seeing the President at ten on Monday and 
that Eaton was preparing a memo for him. They arranged a conference 
at the Secretary’s house at 11:30 tomorrow morning. Gates suggested 
bringing Twining and one or two others. The Secretary said he couldn’t 
seat very many people but that would be allright.

10:20 a.m. The Secretary telephoned Mr. Farley and reviewed 
briefly the two conversations with Messrs. Eaton and Gates. He told 
him about the meeting tomorrow and asked if he could be at his house 

1 Source: U.S. position for ten- nation disarmament talks. No classification marking. 
1 p. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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at 11:00 a.m. Mr. Farley said he would be there. Mr. Farley mentioned 
the French shot which had been fired this morning.

531. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and Gates1

Washington, February 15, 1960, 4:05 p.m.

The Secretary telephoned Mr. Gates to say he had spoken to the 
President this morning about nuclear production cut- off and the con-
versation the Secretary and Mr. Gates had on this subject yesterday. The 
Secretary said the President wanted to decide the matter right then, but 
that the Secretary had asked the President not to do this since Defense 
and the JCS were not present. The President agreed to defer his deci-
sion, but said he wanted to have a meeting on this following the NSC 
on Thursday, although the Secretary said he had just had word the 
meeting was arranged for 9:00 a.m. Thursday to be followed by NSC at 
10:00 a.m. The Secretary said the participants would be Defense, JCS, 
State, AEC and Allen Dulles. The Secretary said he told the President 
Thursday morning might be too soon for Defense, but the President 
wanted to go ahead and the Secretary told Mr. Gates it might be well to 
see where we stand at the meeting. The Secretary said the issue, as he 
put it to the President, was very simply is it or is it not in our interests to 
move on this. The Secretary said because of the prior positions taken by 
the U.S. Government, including past statements by the President, that if 
we now decide we are not going ahead we have to have a strong nega-
tive position. The Secretary said he thought it would be well before the 
meeting on Thursday to have a preliminary meeting at the staff level, 
and that Mr. Farley would be getting in touch with Defense. The Secre-
tary said he thought what we will probably do is distribute in advance 
a piece of paper on which we want approval or disapproval so we can 
get squared away. The Secretary said he couldn’t feel that more study is 
going to solve this problem because the JCS will be against it anyway, 
but the Secretary said he felt that unless this is really opposed to our 
national interest, we will have to be for it.

Mr. Gates said as far as he knew neither the JCS nor himself have 
sufficient facts to reach sound conclusions. The Secretary referred to the 
figures which General Loper must have and Mr. McCone’s information 

1 Source: Cut- off of production of fissionable material. No classification marking. 
1 p. Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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on reworkability of fissionable material. Gates reiterated his feeling 
that we don’t have sufficient data to make an intelligent appraisal. 
After further discussion as to available information, Mr. Gates said per-
haps he had not been informed by his own people as to what they had 
available, and he would look into it immediately. The Secretary said he 
thought Mr. Gates would find we had the essential facts.

532. Memorandum From Kistiakowsky to Eisenhower1

February 18, 1960

SUBJECT

Government Organization for the Development of Arms Limitation and Control 
Policies

Last fall, following an earlier request from you to your Science 
Advisory Committee, its Panel on Arms Limitation and Control, 
chaired by Dr. Killian, prepared a recommendation regarding the pre-
ferred organization for the development of an arms limitation policy, 
which was then endorsed by the full Committee.

In essence our recommendation is to create an office within the 
Executive Office, with a director responsible to you, to be charged with 
the development of arms control polices. At the same time the State 
Department should be strengthened in this area, since it alone should 
have negotiating responsibility.

Having learned that you had instructed Secretary of State Herter 
to make to you a proposal for the required organization. I forwarded 
to him the attached recommendation of your Committee, which 
describes in detail the proposed organization and its relation to the 
State Department.

Recently, Secretary Herter told me that he decided not to accept 
our suggestion and will instead propose an organization on the staff 
level in the State Department. This I reported to your Science Advi-
sory Committee, and the latter now have instructed me to bring to your 
attention our recommendation.

1 Source: Government organization for the development of arms limitation and 
control policies. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, 
Panel- Disarmament- Organization.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1949

I am aware that you look with disfavor upon adding new functions 
to the Executive Office. On the other hand, the following are among the 
reasons in favor of this proposal:

1. Development of policy transcends departmental responsibilities. Devel-
opment of national policy in this area involves the complex interaction 
of military, political, and technical factors. These factors clearly involve 
the responsibilities and capabilities of several agencies of Government. 
Responsibility for arriving at a balanced judgment on these problems 
does not fit into the mission of any single agency of Government. Spe-
cifically, the State Department does not appear to be in a position to 
evaluate our present and future defense posture problems or to deter-
mine the technical requirements for adequate control of agreements.

2. Public relations. The formation of a special office next to the Pres-
ident will create a much stronger image of U.S. interest in disarmament 
in both world and domestic public opinion than the formation of a new 
staff activity in the State Department.

3. Quality of organization. Location in the Executive Office of the 
President would permit recruitment of much higher- level leadership 
and staff for the office than would be possible in a staff organization 
within the State Department. Problems involved are so complex that 
proper staffing is of utmost importance.

4. Interagency support. Location in the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent would greatly facilitate the process of obtaining coordinated sup-
port from the various agencies which must supply information relevant 
to the development of policy (e.g., Defense Department, State Depart-
ment, AEC, and CIA).

5. Direct support for the President. The President could look to an 
office located within his Office for direct support in his decision- making 
process in this vital area of national policy.

6. Supporting studies by Government contractors. Development of 
policy will require some supporting studies best performed by Gov-
ernment contractors. This could be accomplished more easily and effec-
tively by an office in the Executive Office than by an office in the State 
Department which has historically not used this approach and which 
might face Congressional opposition to such use of funds.

7. Coordination of research and development on monitoring techniques. 
It would be easier for an office located in the Executive Office, than for 
an office in the State Department, to coordinate the substantial research 
and development activities on monitoring techniques which will have 
to be carried out by various agencies, such as Department of Defense 
or the AEC.

G.B. Kistiakowsky
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533. Memorandum From Farley to Merchant1

Washington, February 19, 1960

SUBJECT

Disarmament

Five Power Talks

On February 15 the U.S. Representative submitted a paper entitled 
“Views on Disarmament” (TAB A). The Canadian, French, Italian and 
U.K. delegations took the position that a very limited one- phase dis-
armament program, such as the U.S. delegation paper contained was 
not acceptable. These four delegations favored a comprehensive plan, 
similar to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd’s U.N. proposals, setting forth the general 
staging of measures leading to the goal of general disarmament.

As a result of discussions during the week of February 15, several 
revisions were made in the U.S. paper to make it conform more closely 
to the general outlines of the U.K. plan. The latest revision of this paper 
is attached as TAB B.

The principals for France, Italy, and the U.K. are leaving Washing-
ton this weekend, and have agreed that it probably will be necessary to 
meet again in Paris on March 2 for further discussions of the Western 
position. Working groups of experts from the five delegations have met 
daily to discuss problems in several major areas of disarmament; they 
will continue to meet next week.

The German Ambassador in Washington, Mr. Grewe, appeared at 
his request before the five representatives on February 16. Mr. Grewe 
commented briefly on a disarmament paper which his government had 
circulated to the five delegations. Mr. Grewe said that his government 
expected to have its views on disarmament taken into account as the 
Western position is formulated and that, furthermore, it expected to be 
invited to participate in any Five Power discussions of zones affecting 
German territory.

U.S. Policy

A special meeting of the NCS was held on Thursday, February 
18, to discuss the cut- off of production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes. The President decided at this meeting that the 
U.S. would agree to negative cut- off immediately, subject only to 

1 Source: Five- power disarmament talks; cut- off of production of fissionable mate-
rial; disarmament policy. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 600.0012/2–1960.
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agreement and effective installation of appropriate inspection and 
control measures.

The Secretary of Defense, by letter dated February 17, has trans-
mitted to the Secretary the views of the JCS on the State Department’s 
proposed disarmament position paper. The Secretary of Defense and 
the JCS take issue with most proposals in the Department’s paper and 
recommend that the Coolidge Report be submitted to the NSC for con-
sideration as a basis for initial actions in the disarmament area.

There will be a meeting to discuss general disarmament matters at 
10:30 AM on Sunday, February 21 at the Secretary’s residence. Messers. 
Dillon, Merchant, Eaton and Farley have been asked to attend.

534. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, February 21, 1960, 10:30 a.m.– 2 p.m.

SUBJECT

Disarmament

PARTICIPANTS

Secretary Herter
Mr. Dillon
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Kohler
Mr. Eaton
Mr. Stelle
Mr. Farley

In a meeting at the Secretary’s house certain questions identified 
by Mr. Eaton (Tab A) as well as a number of other policy and negotiat-
ing issues were discussed at length. The following general conclusions 
were reached:

a. French Views. Mr. Eaton said that M. Moch had warned him 
that the French Government could not be expected to concur in the 
nuclear “cut- off” unless assured of U.S. nuclear materials or weapons. 
He asked whether steps could be taken to bring the French around. 
Consideration was given to whether we might give any specific or 

1 Source: French view on cut- off; five- power working paper; negotiating tactics for 
ten- power talks; military force levels. Secret; Limit Distribution. 7 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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general assurances. It was recognized that this subject was quite 
highly charged politically in the U.S. and that any commitments with-
out Congressional blessing would be of little value and also risky if 
word of them got back to Congress. Perhaps a determined effort by the 
Executive to bring Congress around would at least establish our good 
intentions toward the French; but it had to be recognized that such an 
effort ran the risk not only of bitter public controversy but even of a 
flat Congressional bar. It was also noted that even if we satisfied the 
French on the cut- off, we might still find ourselves at odds with them 
on the issues of force levels and strategic missiles controls. The best 
hope appeared to be an attempt to get the French to avoid taking issue 
openly with us, in view of the doubt that the Soviets would accept the 
cut- off and the time lag in any case which might permit French fission-
able materials production to go ahead and possibly a gradual change 
in U.S. Congressional attitudes. If the French take the attitude pre-
dicted by Moch, then Mr. Merchant, accompanied by Mr. Eaton, might 
have to go to Paris in an effort to bring the French around. Before 
embarking on this course of action (which might be done under the 
cover of general summit consultations), it was necessary to ascertain 
the basic French position. (A telegram alerting our Embassy in Paris to 
the problem was decided on and subsequently despatched.)

b. Status of 5- power Working Paper. Mr. Eaton reported that a 5- power 
working paper (5P/WP/15(Corr.4) 2/19/60) had been approved Feb-
ruary 19 for referral to governments. Two principal issues were whether 
the “ultimate goal” should be identified as “general disarmament” or 
“general and complete disarmament.” Our allies had tended to favor 
the latter formula but so far had accepted our brief version which we 
introduced as more realistic.

In the discussion it was agreed that the phrase “general disar-
mament” was more accurate and realistic and would usefully serve 
to distinguish in part our approach from the Soviet approach. On the 
other hand, the Soviet phrase was in the Camp David communique 
and the United Nations disarmament resolution and if our allies raised 
the point again we could not finally refuse. Furthermore, if the Soviets 
asked for the longer phrase as an agenda item—e.g., “the question of 
complete and general disarmament”—it would be fruitless to engage in 
controversy in view of the past history.

Mr. Eaton said that another question was whether the West should 
put up a comprehensive plan. The allies favored this, feeling that in the 
struggle for world opinion we had to match the Soviets in the scope 
of our approach. They felt that ample safeguards and check points 
were built into the U.K. plan, for example. The Secretary said that he 
had always believed we had to set forth a goal of disarmament which 
was as imaginative and radical as the Soviets. He doubted, however, 
that it was desirable to compete with the Soviets in devising elaborate 
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plans for every future step toward that goal. Instead he preferred to 
concentrate on a few simple, practical disarmament steps which might 
be taken now and challenge the Soviets to agree to these with adequate 
inspection as a way to get started and build confidence.

c. Negotiating Approach. Mr. Eaton said that he did not want to get 
into an interminable negotiation which never got to the crucial point 
of agreement, like the 16- month old nuclear test negotiations. He pro-
posed to make it clear to the Soviets from the outset that the key to 
substantial progress was their willingness to accept adequate verifica-
tion and that if they were unwilling to do business on this point he did 
not propose to be drawn into interminable and fruitless discussion. He 
wanted to be clear that this was a reasonable line and that he would not 
be expected for other reasons, such as the summit, to continue talking 
at the conference table irrespective of progress. The Secretary said that 
he agreed wholeheartedly with this approach, but that we must take 
a positive position advancing concrete measures of disarmament, and 
care should be exerted not to be in the position of appearing to ask for 
“inspection without disarmament.” Mr. Eaton said that he recognized 
that this was a delicate hand of play, but that it was his intention to 
agree in general to disarmament measures which would be the subject 
of inspection, but to insist on a fairly detailed agreement on inspection 
measures before negotiating the details of the disarmament measure. 
Mr. Dillon said that no specific guarantee could be given in advance 
regarding acceptability of a break off in negotiations—particularly one 
before the summit. Mr. Eaton said that he fully understood this, but 
that the negotiating position which he would take might well require 
an early decision on our willingness to break off negotiations, although 
he would be careful not to put us in any position where we would be 
embarrassed by not breaking off without coming back for instructions.

d. Force Levels. Mr. Farley said that the most urgent policy issue 
remaining unresolved between State and Defense was possible reduc-
tions in military force levels. We wanted to put pressure on the Soviets to 
agree to mutual inspection and to use the argument that without inspec-
tion no one could know whether they indeed reduced their forces by 
1.2 million. However, we could not effectively challenge them to accept 
inspection unless we were willing to say that acceptance of inspection 
by the Soviets would lead to reductions below levels presently sched-
uled by us and the Soviets. Furthermore, this had to be a direct challenge 
not complicated if possible by other conditions such as involvement of 
Communist China. Mr. Herter said that in his past discussions with Sec-
retary Gates it appeared possible that Defense would agree to reductions 
below the 2.5 million ceiling accepted by the JCS. After a good deal of 
discussion of past U.S. and Western positions, Mr. Dillon asked Mr. Far-
ley to prepare a talking paper for him which he could use in raising with 
Mr. Gates the question whether we could accept reductions to a level 
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of about 2.1 million, independent of Communist Chinese participation, 
provided only there was adequate inspection.

e. NATO Consultation. Mr. Eaton raised the question of timing of 
consultation with NATO. It was agreed that:

(1) The basic disarmament working paper should be submitted to 
the Council members by Friday, March 4. This would enable the mem-
bers and governments to study the positions for some days prior to 
discussion in NAC on March 9. Special additional meetings could of 
course be held on the succeeding days, i.e., 10th, 11th, etc., if desired.

(2) There should be at least one representative of the disarmament 
group present and authorized to reply to questions and enter into the 
discussion. This might well be Mr. Eaton, who had chaired the five- 
power group here.

f. Policy Questions Raised by Mr. Eaton. (Tab A).

(1) We will use all possible ways (Canadian good offices in NATO, 
Norstad approaches to de Gaulle and Adenauer, talks with Adenauer 
during his visit here in March) to get French and German agreement to 
the Norstad plan. However, if persuasion fails and particularly if Ade-
nauer is adamant and suspicious of our motives, we will not press the 
plan over such opposition.

(2) We do not at present have any specific consideration we can 
give in return for Soviet acceptance of the Norstad inspection zone pro-
posal. The “no nuclear arms to indigenous forces in Germany” example 
again involves the question of Adenauer. Moreover, this represents an 
important objective for the Soviets, who are not likely to give nuclear 
arms to the Poles and Czechs anyway.

(3) We are already barred by our domestic legislation from trans-
ferring nuclear weapons to other counties. We should not undertake a 
commitment with the Soviets in this regard—since they are not likely 
to trust other bloc members sufficiently in any case to make such 
transfers— except as a consequence to agreement on the nuclear cut- off.

(4) There was no conclusive position reached on IRBMs since 
the question of European combined production of second generation 
IRBMs is currently under active study. It was noted that in the past the 
President has been willing to envisage agreement not to station IRBMs 
in Germany, where there is no NATO need for weapons of this range.

(5) There was little interest in negotiating withdrawal from U.S. 
bases, in view of the importance of these to our strategic deterrent and 
the lack of symmetry between the U.S. and Soviet strategic positions 
which made base withdrawal difficult to match with a corresponding 
Soviet quid pro quo.

(6) There was little interest in non- aggression pacts, both because 
they are paper pledges and because the UN Charter already provides 
the necessary commitment. Such pacts also had undesirable overtones 
of parity. The suggestion was made that we might counter any future 
Soviet proposal by saying we could accept a non- aggression clause as 
part of an agreement for open skies inspection which would really do 
something to safeguard against chances of surprise aggression.

(7) Little prospects were seen of Soviet agreements on limitation on 
the use of nuclear weapons. On the contrary, it seems likely the Soviets 
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will seek to frustrate any use of tactical nuclear weapons by refusing to 
accept any distinctions. Hence this is clearly not a field for initiatives.

(8) U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe is unthinkable if we are 
to maintain our alliances. We have no reservation about the desirabil-
ity of having Soviet troops withdrawn from Eastern Europe, but in 
view of the proximity of the USSR this is not worth much in the way of 
concessions.

(9) Agreements for limitations on arms traffic are primarily politi-
cal measures and are under consideration with regard to the summit in 
the East- West relations working group in Paris.

(10) Elimination of strategic trade controls is really not an import-
ant bargaining card nor very relevant.

(11) Any world police force would have to be related to the UN in 
view of the responsibilities of the UN under the United Nations Char-
ter. While we should not disown the UN or its role here, preliminary 
discussion might relate to the composition, functions, etc., leaving aside 
the question of relationship to the UN for the time being.

(12) The proposal gestures were more relevant to the summit than 
to the 10- nation talks. Publicity attending the 10- nation meeting should 
in fact focus on disarmament questions.

(13) Not discussed.
(14) Not discussed.
(15) See a above.

Tab A

Policy Questions Proposed by Eaton

POINTS FOR POSSIBLE EXPLORATION  
WITH TOP POLICY MAKERS

1. If deGaulle and Adenauer, even after careful softening- up tac-
tics, should oppose the Norstad Plan, do we consider it a dead issue? 
Are there other weapons of persuasion at our command? If not, are we 
prepared to press it against their combined opposition or against the 
opposition of Adenauer alone?

2. If the Soviets should indicate willingness to accept the Norstad 
proposal if linked to some measure of disarmament, do we have any 
latitude? Can we, for example, promise troop reductions within spec-
ified time period—say, one year—if inspection is working satisfacto-
rily? Can we promise to accept under similar conditions (or accept) a 
Rapacki first stage (i.e., no nuclear arms to indigenous forces in Ger-
many, Poland, and Czechoslovakia).

3. What are the conditions under which we would be prepared 
to enter into commitment with the Soviets not to transfer nuclear 
weapons—  to all other nations? to specified allies? to countries on 
Soviet bloc periphery? to Germany?
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4. The same question with regard to IRBMs? Also, what are our 
present plans for IRBM installations in Europe?

5. Are we prepared to negotiate elimination of certain bases on 
Soviet periphery—for example, IRBM bases in Italy, air and naval bases 
in Turkey? If so, what should be our price?

6. Under what conditions would we agree to a non- aggression pact 
between NATO and Warsaw Pact? between U.S. and USSR?

7. Are there any commitments on the use of nuclear weapons 
which we would be prepared to negotiate with the Soviets? For exam-
ple, upper KT limit on weapons in a limited war? Ban on use of nuclear 
weapons against population centers in a limited war? Ban on use of any 
but short- range missiles in a limited war?

8. Have we a price for U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe? Do 
we in fact want complete Soviet withdrawal from Central and East-
ern Europe, bearing in mind the possibility of another Hungary and its 
implications for the West?

9. Are we prepared to enter into commitment not to traffic in arms? 
in the Middle East, in Africa, in Latin America?

10. Are we prepared to use elimination of strategic trade controls 
as a bargaining tool? If so, what is the range of prices?

11. Re a police force, do we favor one under UN auspices or sepa-
rate from the UN, perhaps linked with Disarmament Control Organiza-
tion, as at one time suggested by the British?

12. Should U.S. make some sort of well- publicized gesture on eve 
of talks to put Soviets on defensive, such as:

a. Announcement of unilateral lifting of closed travel areas in the 
U.S.?

b. Invitation to high- ranking Soviet military to “tour” selected U.S. 
defense installations to “see for themselves” that U.S. military posture 
is “strong,” but not “threatening to attack anyone?”

13. Are there any political implications of the Berlin and German 
issue which tie in with the work of the Ten Nation group? What posture 
should we take prior to May Summit Meeting?

14. What specific political solutions are required before we enter 
advanced stage of disarmament?

15. What positions should we take on the French position that they 
cannot accept our position on the cut- off of production of fissionable 
material for weapon purposes unless their allies can supply them with 
fissionable material for weapons purposes?
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535. Letter From Khrushchev to Eisenhower1

March 3, 1960

Dear Mr. President:

I should like by way of the frank and friendly correspondence, 
which has been established between us and which has already acquit-
ted itself in many instances, to exchange views with you on a question 
which in our opinion is of very great importance.

I could not but note your statements at the press conference on 
February 3 on the question of the possibility of the United States turn-
ing over to its allies secret information on nuclear weapons, nor could I 
fail to note the world reaction subsequent to those statements.

To be honest, at first I was hesitating as to whether I should make 
this matter the subject of my correspondence with you at this time. The 
final decision to address you with this letter was arrived at after I had 
convinced myself that your statements at the press conferences on Feb-
ruary 3 and 17, as well as Secretary of State Herter’s statement on Feb-
ruary 8, were rather broadly interpreted in various countries, including 
these in the West, in a quite definite sense, i.e., as an expression of the 
intention of the United States to equip with American nuclear weapons, 
within the framework of NATO in particular, those of its allies who do 
not have such weapons.

The question touched upon by you is of such great importance that 
I believe it necessary even now to share with you certain considerations.

It is a well known fact that from the time when nuclear weapons 
were invented the secret of their production has been acquired by the 
USA, the USSR Great Britain, and now to a certain extent by France. 
Other states so far possess neither the secrets of production of nuclear 
weapons nor the weapons themselves. We are in agreement as to the 
necessity of freeing humanity from the frightful threat of a nuclear war 
and of working toward the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. 
It is on this crucial problem that you and I reached complete mutual 
understanding during the memorable conversations at Camp David. 
It is for this very purpose that negotiations are being conducted by the 
USA, Great Britain, and the USSR on the prohibition of nuclear weap-
ons tests, and soon there will begin a discussion of general and com-
plete disarmament in the Ten- Nation Committee.

1 Source: U.S. plans to share nuclear weapons with NATO. No classification marking; 
Presidential Handling. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, 
Khrushchev- Eisenhower.
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Of course, it is very important that none of the nuclear powers take 
any steps that could complicate the solution of the problem of complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world.

The question arises as to what consequences would result from 
increasing the number of states having access to nuclear weapons. 
What would the result be in such a case?

It is hardly necessary, Mr. President, to seek to prove to you, an 
outstanding military leader and statesman made rich in wisdom by 
life’s experiences, that the cause of consolidating peace and eliminating 
the threat of a nuclear war would suffer serious loss as a result. It would 
enormously impede the solution of the problem of general and com-
plete disarmament, which would of course provide for cessation of the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons and the liquidation of the stock piles 
thereof. It is obvious that the greater the number of states possessing 
atomic and hydrogen weapons the more difficult it would be to take 
the measures necessary for the complete destruction of this weapon 
under effective control. Indeed, let us suppose that the allies of the 
USA—individually or within the framework of NATO—actually have 
a nuclear weapon placed at their disposal, and that the circle of nuclear 
powers in the West is thus expanded. In such a case there would arise 
an absolutely new situation, in which the solution of the problem of 
eliminating nuclear weapons would be considerably complicated. In 
such a case we would also have every justification to hand over this 
weapon to friendly countries that might turn to us with a correspond-
ing request for purposes of ensuring their security and defense.

Let us look at another aspect of the problem. Let us suppose that 
the secret of the production of the nuclear weapons or the weapons 
themselves are handed over to the Federal Republic of Germany. Is it 
a secret that at the present time in the FRG there have again appeared 
many reckless people who cherish the hope of revanche for the Second 
World War? It is sufficient to recall only a recent statement by Mr. Ade-
nauer to the effect that the German people are charged with a “special 
mission.”

However Mr. Adenauer may have interpreted this “special mis-
sion,” the fact must not be disregarded that if he were to have the 
nuclear weapon placed at his disposal he would be tempted to use it 
to fulfill this “mission.” And can it be hoped that Mr. Adenauer’s suc-
cessors in the post of chancellor would be more peace- loving? With the 
present trend in the course of events in the FRG, the answer of course 
is no.

I consider it appropriate to point out that neither the Soviet Union 
nor the states allied with us experience any fear, of course, in connec-
tion with the belligerent statements of the German “revanchists.” You 
realize that from the standpoint of our security we have no fear of the 
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German “revanchists,” even though they may be armed with nuclear 
weapons.

But it would be a great mistake if we, bearing a great responsi-
bility for the fate of all humanity, should gamble on the readiness of 
our countries for any war with the most modern weapons. The Soviet 
Government considers it the main purpose of its policy to prevent the 
unleashing of any new world war, and to bring about the prohibition 
and destruction of nuclear weapons and every kind of weapon in 
general. A widening of the circle of nuclear powers would create new 
obstacles on the road to disarmament and of course would immeasur-
ably intensify the threat of humanity’s sliding into the abyss of general 
nuclear war.

However, I continue to believe, Mr. President, considering your 
statements that the course of events will run, not in the direction of 
increasing the number of states possessing nuclear weapons but in the 
direction of general and complete disarmament and, consequently, in 
the direction of eliminating the danger of nuclear war. Therefore, I hope 
that you will correctly understand the motives that have prompted me 
to appeal to you with this message.

For my part, I should like very much to have your views concern-
ing the matters to which I have referred.

With sincere respect,

N. Khrushchev

536. Telegram 6676 to London1

Washington, March 5, 1960, 3:11 p.m.

6676. EYES ONLY AMBASSADOR AND EATON.
Please deliver following to Selwyn Lloyd:
QTE March 5, 1960 Dear Selwyn:
I have just returned from South America and have had an opportu-

nity of checking on the conversations which have taken place between 
Doug Dillon, Fred Eaton and Caccia here since I received the personal 
message from you which was delivered to me in Argentina.

1 Source: Transmits letter for Lloyd from Herter on ten- nation disarmament talks. 
Secret; Niact. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, UK Offi-
cials Correspondence with Secretary Herter.
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As you know, we feel that there is no great substantive matter of 
difference between us and are convinced that language satisfactory to 
both of us can be worked out between Ormsby- Gore and Eaton when 
they meet in Paris. From a purely practical point of view, I am sure 
you realize that, in the course of the negotiations, we feel that the 
items involved in Stages 1 and 2 should be agreed upon before we get 
involved in negotiations on the items in Stage 3, and certainly, again 
from a practical point of view, even though we should be successful 
in negotiating with respect to Stage 3, I am sure that you agree that 
the items in 1 and 2 should be implemented before we can implement 
those in 3. From reading your message I take it that you feel that this 
is essentially the line of all your thinking but that you do not wish to 
make any advance statement which would indicate that any phase of 
disarmament could not be discussed during the Geneva talks.

In this we of course agree since the tabling of our plan will inev-
itably involve discussion of the items in Stage 3. I realize that there is 
a narrow line between discussion and negotiation and this is the rea-
son we continue to feel that our differences may be more of form than 
of substance. What we feel we must avoid at all cost is being drawn 
into negotiations on such items as banning the bomb before we have 
achieved agreement on items in Stages 1 and 2. We have considered 
this problem very carefully, and I must tell you in all candor that I can 
see no prospect of any change in our position on this matter. This, of 
course, does not rpt not involve waiting for the actual implementation 
of Stages 1 and 2 before commencing negotiations on Stage 3.

If when Eaton and Ormsby- Gore meet, there should still remain 
any differences in language, I should be most grateful if you would 
advise me when I could reach you by phone since I feel certain that we 
can work this matter out and feel very deeply that it is important for us 
to maintain a united front both with respect to our allies and when the 
talks begin in Geneva.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,
Chris UNQTE

FYI Copy has been delivered to Caccia here.

Herter



Arms Control and Disarmament 1961

537. Note From Caccia to Herter1

Washington, March 7, 1960

Dear Chris,

I have been asked to pass to you the attached personal message 
from the Foreign Secretary.

Yours sincerely

Harold Caccia

Attachment

Message From Lloyd to Herter

TEXT OF MESSAGE

Dear Chris,

Thank you for your letter of March 5. I am glad that you have got 
safely back to Washington. I hope that you are not too tired by what 
must have been a very arduous but well worth while journey.

I am glad that we have reached a compromise agreement on the 
language of the link between Stages 2 and 3. I am grateful to you and 
your colleagues for their willingness to try to meet our point of view. 
I do not think that our solution is ideal, but we too tried to find some-
thing that you could live with.

The problem in my mind has been one of presentation. Our preoc-
cupation has been to prevent Mr. Khrushchev getting off with an unde-
served halo as the man who is for complete disarmament. To start with, 
the Western plan must look good enough and far reaching enough, sub-
ject to the accepted reservations about effective control. If our plan does 
not look good enough, we shall have given Khrushchev a big prop-
aganda advantage which he will particularly exploit at the Summit.

Ormsby- Gore is going this evening to Paris. I hope that Eaton and he 
will succeed in bringing the French along. It would be a great pity if they are 
out of step on disarmament. It will be another damaging blow to N.A.T.O.

With my best wishes,

Selwyn

1 Source: Transmits letter from Lloyd to Herter: applauds compromise on nuclear 
testing talks position. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 
D 204, U.K. Officials Correspondence with Secretary Herter.
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538. Memorandum for the Record by Goodpaster1

Washington, March 8, 1960

Mr. Herter met briefly with the President on February 28th. He 
reported to the President that Governor Potter, in the Canal Zone, had 
decided to fly American and Panamanian flags, crossed, on March first, 
and that he felt this was a helpful forward step.

Mr. Herter next said that he had received a long letter on disarma-
ment from Selwyn Lloyd. The President read through this letter. He 
stated that he agrees with Lloyd on one point—that if we are to condi-
tion everything on elimination of nuclear weapons, we will never make 
any progress, because they could be hidden so easily as to make polic-
ing impossible. The President said he thought we should not take the 
position that we will not negotiate on “stage three” items until “stage 
two” items have been completely implemented. We can say, however, 
that we will not sign an agreement on stage three items until the earlier 
stages are completely in effect. Mr. Herter said this is exactly the prob-
lem with Defense. They do not want to discuss or negotiate on stage 
three items—for example, limitation on missiles, reduction in weap-
ons and forces, etc.—until stage two is in effect. He thought it should 
be possible to find some kind of language that would accommodate 
our own and the British positions, on the basis of what the President 
said. The President said what he had in mind is that implementation 
should follow a certain order. Study of disarmament measures should 
desirably follow the same order, but it would be possible to start some 
of these studies earlier if there is a specific need—even while holding 
strictly to the sequence of implementation.

The President said he found it difficult to understand the thinking 
of Defense in this matter. I explained to him as did Secretary Herter that 
Defense is fearful that we will start talking about stage three items and 
then, because of the pressure of world opinion, be unwilling to adhere 
to our requirement that the implementation of these be delayed until 
after stage two is in effect.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Record of discussion between Eisenhower and Herter of a letter from 
Lloyd. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Office 
of the Staff Secretary, State Department.



Arms Control and Disarmament 1963

539. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, March 8, 1960, 2:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The President
Amb. Menshikov, Soviet Ambassador
Mr. Richard H. Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs

Ambassador Menshikov began by saying he had been instructed 
by Mr. Khrushchev to see the President and to hand over a personal 
message. The Ambassador then read from his own English translation 
the text of Mr. Khrushchev’s letter dated March 3.

The President said he would have the message translated and 
would study it. He added that he would like to express the follow-
ing preliminary thoughts which the Ambassador should transmit to 
Khrushchev. First, the President appreciated this personal message and 
Mr. Khrushchev’s thought in sending it. Secondly, the President said he 
shared the uneasiness, if not dismay, if such a situation should arise as 
Mr. Khrushchev described in his message. But he would like to recall 
that at a time when the United States had a monopoly on atomic weap-
ons it had tried in 1947 to give it to the United Nations. United States 
policy had never changed. Now we know, the President continued, that 
the Soviet Union has great nuclear power. We do not know what distri-
bution the Soviet Union may have made of its nuclear power nor do we 
know how the members of the Warsaw Pact are armed. The President 
expressed readiness to study the message and to reply in due time. As 
he had repeatedly stated, he was ready to do anything to make a bet-
ter, more peaceful world. Now we have four nations which dispose of 
nuclear weapons. It was easier to make them now and knowledge of 
how to do so was getting to be a common thing. We don’t know when 
other nations may develop nuclear weapons.

The President expressed agreement that we must move rapidly 
on this problem and, as he had said at his Camp David talks with 
Chairman Khrushchev, the most important thing was agreement on 
reliable controlled disarmament. This was a very serious matter and 
while we agree on general principles, we must find the means to carry 
them out.

Ambassador Menshikov expressed the hope that progress would 
be made at the ten- nation disarmament committee level and at the 
forthcoming Summit.

1 Source: Menshikov delivers Khrushchev’s letter on nuclear arms for NATO. Secret; 
Presidential Handling. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 600.0012/3–860.
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The President replied he was ready for any practical forward step 
which would take the uneasiness out of the minds of mankind, that he 
would continue to strive for this goal.

Ambassador Menshikov asked what he might say to the corre-
spondents who were waiting outside, to which the President observed 
that there was always this problem when he delivered a message in 
person to the White House. Ambassador Menshikov said it was the 
same at the State Department and suggested he might merely say that 
he had delivered a personal message from Chairman Khrushchev. 
Ambassador Menshikov said he was not instructed whether the letter 
was to be published.

The President in agreeing to Ambassador Menshikov’s sugges-
tion said that if the letter were not published he would merely reply 
to any press inquiries that he never revealed his personal correspon-
dence with Chiefs of State without their concurrence. If the Soviet Gov-
ernment decided to publish the letter, the President requested prior 
notification.

NOTE: General Goodpaster informed Mr. Davis after Ambassador 
Menshikov departed that the President had instructed him to inform 
the Department that the contents of Mr. Khrushchev’s message should 
be held closely on a need- to- know basis.

540. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, March 10, 1960, 8:35 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Dillon
Mr. McCone
Major Eisenhower

Mr. McCone opened by informing the President that plans are 
going forward for Project Gnome, part of Operation Plowshare. This 
experiment would require a full year of preparation. Since the exten-
sive construction work will require obtaining contractors and letting 
bids, an announcement will be necessary in the near future.

1 Source: Operation Plowshare. Secret. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 
DDE Diaries.
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The President said the only difficulty was that this almost serves 
notice to the world that we have given up obtaining an overall nuclear 
test ban agreement within a year. Mr. Dillon said that the principle of 
peaceful use of atomic energy has been agreed on with the Soviets.

The President said he had no objection, but that the announcement 
should include that we would welcome observers from the U.N. or from 
any member nation of the U.N. which has an interest in the project. 
He further desired that the idea that the principle has been approved 
between the U.S. and the Soviets be added to the announcement.

Mr. McCone said it would be useful to prod the Soviets on the test 
ban matter anyway. The Soviets have no intention of agreeing with any 
of our proposals at Geneva. Only yesterday they informed our negotia-
tors in Geneva by direct telegraph from Moscow that they cannot fulfill 
their obligation to the IAEA on safeguarding nuclear reactors unless 
agreement on a nuclear test suspension has been reached. This linking 
of totally unrelated matters indicates they have no desire to make real 
progress.

The President said he wanted one more item added, which would 
be that final authorization for the actual detonation would be reserved 
for action by the President. He directed Mr. Dillon to inform the British 
Ambassador of our intention to go on with this project, but warned him 
not to afford the British a veto.

As a sidelight, Mr. McCone pointed out that the Canadians had a 
similar project in the Athabaska Tar Sands ready to go. They are holding 
up simply because they do not wish to be the first to fire a device. Mr. 
McCone pointed out the increased difficulties we are having in holding 
our laboratories together, stressing Livermore which has considerable 
interest in Plowshare.

The President, as another sidelight, said he wished that we could 
eliminate nuclear weapons entirely from the world. This is, of course, 
impossible, but many people think it can be done. Therefore, the only 
qualm he has on an operation such as this is that it might unnecessarily 
worry people who are scared enough anyway.

* * *
Finally, Mr. Dillon told the President that our disarmament plan 

has been presented to NATO by Mr. Eaton. It was well received and 
another meeting on this subject is scheduled for Saturday. Indications 
are that this can be made public on Monday.

John S.D. Eisenhower
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541. Letter From Eisenhower to Khrushchev1

Washington, March 12, 1960

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am grateful for your consideration in sending your letter of March 
third in which you share with me your views on matters which are 
indeed of great importance. As indicated in your letter, we were in full 
agreement at Camp David, as was mentioned in the communique cov-
ering those discussions, that the question of general disarmament is the 
most important one facing the world today and that the Governments 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States will 
make every effort to achieve a constructive solution of this problem. To 
this I cannot fail to give my wholehearted and continued support.

In reply to the thoughts expressed in your letter, and in the same 
spirit of frank exchange of views I welcome this opportunity, as you 
requested, to set forth considerations which I think important.

First of all, while I do not wish to make extended comment on your 
remarks about the Federal Republic of Germany, I do consider that 
these reflect a misunderstanding of the nature of the post- war German 
state. An impartial appraisal would, I believe, show that the leaders 
of the Federal Republic, as well as the overwhelming sentiment of the 
population which elected these leaders to office, want peace as much as 
any of us and do not present an aggressive threat to any country. I can 
assure you from personal knowledge that this is the case, recognizing 
that, while memories of the past may justify caution, they should not 
blind us to the realities of the present.

Now, with regard to the basic questions raised in your letter, I 
should note that, as you yourself say, certain of the observations you 
make are based on interpretations arrived at in various parts of the 
world of the meaning of comments that Secretary Herter and I made 
in the course of press conferences during the month of February. If the 
interpretations of our comments to which you refer led you to believe 
that a change had taken place or was in progress in the policy of the 
United States as regards the transfer of nuclear weapons or information 
on the design and manufacture of nuclear weapons, they were in error. 
Neither Secretary Herter nor I had any intention of implying the exis-
tence of or plans for any such change; and upon re- reading carefully 

1 Source: No change in U.S. policy against transferring nuclear weapons to other 
countries. Confidential; Presidential Handling. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Corre-
spondence: Lot 66 D 204, Eisenhower- Khrushchev.
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the transcript of our remarks I do not feel that an interpretation in this 
sense would be justifiable.

Your letter therefore, based as it seems to be on misinterpretation 
of remarks which I have made, seems to reflect fundamental misunder-
standing regarding the policy of the United States Government. At the 
risk of being repetitious I should like to review this policy for you.

It is our policy to avoid the widening of the circle of nuclear pow-
ers. This policy is implemented in the actions of the United States and is 
reflected in our basic laws, in particular the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
as amended. The United States does not transfer nuclear weapons to 
the custody of its allies in time of peace and we do not (with the excep-
tion of the United Kingdom which is already a nuclear power) provide 
to our allies or to others information on the design and manufacture 
of nuclear weapons. Our policy has been public knowledge since its 
inception and any change would become immediately known. On the 
other hand, we do not know whether or not the USSR places nuclear 
weapons at the disposal of the members of the Warsaw Pact or others 
of its allies.

It must be recognized that states with a major industrial capabil-
ity in the present world cannot be expected to be satisfied indefinitely 
with a situation in which nuclear weapons are uncontrolled and they 
themselves do not have nuclear weapons for their own defense. As for 
our allies in NATO, it must further be recognized that they have a legiti-
mate desire to defend themselves with the most modern weapons avail-
able. This desire is easily understood when it is realized that they must 
provide for defense against forces which, as you yourself have made 
very clear on numerous occasions, already possess the most modern 
and destructive armaments. It is to help meet the legitimate need of our 
allies for their own defense that we have established the NATO atomic 
stockpile system. Under this system, custody of atomic warheads 
remains in the United States alone as provided by law and they can be 
used only in defense against aggression. The circle of nuclear powers 
is not widened thereby. The legitimate needs of our allies for modern 
weapons to be used in self- defense are satisfied, but in a manner which 
does not require them to produce such weapons themselves.

You and I must recognize, however, that the secrets of the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons to which you refer cannot long remain hidden 
from many of the states in the modern world which have advanced 
scientific and industrial resources. If the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons is to be prevented we cannot longer delay a start on the agreed 
international control of nuclear energy and a beginning on meaningful 
disarmament agreements covering both conventional and nuclear arms 
under verifiable conditions.
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It is generally agreed that technical means are not now available 
for assuring the elimination of past and present stocks of nuclear weap-
ons. This situation was officially recognized by the Soviet Government 
in its disarmament proposals of May 10, 1955 and reconfirmed in its 
declaration submitted to the General Assembly of the United Nations 
on September 18, 1959. I believe you also acknowledged it in a speech 
made at Moscow on May 24, 1958.

Nonetheless there are things which can be done now and I urge 
that we take the opportunities which are before us to agree to the meas-
ures which would bring to a halt immediately the possibility of the 
emergence of new nuclear powers.

What we can now do are the following three things:
1. We can, in the Geneva negotiations for discontinuance of nuclear 

weapons tests, stop all nuclear weapons tests which can now be effec-
tively controlled. That done, we could through joint research move, as 
quickly as additional control measures could be proven and agreed, to 
the cessation of all weapons tests. The response of your representative 
to the proposals of the United States representative on February elev-
enth for immediate agreement on the presently achievable steps has 
thus far been negative. But surely it is in the interests of our two coun-
tries and of the whole world to conclude now an agreement in all areas 
for which the problems of essential inspection have been resolved.

2. We can support, in the April meeting of the Board of Governors 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency, the adoption of safeguards 
procedures which will ensure that the future expansion of nuclear 
power production does not itself become the source for fissionable 
material for production of nuclear weapons. Both the United States and 
the Soviet Union are taking significant strides in the development of 
nuclear power and in the making available of this new energy resource 
for the benefit of other nations. Surely we have a common interest, as 
reflected in our adherence to the principles of the statute of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, in seeing that the nuclear power reactors 
which are built in the future in many nations do not become the source 
of material for manufacture of weapons by new nuclear powers.

3. We can, in the disarmament negotiations beginning March fif-
teenth in Geneva, agree to stop the production of fissionable material 
for use in nuclear weapons—thus stopping the accumulation of nuclear 
weapons stocks—as soon as effective inspection measures are agreed 
and operating. Simultaneously we could begin to transfer fissionable 
materials now in weapons stocks to peaceful purposes with a view to 
the eventual elimination of these weapons from national arsenals. This 
practical and important step is one which I have urged repeatedly since 
my letter of March 1956 to Premier Bulganin. The arguments which you 
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bring forward in your letter of March third seem to me to reinforce the 
cogent reasons for proceeding promptly with this significant measure.

I think we are agreed that the surest method of dealing with the 
situation which concerns you, as indeed it does me, is to make prog-
ress toward effective disarmament measures. I think you will agree that 
there is little prospect of achieving much in this field at the summit 
unless we can base ourselves on solid progress already achieved in the 
Geneva negotiations. I hope that you will instruct your representatives, 
as I have done mine, to make every effort to eliminate differences to the 
point where we will have something real to deal with at Paris in May.

I hope that this frank statement will clarify the policy and objec-
tives of my Government and remove the misapprehensions of our 
purpose. Particularly I again assure you that my public statements, to 
which you refer, implied no change whatsoever in this nation’s policies 
or their application. I appreciate your expression of the concerns which 
you feel. For my part, I express the hope that you will join with us in the 
negotiations to which I have referred, in undertaking now the concrete 
and effective measures which will make vast progress in dealing with 
the nuclear threat.

Sincerely,

542. Telegram Didel 32 to Geneva1

Washington, March 16, 1960, 8:41 p.m.

Didel 32. Secretary has approved position paper on Chinese Com-
munist problem and US disarmament policy. Paper being pouched. 
Summary follows:

I. Problem: General problem is to handle disarmament negotia-
tions in such manner that Communists not permitted use negotiations 
for political or propaganda gains with respect ChiCom issue while 
avoiding commitment on meaningful disarmament program including 
effective inspection arrangements.

II. Anticipated Communist Position: Communist side may try 
inject ChiCom issue either by direct initiative or by exploiting any 

1 Source: Summary of approved position paper on Communist China and U.S. dis-
armament policy. Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 396.1–GE/3–1660.



1970 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

opportunities which free world proposals may offer. Communist objec-
tives would be:

A) To use this controversial political issue to divert public attention 
from inadequacies of Communist disarmament position.

B) To reap political propaganda gains at free world expense with-
out accepting disarmament obligations.

C) To confer prestige on ChiCom regime which Communists 
would exploit throughout Asia and Africa as well as in connection Chi-
nese representation issue at next UNGA.

III. Manner in Which Issue Might Arise at Conference: Possibilities 
include:

A) Direct Communist Proposal: USSR may propose ChiComs be 
invited participate conference Geneva either as member Communist 
side or as observer or in some other manner. ChiComs for their part 
may send message demanding invitation to participate.

Participation by ChiComs in any manner whatsoever should be 
firmly rejected by free world side. Composition negotiating group 
has been agreed upon. ChiComs have no standing of any sort before 
group. Injection ChiCom issue would be political maneuver which 
could only be designed obstruct serious disarmament talks. Group 
should proceed at once with assigned task without interruptions by 
political moves.

B) Initial Force Level Ceilings: Any suggestion that force level 
ceilings are to be considered for ChiComs will almost inevitably lead 
to immediate Communist demand for ChiCom participation. In con-
nection 2.5 million ceiling for US and USSR, and appropriate levels 
for certain other states, it has been agreed that Communist China 
should not be included but that QUOTE escape clause UNQUOTE 
might be required.

C) QUOTE Escape Clause UNQUOTE in Connection 2.5 Million 
Ceiling: In order minimize opportunity Communists use QUOTE 
escape clause UNQUOTE as basis for injecting ChiCom participation 
issue into discussions, escape clause should be phrased generalized 
language without specific mention ChiComs.

D) Second Stage Force Levels: If discussion this stage should be 
reached Communist side would be likely raise issue ChiCom participa-
tion. Phrasing of any proposals touching on this issue under stage two 
and timing their discussion are accordingly very significant matters.

E) World Disarmament Conference: Question of invitations to pos-
sible world disarmament conference of militarily significant powers or 
any studies relating to such conference would involve political issues 
which Communists might seek exploit. Handling of invitation issue 
or any study relating to conference is complex and politically delicate 
matter especially in forum such as Geneva talks. Separate paper deal-
ing this matter will be prepared. As all studies contemplated first stage 
cannot be undertaken at once delegation should seek avoid getting 
into any discussion re world disarmament conference until substan-
tial progress has been made with USSR on other aspects disarmament 
program.
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IV. U.S. Position:

A) In view sensitivity of political problems involved, delegation 
should maintain close contact with Department on handling of any 
issues involving problem directly or indirectly. In particular delegation 
should consult Department on phrasing of any proposals bearing on 
this matter so that wording may be worked out by mutual agreement 
between Department and delegation.

B) Delegation should be guided by general principle that until 
there is evidence USSR is prepared accept meaningful commitments 
including effective control system, question of how Communist China 
will be brought into relationship with proposed arrangement should 
not be broached by US delegation. Discussion of best means handling 
ChiCom issue can be made later in light Soviet attitude as disclosed 
first stages negotiations. This issue should be decided by US Govern-
ment during negotiations and after Soviet intentions re acceptance 
effective commitments including controls in their own territory have 
been clarified.

V. Discussion: Discussion section of position paper contains back-
ground information including following position given Department by 
Chinese Ambassador: QUOTE I realize that it would not make sense to 
leave the whole of the Chinese mainland out of any disarmament scheme, 
but at the present stage the question of disarmament is largely one of 
cold war. As such, we must face up to the danger of increasing Chinese 
Communist prestige and giving additional ammunition to those who are 
advocating the admission of Communist China to the UN and the recog-
nition of it by the United States. In other words, we may not achieve any 
actual disarmament for some time to come, but we may find ourselves 
having lost another round of psychological warfare. UNQUOTE

Herter

543. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Herter and 
Kistiakowsky1

Washington, March 21, 1960

11:20—Telephoned Dr. Kistiakowsky 1) Secy said with regard to 
suggestions Dr. K had made on organization, Department had also 

1 Source: Disarmament organization; military planning; developments in test talks; 
moratorium on testing. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter 
Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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prepared organizational set up in connection with disarmament which 
was a part of our presentation on the Hill on appropriations. Secy sug-
gested Dr. K get in touch with Mr. Farley to see how the two might 
be dove- tailed, and Dr. K said he would call Mr. Farley. The Secy said 
he was still bothered as to whether the individual in charge of Dr. K’s 
setup in the White House would be the fellow who was the top pol-
icy man or whether he would be an objective adviser to the President, 
which the Secy felt should be talked out a little more. Dr. K said he had 
hoped that by the fact that policy decisions would be made by the com-
mittee chaired by the Secretary of State, this would take care of it. Secy 
said, however, there was another section which stated that the White 
House man would be the principle policy formulator. Secy and Dr. K 
agreed that it was important that the various roles and functions be 
very clear right from the start. 2) Discussed unreliability of information 
being given Gates and, in turn, those responsible for policy formula-
tion with regard to our missile programs, etc. Discussed Polaris and 
Navy’s misrepresentation in order to concentrate on their submarine 
before people were distracted to the Polaris; discussed Air Force over- 
optimism on Sky Bolt. Dr. K said real trouble with our military plan-
ning is that the planners take the idealistic view of what they want and 
when instead of the realistic view of what they can have by when. 3) 
Secy referred to new Russian offer in Geneva and the fact that he had 
talked briefly to the President about it and additional fact that British 
will be very insistent on this. Secy said he had our legal people looking 
into what the President can and cannot do. Secy said, for instance, on a 
moratorium which wouldn’t begin until ratification of the treaty which 
ratification is undoubtedly out of the question for this year, whether 
the President can commit himself to a moratorium which goes beyond 
his term of office?; what can be done by Executive action as opposed 
to a Treaty? Dr. K said he was worried about calling the principals 
meeting so quickly because both Gates and McCone will take a neg-
ative attitude. Secy said Gates is away and Douglas will be attending; 
that Douglas is pretty realistic on this. Secy said McCone had told him 
confidentially—Dr. K said McCone had also told him—that he feels 
there will be no more testing during this Administration, and Secy said 
whether McCone will be complete negative on a treaty he just didn’t 
know. Secy said the British are inclined to feel real progress has been 
made and the Secy said he shared that feeling. Dr. K said he also felt 
progress had been made and that both he and Dr. Killian feel it would 
be very unfortunate if we reject this out of hand without countering 
with constructive suggestions of our own. Dr. K said we just have to 
accept the fact that there will be no more nuclear tests or else the whole 
cold war will get hotter. Dr. K said he had a feeling at the root of the dif-
ficulty is lack of understanding by our legislators and the electorate on 
what a monitoring system can do; we can’t have a foolproof inspection 
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system. Secy said it was also a question of whether the Soviets will keep 
their word; whether they will cheat on a ban within the letter of the law 
or whether, with their current preoccupation with world opinion, they 
will respect the ban for fear of being caught cheating with its resulting 
effect on world opinion. Secy said as regards the meeting of principals 
tomorrow that the Secy felt we have to get this out on the table as soon 
as possible since we will have to go to the President on the unresolved 
factors. Dr. K said since this is largely a political rather than a technical 
decision now, that he will have to take a secondary role in the meeting. 
Dr. K said there was one item which would undoubtedly be tossed at 
the Secy tomorrow, which Dr. K thought Secy should be forewarned 
about. Dr. K said it had been thought with regard to small underground 
explosions that there was a sharp limit as to size—if the explosion was 
too big it would collapse and a signal would go out—but Dr. K said it 
now appears that if you make it too big you don’t get the full effect but 
you still get a partial effect and, therefore, the risk of doing it clandes-
tinely is very much reduced. Dr. K said he is sure this will be mentioned 
tomorrow by the people who will argue against going ahead.

2:12—General Goodpaster telephoned (see separate memo)
2:30—The President telephoned (see separate memo)
3:30—Returned Mr. Kendall’s earlier call, but Mr. Kendall had seen 

Secy at the White House and taken care of whatever the matter was.
4:05—Mr. Kohler telephoned to say the Soviet Ambassador wants 

to see the President again. The Secretary said the answer was no. Mr. 
Kohler said we always have to balance this a little against Thompson 
getting in to see Khrushchev, but agreed the Soviets should tell us the 
subject matter and then we could decide. Secy said he would call Gen. 
Goodpaster about this.
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544. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, March 21, 1960

SUBJECT

The Feasibility and National Security Implications of a Monitored Agreement to 
Stop or Limit Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production

REFERENCES

A. NSC Action No. 1840– c
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject; “Monitoring a Long- Range 

Rocket Test Agreement”, dated March 28, 1958
C. NSC Action No. 2161– b

The enclosed report on the subject by the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology is transmitted herewith for dis-
cussion by the National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, 
March 24, 1960.

Also enclosed for discussion by the Council in connection with 
the above- mentioned report are two memoranda containing the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the subject. The request in paragraph 7 
of the first of these memoranda (“U.S. Disarmament Policy”, March 2, 
1960) that the JCS be afforded an opportunity to comment on the study 
by the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
prior to its referral to the NSC, has been complied with; and the second 
memorandum (“Study Entitled ‘The Feasibility and National Security 
Implications of a Monitored Agreement to Stop or Limit Ballistic Mis-
sile Testing and/or Production’”, March 18, 1960) contains the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the report by the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology.

The enclosures, one of which contains RESTRICTED DATA, are being 
given a special limited distribution, and the contents should be subject to spe-
cial security precautions, with access thereto limited to those individuals hav-
ing a strict “need to know” in the performance of their official duties.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc:

The Secretary of the Treasury (MEMO ONLY)
The Director, Bureau of the Budget (MEMO ONLY)

1 Source: Transmits March 14 report by Kistiakowsky on “The Feasibility and 
National Security Implications of a Monitored Agreement to Stop or Limit Ballistic Mis-
sile Testing and/or Production” and two JCS memoranda (attachments to print Doc-
ument 249). Top Secret; Restricted Data; Limited Distribution. 50 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
S/S–RD Files: Lot 71 D 171.
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The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Special Assistant to the President for Science & Technology

Enclosure

Report Prepared by Kistiakowsky
March 14, 1960

The Feasibility and National Security Implications of a Monitored 
Agreement to Stop or Limit Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production

Scope, Limitations and Assumptions

1. The study is divided as follows: investigation of (a) the feasibil-
ity and monitoring requirements for a ballistic missile flight test ban or 
limitation, (b) the feasibility and monitoring requirements for a ballis-
tic missile production ban or limitation, and (c) the national security 
implications of any such agreements. The relationships of the above 
questions to the operations of national space programs has also been 
considered under the assumption that space programs will be contin-
ued subject to inspection and some control.

2. There are a number of other interrelationships which merit seri-
ous study, but which it has not been possible to consider in this analy-
sis. The conclusions to this study must be read with these limitations in 
mind. In particular, the study does not adequately consider:

2.1 The implications of abrogation of any of the possible agree-
ments that might be reached;

2.2 The relationship of the arms control measures discussed here to 
others, including general disarmament;

2.3 The implications of inhibiting the attainment of nuclear deliv-
ery capabilities by nations, other than the U.S., U.K., and USSR;

2.4 The dissymmetries between the U.S. and the USSR in the prob-
lems of maintaining production and/or test facilities, and competence 
when limitations on their utilization are in force.

2.5 The detailed inspection team requirements and cost for moni-
toring a production ban;

2.6 Specific limitations and controls that might be imposed on 
space programs and the organization of a possible international author-
ity to carry out space programs;

2.7 The implications of increased emphasis on other delivery 
systems that might flow from agreements limiting missile tests or 
production.

2.8 The violation of a production ban or limitation by the importa-
tion of long- range ballistic missiles from a non- signatory country.

On the basis of this study, and particularly in view of its limita-
tions, it has not been possible to determine whether or not a test ban in 
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1963, or at any later date, would be to the net advantage or disadvan-
tage of the U.S.

3. The conclusions that follow are based on the present NIE of Soviet 
stockpile growth and on U.S. missile program schedules as approved, 
or proposed for approval, that appear to be reasonably attainable if ade-
quately supported. In the event of any agreement, it would be neces-
sary to be certain that the applicable U.S. schedules were indeed met, if 
not actually accelerated, prior to the implementation of the agreements.

Summary of Conclusions

Missile Test Monitoring

4. Detection of ballistic missile flights with high confidence can be 
accomplished by means of radars that are currently in development. 
The siting of some radars within the Sino- Soviet Bloc and within the 
U.S. would be required. Such a detection system would probably take 
about two- and- a- half years to develop and install. About 15 radars 
would be needed to detect with certainty missiles from within the Bloc 
whose trajectory rose 75 n.m. or more above the surface of the earth. 
Of these, at least 4 or 5 would have to be located within the Bloc; the 
remainder could be located in friendly countries around the periph-
ery. On normal ballistic flights, an apogee of 75 n.m. corresponds to a 
ground range of 300 n.m. However, it would be possible to fire missiles 
on non- optimal very flat trajectories out to perhaps 3,000 n.m. without 
their apogee exceeding the 75 n.m. limit. Radar monitoring could not 
detect static or tethered firings, nor assure detection of short- range fir-
ings of long- range ballistic missiles, or flights by aerodynamic vehicles. 
Therefore, such tests should not be excluded by any agreement unless 
there were some other detection means agreed to by which they could 
be monitored.

5. A world- wide high confidence system for detecting missiles, the 
apogee of which exceeds 75 n.m. is feasible, but would require a large 
number (about 100) of radars. It is possible, though by no means cer-
tain, that alternative less expensive flight detection systems could be 
operational by about 1963.

Relationship of a Missile Test Ban to Space Programs

6. For a test ban to be effective in limiting missile development, 
it would be necessary that space programs, both civilian and military, 
be abandoned, subjected to rigid inspection and some controls, or 
internationalized.

7. Short of abandoning space efforts altogether, some feed- through 
from space programs into possible missile development programs is 
inevitable. Though more detailed study is required, a cursory look 



Arms Control and Disarmament 1977

suggests that limitations or controls consistent with valid national 
space programs could slow, but would not stop, the effects of this feed- 
through. The inspection teams would, however, be in a position to 
assess the degree of danger represented by the applicability of space 
techniques to possible military developments.

8. Inspection would include advance disclosure of all space firings, 
right to inspect all space vehicles in advance of firing, together with 
their components and associated equipment, and access on the part of 
both sides to all results.

9. Internationalization of the space effort could reduce the effects 
of feed- through to a minimal level, and could also lower the risks asso-
ciated with the possibility of technological surprise.

Implications of a Missile Flight Test Ban

10. A missile flight test ban would represent a considerable risk for 
the U.S. if implemented as early as January 1961. A test ban so dated as 
to preclude the confident operational development of the mobile Min-
uteman and the 1500 n.m. Polar’s would be disadvantageous to the 
U.S. On the basis of the programs indicated in Figs. 1 a and 2 a, early 
1963 would represent the earliest possible date for such a ban. With 
respect to other considerations and on the basis of present knowledge 
and expectations, there do not appear to be decisive reasons for believ-
ing that the risk to the U.S. (or the USSR) would be either greater or less 
if there were a missile test ban in 1963 than if there were no such ban.

11. Any test ban which is dependent on radar coverage for moni-
toring the Bloc should provide sufficient lead time so that construction 
of radar sites can begin two years before the effective date of the ban. 
Alternative monitoring systems may or may not involve comparable 
lead times.

Monitoring of a Missile Production Ban or Limitation

12. A missile production ban or limitation can be monitored if, and 
only if, the following conditions can be met.

12.1 The agreement guarantees a right to unrestricted and self- 
initiated access by the inspection teams to any point in any area of the 
Sino- Soviet Bloc.

12.2 The inspection directorate has the right to valid aerial photog-
raphy of the entire Bloc on a periodic basis.

A prior inventory of Bloc missile stockpiles and selected industrial 
facilities would probably be required for monitoring production, and 
in any case would be needed to insure that the stockpile is not greatly 
different than estimated in the NIE.

13. Given the foregoing conditions, if a quota were desired, a suf-
ficiently large quota could probably be set on the permitted number of 
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inspections without seriously degrading the confidence of the monitor-
ing system.2 However, in the event of a production limitation or in the 
event of a continuing national space program, continuous inspection of 
certain key facilities, such as missile and space production installations, 
would be required.

14. The inspection teams would be concerned not only with the 
production of the missiles themselves, but also with the production of 
the support equipment necessary to give the missiles an operational 
status. Although it is not within the terms of reference of this study 
and has not been investigated here, it seems probable that inspection of 
launchers and launch sites would be of great use; it is possible that fur-
ther study would reveal it to be as important, or perhaps more import-
ant, than inspection of missile production.

15. U.S. intelligence data could provide valuable support to the 
activities of inspection teams.

16. Despite inspection of the sort envisaged here, there will remain 
the possibility of a small flow of clandestinely produced missiles. The 
order of one or two missiles a month might represent a relatively low 
risk of detection, while five or more a month would probably represent 
a high- risk situation to the USSR.

Implications of a Missile Production Ban

17. An absolute ban on production would be dangerous to the U.S. 
if implemented as early as 1961. With delay, the danger would dimin-
ish. On the basis of the estimates in the tables, by January 1963 there 
might still be significant risk, but by January 1964 (or possibly earlier if 
U.S. production were accelerated), the risk should be small.3

Implications of a Limitation on Missile Production

18. If implemented as early as 1961, a limitation which permitted 
production of at least several times the estimated clandestine produc-
tion capability could improve the U.S. position. This conclusion is con-
tingent on the USSR not already having an overwhelming initial attack 
force which would make it necessary to accelerate presently- planned 
U.S. missile production. With the passage of time, the advantage of a 
limitation over an absolute ban would diminish in importance. In the 
event of an agreement to limit production, a continuation of flight test-
ing would seem advantageous up until early 1963, in that continued 
testing would contribute to stability by permitting the attainment of 

2 The Department of Defense is opposed to agreements on quotas, on principle. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

3 The DOD representatives would prefer that this read “smaller” rather than 
“small.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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hardening and mobility by both sides. After 1963, continued flight 
testing might be disadvantageous in that such testing would permit 
further improvements in the guidance accuracies of both sides (partic-
ularly that of the USSR).

INTRODUCTION

19. The purpose of the study is to determine the feasibility and the 
implications to U.S. national security of a monitored multilateral agree-
ment to ban or delimit the flight testing and/or production of long- 
range ballistic missiles. The precise terms of reference of the study are 
set forth in Annex A.

20. The definition of long- range involves a certain arbitrariness, 
particularly since radar detection system requirements are more 
directly tied to missile apogee than to range, and since for a given apo-
gee the variation in range may be considerable. A limit of about 75 n.m. 
on apogee would certainly exclude all full- range ICBM firings, and 
would also exclude firings in the IRBM range except on trajectories so 
flat as to impose constraints on design substantially more severe than 
are required for minimum energy trajectories in the same range. A 75 
n.m. apogee would seem to be a reasonable limit, though it should be 
pointed out that a lower limit would be required if it were desired to 
preclude tests of all ballistic missiles in the ranges that might be import-
ant for launch from submarines or aircraft.

21. Questions of national military policy and posture affect the 
emphasis in the study. With the advent of the Soviet missile force, prob-
ably movable, or possibly mobile, and in any event sited in locations 
unknown to the U.S. (and at least some of which will probably remain 
unknown for some time), there is a basic dissymmetry in the U.S. and 
Soviet positions. Thus, even if U.S. policy would permit a first strike by us, 
it could not be expected to seriously impair Soviet missile strike capability. 
Consequently, the emphasis of the study has been on the preservation of a 
U.S. retaliatory capability in the event of a possible Soviet surprise attack.

22. This dissymmetry will, to a significant extent, be weakened by the 
eventual U.S. possession of a mobile missile force—first Polaris, later the 
mobile Minuteman, and possibly eventually the ALBM when airborne.

23. The conditions requisite to a satisfactory implementation of a 
production ban or limitation would presumably reduce this assymme-
try, since these conditions involve unlimited inspection and access to 
valid air reconnaissance data.

24. While emphasis in the study has been on the preservation of a 
secure U.S. retaliatory capability, it has also seemed important to con-
sider the problem of stability more generally. Even though the U.S. (or 
the USSR) might have a substantial retaliatory capability, the USSR 
(or perhaps less likely the U.S.) might make a pre- emptive strike in a 



1980 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

situation when war seemed very probable or inevitable in the hope of 
minimizing damage to itself. To the degree that such a course may seem 
desirable, the situation may be characterized as unstable. On the other 
hand, if the U.S. force posture were such that nearly all the U.S. force 
would survive a Soviet attack, and if nearly all the Soviet force could 
be expected to survive a U.S. attack, a situation of great stability would 
ensue, for there would then be little incentive for either side to strike 
first, even in the event of what it might regard as extreme provocation. 
Hardening of missiles can help bring about such a situation by increas-
ing the exchange ratio, i.e., the number of missiles required in an attack 
to achieve some high probability of destroying one of an adversary’s 
missiles. It is also important, of course, that the force sizes not be so 
disparate that an attacker may have the capability of overwhelming 
the opponent’s force even though it is hardened. As the exchange ratio 
approaches unity with improving accuracy and reliability, or if the U.S. 
is unable to estimate Soviet force size with any confidence, mobility 
will be a preferable method of insuring stability.

25. There are certain key considerations which dominate and inter-
penetrate all discussions of the present problem. It is desirable to isolate 
these clearly at the very outset so that they can be kept explicitly in mind 
during the ensuing discussion. For convenience they are tabulated here:

25.1 There is a fundamental difficulty in monitoring a missile test 
ban in that there need be no residue or evidence at the site of a launch-
ing which will persist for a sufficient period of time so that an inspec-
tions team could verify a suspected firing by visiting the site. (This is 
particularly obvious in the case of missiles fired from submarines.) Dis-
turbances in the atmosphere and ionosphere may persist long enough 
so that evidence of a firing may be adduced minutes or hours after the 
event; however, the techniques for doing this are still under develop-
ment. For the present at least, because of the impossibility of verifica-
tion after the fact, missile detection systems for monitoring a test ban 
must therefore be such that there is negligible probability that other 
events will be mistaken for missile tests. It is not necessary that the 
system be able to detect all missile tests. If it is able to detect a substan-
tial fraction of possible tests, and if the conditions when detection will 
not be made are unpredictable by the other side, then it would seem 
reasonable to assume that any agreement would not be violated in the 
hope or expectation of avoiding detection.

25.2 By agreeing to stop missile flight tests, particularly if it is done 
within the next few years, there will be pressures exerted which will 
tend to prevent, or at least defer, the development of ballistic missiles 
by countries other than the U.S., USSR and UK. Clearly, this effect may 
be of very great importance. However, consideration of whether the net 
effect will be desirable or undesirable is beyond the scope of this study.

25.3 The problems of warning, decision making and reaction time 
for the U.S. are critical. In the near future it must be assumed that virtu-
ally all of the aircraft or missiles would be destroyed on any U.S. base 
against which a Soviet ICBM was delivered, provided the Soviets were 
able to achieve a high degree of surprise and simultaneity of attack. 
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The degree to which they can do this remains somewhat uncertain, but 
what evidence there is suggests that they can probably do reasonably 
well. Later, hardening will enhance the survival probability of many 
missiles. However, warning will continue to be very important. As 
BMEWS becomes operational (the first station late this year), about 15 
minutes of warning will be available. Although BMEWS may be very 
helpful in providing warning for SAC aircraft, there may be serious 
problems in communications and decision-making that must be solved 
if use is to be made of such warning for launch of U.S. missiles. There 
is probably a very real question as to whether a decision to actually 
launch missiles would ever be made solely on the basis of BMEWS 
warning. The first BMEWS station will provide warning of ICBM attack 
against most, but not all, U.S. bases; however, it should be noted that 
even with all three BMEWS stations operational, there will still be a gap 
in warning of attack by missiles launched from submarines. Moreover, 
there are conceivable trajectories for Soviet ICBM’s against which the 
BMEWS would not be effective. There is no provision for providing 
IRBM’s and aircraft stationed on overseas bases that are around the 
periphery of the Bloc with BMEWS type of warning against ballistic 
missile attack, and even warning against aircraft attack may be ques-
tionable. In view of the Soviet 700 and 1100 n.m. ballistic missile and 
light bomber capabilities, and the softness of the IRBM’s (and aircraft), 
they must for the most part be discounted completely as retaliatory 
weapons after surprise attack. They may, however, contribute to the 
complexity of a possible Soviet attack.

25.4 Considerations not only of production rates but of national 
missile stockpile levels are fundamental to the study. The analysis from 
which the conclusion of this study derives is based on the NIEs4 of Soviet 
development, production and deployment, and on U.S. schedules that 
have been approved or proposed for approval, and which are believed 
attainable. If, within the next three years, the Soviets should substan-
tially accelerate production, or if there should be major slippages in 
U.S. programs, the U.S. position could be very adversely affected, and 
some of the conclusions of this study would require alteration. Figures 
1 through 6 show the anticipated performances, characteristics, and 
operational capabilities on which the analysis is based. Figure 7 shows 
graphically the growth in effective ICBM’s for both sides and the size 
Soviet force that would be required in order to have a 90% probability of 
producing at least a specified overpressure at each aim point in the U.S. 
Included as aim points are SAC operational air bases, ICBM sites, naval 
bases, and command and control installations. The assumptions are, for 
the most part, based on NIE 11– 8– 59 and are summarized on the figure.

25.5 Questions of attainable guidance accuracy turn out to be 
central to the discussion. Insofar as the dissymmetry discussed in 21 
obtains, Soviet accuracy is far more important than U.S. accuracy, since 
their missile sites are not currently among our aim points, whereas our 
fixed missile sites undoubtedly figure prominently in theirs. Thus, the 
Soviet CEP emerges as probably the most sensitive parameter of the 

4 NIE 11–5–59 Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles, 3 Nov. 
1959 (TOP SECRET); NIE 11–8–59 Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack Through Mid- 
1964, 9 Feb. 1960 (TOP SECRET). [Footnote is in the original.]
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study. This is basically because CEP is more or less directly translat-
able into missiles, via the notion of the “exchange ratio.” This ratio is 
the number of Soviet missiles required to destroy (at a certain level of 
confidence) a U.S. missile installation. Thus, each such installation can 
in a sense “claim” so many Soviet missiles. The exchange ratio for hard-
ened sites is extremely sensitive to CEP, varying about as the square of 
this quantity. Consequently, a two to one improvement in Soviet CEP 
means approximately a four to one effective amplification in that part 
of the Soviet missile force earmarked for attack on our hard sites. In 
view of the extreme sensitivity of this parameter, variations from the 
NIE of Soviet CEP have explicitly been considered. In particular, an 
alternative set of Soviet CEP’s has been used for exploratory purposes, 
which corresponds to the accuracies believed, on the basis of U.S. R & D 
flights, to be attainable with radio- inertial guidance systems.

25.6 It has been necessary to consider carefully the destabilizing 
effects that a variety of measures might have on the balance that the 
agreements in question are intended to foster. Some of these measures 
are quite obvious, e.g., the effects of possible clandestine production 
under a ban. Others, no less important, are not quite so obvious, namely 
the effects of ASM measures and of possible active defense measures 
against ballistic missiles. The relevance of ASM to the efficacy of Polaris 
as a deterrent is clear. With respect to AICBM or AIRBM measures, the 
reasoning goes something like this. While cost effectiveness arguments 
may militate against AICBM defense when there are no constraints 
on missile production and when heavy decoying and a high degree 
of simultaneity of arrival are possible, ballistic missile defense may 
be much more attractive when these conditions cannot be met. Thus, 
in the event of a production ban or limitation, there would be added 
incentive for both sides to develop such defenses. Also, if a test ban 
were negotiated which would lead to heavy emphasis by the U.S. on 
Polaris (which has little decoy capacity and would not be capable of 
delivery of weapons with high simultaneity of arrival), then, the possi-
bility that the USSR might develop—via crash and haywire—a modest 
but worrisome AIRBM capability would accordingly have to be taken 
into account. (The same applies in part to Minuteman, in that this mis-
sile will probably have a minimal decoying capability.)

26. The points discussed above are not the only ones that could be 
adduced, but they are the most essential ones and will probably suffice 
to clarify the discussion.

27. The spectrum of time over which the agreements might be 
implemented runs roughly from the present era into the 1964 period. 
Two dates have been singled out for detailed analysis: 1 January 1961 
and 1 January 1963. It turns out that these dates enjoy a certain adventi-
tious naturalness in that they represent key dates in the structure of the 
U.S. missile force (1961 operational Polaris capability and Atlas capabil-
ity; 1963 hard and mobile Minuteman potentially).

28. Finally, the study group recognizes that the problem of the 
study is only a part of a much larger problem—that of armament con-
trol generally. It has not concerned itself directly with questions of the 
negotiability of any of the agreements considered.
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Figure 4
Estimated* Soviet Inventory and Deployment

(Figures are cumulative)

Midyears

’60 ’61 ’62 ’63

[text not declassified]

* NIE 11/8/59, “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack Through Mid- 1964,” 
9 Feb 60 (TS). [Footnote is in the original.]
** [text not declassified]

Figure 5
Estimated* Soviet Development Testing Program

(Numbers in parentheses are cumulative)

Midyears

’59 ’60 ’61 ’62 ’63

[text not declassified]

*Estimated by CIA for the sole purpose of this study. [Footnote is in the original.]
**There is the firm evidence of flight testing these missiles from submarines. 
[Footnote is in the original.]
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Figure 6
Estimated Soviet Missile Performance

’59 ’60 ’61 ’62 ’63

[text not declassified]
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Topical Discussion

I. Items relating to the feasibility of monitoring a long- range missile  
flight test ban.

30. Ballistic missile flights originating within the Sino- Soviet Bloc 
could be detected with high confidence utilizing a system of radars, at 
least some of which must be deployed throughout the Bloc. The num-
bers (and to some degree the characteristics) of the radars required will 
depend on the minimum apogee and range against which the system is 
to be effective. Table I illustrates this.

a) Column a is the minimum apogee against which the system is 
to be effective.

b) Column b is the range of a missile on a minimum energy trajec-
tory which will have the apogee given in column a.

c) Column c is what is believed to be a reasonable upper limit on 
range for the apogee given in column a. It should be noted that attain-
ment of such extremely flat trajectories as implied in column c would 
require heavier nose cones to withstand the great heating and also 
probably some terminal guidance.

d) Column d is the number of radars required for world coverage 
against missiles with the apogees given in a and the range given in b.

e) Column e is the number of radars required for world coverage 
against missiles with the apogees given in a and the range given in c.

Table I

Apogee (nm) Missile Range (nm) Radars for World 
Coverage

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

100 400 10,000 125 70

75 300 3,000 170 115

50 200 1,000 250 240

30 120 200 415 415

From the table it can be seen that an apogee limitation of about 75 n.m. 
would exclude ICBM test firings. If it were desired to exclude IRBM’s 
as well, a limit of slightly over 50 n.m. is indicated, though even with 
the 75 n.m. limit IRBM testing would have to be on far from minimum- 
energy trajectories. With a 75 n.m. limit, world coverage requirements 
are seen to be about 115 radars. Actually, of course many areas would 
not require coverage so that number of radars needed might be more 
like 100. Because of the great expense of a world wide radar system 
and in view of other possibilities discussed below, it might be desir-
able to use radar monitoring only for missile flights originating in the 
Bloc (and the U.S.). The numbers required are somewhat sensitive to 
location, i.e. whether it is necessary, and possible, to install radars in 
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countries around the periphery over which Soviet missile might be 
fired. If it is assumed that this is to be done, then about 15 radars would 
be required to detect firings of missiles the apogee of which exceeded 
75 n.m. As many as 10 or 11 of these could be located in countries along 
the periphery of the Bloc. The rest would have to be sited within the 
Bloc. The system would probably take about two and a half years to 
install, and the initial cost would be of the order of 300 million dollars. 
A staff of 30 to 50 technicians (plus housekeeping) would be needed at 
each site. Mobility for the staff would not be a severe requirement.

31. With a radar detection system as described above, a substantial 
amount of missile development could continue since the radar system 
described above would not detect static, tethered and very short- range 
firings of long- range ballistic missiles, firings in which the missile is 
destroyed shortly after take- off, and any firings of aerodynamic mis-
siles. Therefore, such tests should not be excluded by any agreement 
unless there were some other detection means agreed to by which they 
could be monitored. It is assumed that both sides would conduct such 
tests. If this were to prove not to be the case, there would be a serious 
dissymmetry which is not considered in this study.

32. Certain current developments—particularly acoustic and radio 
backscatter systems—offer the possibility, if used cooperatively, of a 
satisfactory and relatively inexpensive detection system—one that 
could even be deployed peripherally to the Bloc countries. It is not pos-
sible at the present time to specify the confidence level to be attached to 
such a mutually supporting system, either with respect to certainty of 
detection or with respect to immunity to false alarms.

33. In the event of a Soviet self- imposed moratorium on missile 
flight tests, these techniques—in conjunction with others now being 
used to monitor Soviet missile firings—might suffice at least for a while 
to keep track of Soviet activities. However, the present techniques are 
subject to circumvention if the Soviets take certain rather costly and 
time- consuming measures.

34. The testing of IRBM’s and small ICBM’s at sea is a possible 
operation. A world- wide radar system to detect such launchings would 
have an initial cost of the order of 2 billion dollars. Alternatively, coop-
erative use of acoustic and backscatter techniques might constitute a 
relatively inexpensive world- wide detection system which might be 
satisfactory for the detection of the inherently high- risk operation of 
launch by the Soviets (or others) on the open seas. Another alternative 
system to monitor tests at sea would involve the use of inspection teams 
to examine ships, shipyards, ports and coastline. The monitor teams 
would require rights of access and of aerial photography comparable 
with those delineated in Item IV, 50. as necessary for a production ban.
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35. The MIDAS infra- red satellite system, which may be imple-
mented in any event as a measure of early warning, has the potentiali-
ties of a world- wide flight detection system. It is not possible at present 
to determine whether such a system would by itself satisfy the require-
ments, nor to determine with certainty the date by which it could be 
operational.

36. Of the various detection systems discussed above, only the 
radar system would have any capability of distinguishing between a 
missile firing and a space flight. None would have any capability at 
all for determining whether a space flight was being used primarily 
to further missile development. Consequently, it would be necessary 
to establish in all the countries involved monitor teams having broad 
powers of inspection of space vehicles and payloads, both civil and mil-
itary, including direct access to the firing site, the vehicle and its check- 
out equipment, to the internals of the payload components, and to the 
tracking and telemetry data.

II. Items relating to the effect of a space program on the effectiveness of a 
missile flight test ban.

37. In the event of a test ban, space experimentation could provide 
a “feed through” to the advantage of missile capability. Certain of this 
feed- through would be quite difficult to circumvent, for example:

a) Increase missile reliability through continuing experience in the 
handling and firing of large rocket engines.

b) Improvements in guidance accuracy.

Such improvements are by no means contingent on the existence of a 
space program, but they would certainly be accelerated by it.

38. A cursory examination suggests that limitations or controls on 
a national space program, such as would be at all consistent with the 
vigor and scientific validity of such a program, could slow, but would 
not stop, the effect of feed- through. The requirements for such controls, 
and the degree to which they would slow down feed- through, have 
not been studied in detail. It would be necessary to study in detail the 
question of whether new configurations (e.g., solid propellant boosters) 
or new sub- systems (e.g., all- inertial guidance) developed and tested 
in the course of space operations might find their way into the Soviet 
missile stockpile. Such developments would enjoy greatly reduced con-
fidence in the presence of a test ban, but the lack of confidence would 
not necessarily constitute complete unacceptability.

39. The supervision of space effort (including military space pro-
grams, if they were to be continued) by an international authority could 
result in a minimal degree of feed- through into the military missile 
efforts. It would, in addition, greatly reduce the dangers inherent in the 
possibility of technological surprise.
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III. Items relating to the national security implications of a missile flight 
test ban.

40. If a test ban were implemented in January 1961, the only ICBM 
that could be deployed in which the U.S. would have high confidence 
would be the soft, radio- inertial Atlas. An operational Polaris force, 
with 1200 n.m. missiles only, would be possible; confidence in it would 
be less than in the case of the soft Atlas. A hard all- inertial Atlas capabil-
ity could be developed, but confidence in it would be even less than in 
Polaris. The operational deployment of the Titan would be precluded; 
this would probably imply a smaller (as well as qualitatively different) 
U.S. ICBM force for the period beginning in the latter half of 1961 than 
would be the case in the absence of a ban.

41. A January 1961 test ban would reduce but not stop the rate of 
improvement in accuracy of Soviet missiles. Insofar as the ability of 
these missiles to strike soft U.S. targets is concerned, Soviet accuracy 
will almost certainly be good enough by January 1961 so that any fur-
ther improvements may be quite unimportant.

42. In summary, a test ban dated January 1961 would involve con-
siderable risk for the U.S., since it could lead to a situation a few years 
hence wherein the U.S. would have an inadequate retaliatory capabil-
ity. Soft missiles (and any aircraft caught on the ground) could be easily 
destroyed by a surprise Soviet strike- first. The Polaris force would not 
have certain desirable characteristics which further testing would pro-
vide, and in addition, confidence in the system would be lower than 
in the case of continued testing. Any aircraft that may be on air alert 
will find penetration of Soviet air defenses increasingly difficult with 
the passage of time. Finally, any hard ICBM capability which might be 
developed would be one in which there could be little confidence.

43. A test ban implemented in January 1963 would permit the oper-
ational deployment of the 100 psi all- inertial Atlas, Titan and Minute-
man, of the mobile Minuteman and of the 1500 n.m. Polaris, assuming 
adherence to present schedules. A test ban implemented six months ear-
lier would probably not preclude development of any of these systems, 
though confidence in the mobile Minuteman and the non- cryogenic all- 
inertial Titan would probably be significantly lowered.

44. A January 1963 test ban could not be counted on to preclude 
the development of a second- generation Soviet ICBM, possibly smaller 
and employing non- cryogenic fuel.

45. By January 1963, Soviet guidance will probably have improved 
substantially. A 1963 test ban would reduce, but not stop, the rate of 
improvement subsequently. It is possible that by January 1963 accura-
cies and reliabilities of Soviet missiles may already be good enough so 
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that the exchange ratio against 100 psi U.S. targets may be approaching 
dangerous levels.

46. In summary, a January 1963 test ban (would not appear to be 
particularly dangerous for the U.S., since it)5 would permit develop-
ment of all U.S. missiles for which there are now firm programs, with 
the probable exception of the ALBM. At this time there do not appear 
to be any others in prospect that would offer the possibility of greatly 
improving our retaliatory posture. It would seem important that the 
test ban not be so early as to preclude development of the mobile Min-
uteman and the 1500 n.m. Polaris in view of the inevitable improve-
ments in Soviet CEP’s.

47. Technological, military or political developments as yet unfore-
seen could invalidate or modify these conclusions. There does not 
appear to be any basis for determining at the present time whether such 
developments will make a test ban less desirable or more so.

48. Certain possible developments do not alter the conclusions but 
are distinctly related to the problem. Thus, it seems unlikely that in 
the next few years, the USSR could develop ASW or ballistic missile 
defense capabilities which could seriously modify the deterrent effect 
of the Polaris missiles. However, in the farther future, the possible 
effects of such countermeasures might be important. In particular, the 
unilateral deployment of an AICBM defense could seriously alter the 
balance of force.

49. As a second example, a test ban, particularly an early test ban, 
could lead to a strong resurgence of interest in aerodynamic missiles, 
particularly very low altitude varieties. Thus a ban could create strong 
side effects whose ultimate consequences are difficult to predict, but 
which might be as serious as those which this ban sought to preclude.

IV. Items relating to the feasibility of a ban or limitation on missile 
production.

50. A qualifiedly6 effective system for delimiting Sino- Soviet pro-
duction of missiles could be implemented if, and only if, the following 
conditions could be met:

50.1 The agreement guarantees a right to unrestricted and self- 
initiated access by the inspection teams to any point in any area of the 
Sino- Soviet Bloc.

50.2 The inspection directorate has the right to valid aerial photog-
raphy of the entire Bloc on a periodic basis.

5 The DOD representatives would prefer that words in parenthesis be deleted. 
[Footnote is in the original.]

6 The major qualification is treated in Item 55 below. [Footnote is in the original.]
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A prior inventory of Bloc missile stockpiles and selected industrial 
facilities would probably be required for monitoring production, and 
in any case would be needed to insure that the stockpile is not greatly 
different than estimated in the NIE.

51. Given the conditions outlined above, a limitation on allowed 
rates of inspection could probably be set. However, existence of a space 
program or of limited missile production would make necessary con-
tinuous inspection of certain key facilities, such as missile and space 
installations.

52. The activity of the inspection teams would be concerned not 
only with the production of the missiles themselves, but also with the 
production of the support equipment necessary to give the missiles an 
operational status. Although it is not within the terms of reference of 
this study and has not been investigated here, it seems probable that 
inspection of launchers and launch sites would be of great use; it is pos-
sible that further study would reveal it to be as important, or perhaps 
more important, than inspection of missile production.

53. U.S. intelligence could support the work of the inspection 
teams by providing relevant information beyond that derived from the 
overt inspection.

54. A much more extensive study will be required to determine 
the proper organization and manpower requirements of the inspection 
teams and the intensity of level of inspection, including limitations on 
inspection frequency. A cursory first look indicates that for monitoring 
the Sino- Soviet Bloc, a minimum of 1000 qualified people, exclusive of 
logistic support, would have to be engaged in this activity.

55. Despite inspection of the sort envisaged here, there will remain 
the possibility of a small flow of illicitly produced missiles. A clandes-
tine rate of one or two missiles per month might involve relatively low 
risk of detection, while five or more per month would probably repre-
sent a high- risk situation.

The risk of detection and exposure has to be related to the possible 
advantage to be gained by incurring the risk. In the event of a total ban 
on production, for example, the advantage to be gained might be very 
large compared with the probability of, and the likely consequences 
of, exposure. In the event of a reasonable limitation on production, the 
advantages might seem considerably less persuasive.

V. Items relating to the national security implications of a ban or limitation 
on ballistic missile production.

56. A production ban as early as January 1961 would leave the 
U.S. with a very few soft fixed missiles, two Polaris submarines, and 
a bomber force whose capability of penetration (particularly in a 
retaliatory role) will diminish in time as Soviet defenses continue to 
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be buttressed. The Soviet ICBM force relative to the number of U.S. 
aim points could be such that only sure warning and great speed of 
response on the part of the U.S. bomber force could offer any hope of 
survival of any significant U.S. retaliatory capability in the face of near- 
simultaneous surprise attack. In addition, the generally low levels of 
inventory on both sides would lead to a danger from small levels of 
clandestine production.

57. If implemented as early as 1961, a limitation which permitted 
production of at least several times the estimated clandestine production 
capability of the Bloc would lead to a situation a few years hence where 
the missile inventories of the two sides would be in a proportion such that 
neither side’s force would be sufficient to destroy the bulk of the adver-
sary’s force. (This conclusion is predicated on the assumption that at the 
time of the ban the Soviet operational missile stockpile would not be so 
unexpectedly large as to make it necessary to accelerate presently- planned 
U.S. missile production). The allowed production rate should be made 
sufficiently high that an approximate parity would be achieved before the 
U.S. bomber force could be rendered ineffective by Soviet air defense.

58. The detailed tailoring of the negotiations would have to include 
consideration of the problems of some continued testing, replacement 
and disposal of obsolescent missiles, and manufacture of spare parts.

59. In the event of an early production limitation, both sides might 
wish to do limited testing in order to prevent diminution in confidence, 
to improve accuracy and to prove out modifications of the missile 
force— particularly improved mobility and hardening. Such modifica-
tions would probably, in the near future, increase exchange radios—
and hence promote stability of deterrence—faster than improvements 
in accuracy could diminish them. With a limitation production, con-
tinuation of testing would seem, therefore, to be advantageous to both 
sides. At some later date (possibly in early 1963) when both sides had 
sufficiently exploited mobility and hardness, the desirability of contin-
ued testing might be questionable. Further tests might result in reduced 
exchange ratios as improvements in guidance became more significant 
than further improvements in hardening. Moreover, a discontinuance 
of testing at that time might prevent or delay the attainment of missile 
capabilities by powers other than the U.S., U.K., and USSR. Whether or 
not this would be desirable is not considered in this study.

60. If current schedules are met, a January 1963 production ban 
would leave the U.S. with about 200 ICBM’s and 9 Polaris submarines 
operational. Actually, additional missiles might be produced prior to 
1963 and added to the operational inventory later as more bases and/
or submarines were completed. If Soviet CEP’s and force levels were 
about as estimated in the NIE, a very substantial fraction of the U.S. 
ICBM’s would survive a Soviet first- strike. The Polaris force, plus even 
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a small residue of the ICBM and bomber force, would pose a very sub-
stantial threat to the USSR.

61. Thus, U.S. capabilities would seem sufficient so that the Soviets 
would not attack in the expectation of delivering a knockout blow with 
small damage to themselves. However, if they should, for any reason, 
arrive at the conclusion that war was inevitable or highly probable, there 
would be great incentive for them to deliver a pre- emptive strike since 
by doing so they could destroy a very large fraction of the U.S. force and 
so reduce damage to themselves very materially below what would be 
expected in the event that war should develop in such a way that the 
whole of the U.S. force could be used against them. The possible advantage 
to them of such a pre- emptive strike in the event of crisis or uncertainty 
would then be contributory to instability. This, coupled with uncertainties 
regarding Soviet future capabilities, would seem to make a 1963 produc-
tion ban somewhat risky, though probably not out of the question.

62. With deferral of the ban until about January 1964, the U.S. Min-
uteman forces, both fixed and mobile, are scheduled to grow so sub-
stantially that a situation of more stable mutual deterrence should have 
been reached, since a pre- emptive Soviet strike could be expected to 
destroy a much smaller fraction of the total U.S. capability. Thus, on the 
basis of current estimates and schedules, there would appear to be little 
danger in a ban at that date.

63. By 1963 the stockpiles of both sides will be large enough so that 
the advantages of a production limitation over a ban would be far less 
significant than in 1961. The conclusions with respect to the desirabil-
ity of a ban in 1963 or 1964 are then, for the most part, appropriate to 
a limitation in production as well. A limitation would, however, seem 
slightly preferable, in that it would minimize the desirability of possi-
ble clandestine production.

64. The arguments presented earlier with respect to a prohibition 
on testing when there is also a limitation on production seem applica-
ble for 1963 or later.

65. In the event of a ban or a limitation on production, the develop-
ment of an AICBM defense would probably receive increased emphasis 
on both sides. The unilateral development and deployment of such a 
capability by either nation could seriously modify the stability of an 
established mutual deterrence.

Annex A

Proposed Terms of Reference, NSC Study (per NSC Action 2161– b)

The purpose of this study is to determine the technical feasibility 
and national security implications of a monitored ban on flight testing 
and/or on production of long- range ballistic missiles.
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The study shall consider the major problems and implications of a 
ban on the testing of long- range ballistic missiles with emphasis on the 
technical feasibility of monitoring an agreement. The study will evalu-
ate the importance of the changes that have taken place since the NSC 
study of March 28, 1958, with particular reference to the evolving status 
of missile capabilities in the U.S. and USSR.

A similar study will be made of the technical problems and impli-
cations of an agreement to stop missile production.

The relationship between the two types of restriction shall be con-
sidered, to determine their interdependence and, where appropriate, 
the relationship of missile test and production bans to other closely 
related arms control measures will be considered.

The relationship between any missile test or production ban and 
outer space programs will be a part of the study.

This study could consider an assumed situation existing on Janu-
ary 1, 1961, and alternatively, January 1, 1963. The study will be com-
pleted between February 15 and March 1, 1960.

Attachment

Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Gates

JCSM 74–60 Washington, March 2, 1960

SUBJECT

U.S. Disarmament Policy (U)

1. Reference is made to the memorandum by the Secretary of 
Defense, dated 24 February 1960, concerning a possible international 
agreement to ban or limit the testing, production, and the numbers 
and/or deployment of long- range missiles.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the proposed disarma-
ment measures and the accompanying question encompassed in your 
memorandum which stated:

“Cessation of all further flight testing of IRBMs and ICBMs and 
immediately upon the installation of an agreed control system to ver-
ify this measure. All further peaceful uses testing of rockets would be 
conducted only as part of an internationally agreed program. Upon 
the installation of appropriate inspection measures, agreed limita-
tions would be imposed upon the numbers and the production and/
or deployment of long- range missiles and of other long- range delivery 
systems such as aircraft and submarines. Subsequently agreed reduc-
tions would take place.
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“Question. What would be the effect on the relative military posture 
of the United States and her Allies vis- a- vis the Soviet Bloc including 
Communist China of the adoption of an international agreement along 
the lines of the above measure, effective in January 1962; 1963; 1965?”

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff feel that these disarmament proposals 
entail critical implications for the future security of the United States. 
This is particularly so if considered for any of the proposed time peri-
ods whether with or without regard to other disarmament measures. 
Current U.S. long- range missile programs are far from complete. For 
example, the MINUTEMAN program, including research and develop-
ment on missile components, is actually just well underway. Although 
hardened MINUTEMAN testing is programmed to be practically com-
plete in 1963, the mobile configuration would still be in the testing 
stage. (All of this presupposes no slippage or detrimental test results 
along the way.) The current POLARIS research and development pro-
gram is less than 40 per cent complete. Although plans indicate comple-
tion of development of the 1500 mile missile by 1962, development of 
the subsequent model (2500 miles) will not be possible if a cut- off date 
of 1963 is established. TITAN research and development flight test pro-
grams are just beginning (of the 98 R&D flights programmed, 7 have 
been accomplished). The various improvements in this program are 
dependent upon SUCCESSFUL test completion.

4. There are many serious technical difficulties in our missile pro-
gram that can be overcome only by extensive R&D testing over the 
next three or four years, followed by actual military crew firings under 
field conditions. Examples of more serious problems are: the all inertial 
ICBM guidance systems have not been flight tested to date; the devel-
opment of a reliable large grain, solid propellant is in its infancy; and 
non- cryogenic fueled ICBM’s have not proceeded past the static engine 
test phase. To commit the United States to a missile flight test ban, as of 
the proposed dates, based upon anticipated major technical advances 
and their successful incorporation into our missile programs, could be 
dangerous to the security of the United States.

5. Failure to successfully complete the flight test phase of any of 
these systems, or major system components thereof, would not per-
mit the United States to produce a reliable missile weapons system to 
match the estimated current and anticipated missile technical advances 
of the USSR. Of equal importance, when viewed in the light of unit 
operational readiness, training of combat crews would be reduced to 
“dry runs”. This, of course, would result in questionable confidence in 
the whole weapons system.

6. Consideration of the foregoing, plus an examination of the impli-
cations thereof leads to the following conclusions:
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a. Any agreement to ban flight testing of IRBM’s, effective prior 
to 1965, would be disadvantageous to the United States because of the 
impact upon our weapons systems development programs.

b. The lack of firm data on U.S. programs as well as those of the 
Soviet Bloc makes the period 1965 one of great uncertainty. The antici-
pated continuing accelerated advances in weapons technology dictates 
that judgments as to the relative posture of the Soviet Bloc and the Free 
World by 1965 cannot be more than questionable at this time.

c. Any consideration of production limitations must include con-
sideration of relative effectiveness of existing inventories of operational 
missiles as of the cut- off date. Measures which both the Soviet Bloc and 
the Free World would take to accelerate their ballistic missile programs, 
PRIOR TO THE CUT- OFF DATE, cannot be determined, but such could 
materially change current inventory forecasts, to include types of mis-
siles. Furthermore, judgments as to relative advantage accruing there- 
from would be contingent, to large extent, on the degree to which either 
or both sides possess an effective active defense against such a missile 
posture. Therefore, any judgments as to the advantages or disadvan-
tages which would accrue from a national commitment to cease or limit 
production as of a given future date must be approached with extreme 
caution. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that a decision relative to the 
date at which a production ban would be advantageous to the United 
States cannot be made at this time.

d. An examination of our strategic dependence upon extensive 
deployment of U.S. and Allied strike forces, as compared to the more 
monolithic character of the military posture of the Soviet Bloc, indicates 
that it would be to our national disadvantage to negotiate agreement 
which would limit deployment of long- range delivery systems.

e. With regard to agreements on reduction of the long- range deliv-
ery systems, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that specific measures 
cannot be considered except as related to other disarmament measures.

7. Recommendation: Inasmuch as it is understood that the study 
being conducted under direction of the Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent for Science and Technology encompasses, in addition to an inves-
tigation of the feasibility of an inspection system, an assessment of the 
implications of such proposals as are related to our national security, 
it is recommended that the foregoing be utilized by the Defense repre-
sentatives in the development of this study. Furthermore, in view of the 
military implications involved, it is recommended that the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff be afforded an opportunity to review and comment on this 
study prior to its referral to the National Security Council.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
SIGNED

Arleigh Burke
Chief of Naval Operations
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Attachment

Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Gates

Washington, March 18, 1960

SUBJECT

Study Entitled “The Feasibility and National Security Implications of a Monitored 
Agreement to Stop or Limit Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production” (U)

1. Reference is made to a memorandum by the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA), dated 14 March 1960, which requested that the com-
ments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with regard to the subject study be 
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense by 18 March 1960.

2. It is the understanding of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that when this 
study was requested by the National Security Council on 10 Decem-
ber 1959, it was contemplated that all major aspects of the problem of 
control of long range ballistic missiles would be considered and their 
implications fully assessed in order to establish a sound basis for a pol-
icy decision by the President. The terms of reference furnished to the 
study group were sufficiently comprehensive to permit accomplish-
ment of this objective. However, the study report sets forth, in para-
graph 2 thereof, seven interrelated areas of major concern which were 
not adequately considered.

3. These limitations of the study should be fully recognized in order 
to preclude a premature decision on this matter. In its over- all effect, the 
report is unduly optimistic with regard to the prospects for an early U.S. 
proposal for, or agreement to, a missile test or production limitation.

4. In view of its limitations, the study does not provide an adequate 
basis for the formulation of a broad policy with regard to the control of 
missiles. It does afford a sufficient basis, when construed in the light 
of the comments contained in the Appendix hereto, to conclude that 
the United States should not at this time propose any limitation on the 
testing or production of missiles to become effective at any foreseeable 
date in the future.

5. It is to be expected that proposals of this nature will be advanced 
by other nations in such a manner as to require their consideration by 
the United States. For this reason, it is recommended that the United 
States expeditiously complete a study of all major aspects of the prob-
lem in order to provide its negotiators with adequate policy guidance.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
(SIGNED)

Thomas D. White
Chief of Staff, United States Air Force
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Appendix

COMMENTS ON STUDY ENTITLED “THE FEASIBILITY AND 
NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF A MONITORED 
AGREEMENT TO STOP OR LIMIT BALLISTIC MISSILE TESTING 
AND/OR PRODUCTION”

1. Paragraphs 2, 10, 18 and 46 (pages 1, 4, 6 and 33). These para-
graphs imply that a flight test ban beginning in early 1963 would con-
tain no risk, or only slight risk, to the United States. The date 1963 is 
considered to be within the period where potential disadvantages of 
a test ban, with regard to possible slippages, unforeseeable technical/
operational difficulties, and the desirability of sophisticating our pro-
grammed weapons system, can be identified. Moreover, the possibility 
that Soviet technical advances could provide them with a significant 
technical superiority prior to the effective date of a test ban should 
not be overlooked. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that uncertainty 
appears in the period 1965 and beyond.

2. Paragraph 3 (page 2). With regard to the last sentence, it should 
be recognized that such certainty is a practical impossibility.

3. Paragraphs 4 and 31 (pages 2 and 28). A radar monitoring system 
may not provide enough coverage to ensure detection of short- range 
missile firings or of ALL flights by aerodynamic missiles. However, 
it would be incorrect to imply that even a minimal system could not 
detect some of those flights within its radar envelope.

4. Paragraph 6 (page 4). It should be recognized that consideration 
of the implications of these measures was beyond the scope of the 
study, and that, because of the indicated relationship, such implications 
must be considered before test or production limitations are proposed.

5. Paragraph 8 (page 4). It is considered unnecessary for the limited 
purpose of the inspection system contemplated here, that ALL informa-
tion be disclosed. However, it must be recognized that if this proposal 
were eventually implemented in conjunction with other disarmament 
proposals (such as measures to preclude surprise attack) there would 
be inevitable pressure for the complete disclosure of all information 
obtained through the use of space vehicles. This consideration should 
be given full weight in any initial decision as to whether the United 
States should propose or agree to, any restriction on testing or produc-
tion of missiles.

6. Paragraph 9 (page 4). The second conclusion of this paragraph 
(following after the comma in the second line) should not be interpreted 
as implying the internationalization of our space program would be to 
our advantage.
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7. Paragraph 10 (page 4). The indecisiveness of the last sentence 
(and of the last sentence of paragraph 2, page 1) supports the view that 
a determination cannot be made at this time that a missile test ban effec-
tive at any foreseeable date would be to our advantage.

8. Paragraph 11 (page 4). The lead time indicated, and the emphasis 
on radar, are relevant only if credence is given to an effective date of 
1963.

9. Paragraph 12 (page 4). The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in the con-
clusions of this paragraph. It should be noted, however, that the study 
fails to point out, in this paragraph, or elsewhere, the very significant 
problem involved in the determination of whether the United States 
would be willing to submit to such extensive inspection.

10. Paragraph 13 (page 5).

a. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the United States should 
not agree to a predetermined, fixed number of annual inspections 
(quota). Instead, the level of inspections should bear an appropriate 
relationship to scientific facts and detection capabilities. This principle 
would seem to require the right to inspect all declared production facil-
ities and any suspected undeclared facilities. The level of inspection 
should, therefore, have an appropriate relationship to the number of 
declared facilities and to the numbers of undeclared facilities and sus-
pected activities qualifying for inspection on the basis of agreed criteria.

b. The language of the first sentence indicates that in order not 
to seriously degrade the confidence of the monitoring system, a large 
quota would have to be set on the permitted number of inspections. 
The likelihood of obtaining USSR agreement to a “large quota” is com-
pletely negated by past experience.

c. The last sentence implies that continuous inspection of “certain 
key facilities” would be adequate in the event of a production limita-
tion or a continuing national space program. Such limited inspection 
would disregard clandestine production.

11. Paragraph 17 (page 6).

a. It is possible that the danger of a production ban would diminish 
with time, but, recognizing the limitations of this study, there is no jus-
tification for concluding that the risk will be small by January 1964. It 
is equally true that a production ban would become progressively less 
meaningful with time. The over- all assessment of risk vs gain should 
include comprehensive assessment of many facets, not considered in 
this study, before a conclusion as to “small risk” can be justified.

b. This paragraph mentions only acceleration of United States 
missile production. It would be extremely dangerous to assume that 
the Soviets would not also immediately accelerate their production in 
the event that an international proposal for limitation of production at 
some future date were to be presently taken under consideration.

12. Paragraph 18 (page 6). Recognition should be given to the pos-
sibility of development, before 1963, of terminal guidance methods to 
improve missile accuracy. Tests to refine such terminal methods might 
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be continued, even after establishment of a test ban, by test launchings 
from aircraft remaining below the floor of the radar detection system.

13. Paragraph 23 (page 8).

a. The meaning of this paragraph is not clear.
b. Paragraphs 13 and 23 appear to be inconsistent in the following 

respect: The latter contemplates unlimited ground and air inspection 
of a limited production ban; the former envisages a type of limited 
inspection both with regard to number of inspections (quota) and situs 
of inspections (“certain key facilities”).

14. Paragraph 25 (pages 9–14). Current U.S. long- range missile 
programs are far from complete. For example, the MINUTEMAN pro-
gram, including research and development on missile components, is 
actually just well underway. Although hardened MINUTEMAN test-
ing is programmed to be practically complete in 1963, the mobile con-
figuration would still be in the testing stage. (All of this presupposes 
no slippage or detrimental test results along the way). The current 
POLARIS research and development program is less than 40 per cent 
complete. Although plans indicate completion of development of the 
1500 mile missile by 1962, development of the subsequent model (2500 
miles) will not be possible if a cut- off date of 1963 is established. TITAN 
research and development flight test programs are just beginning (of 
the 98 R&D flights programmed, 10 have been accomplished). The var-
ious improvements in this program are dependent upon SUCCESSFUL 
test completion.

There are many serious technical difficulties in our missile pro-
gram that can be overcome only by extensive R&D testing over the 
next three or four years, followed by actual military crew firings under 
field conditions. Examples of more serious problems are: the all inertial 
ICBM guidance system have not been flight tested to date; the devel-
opment of a reliable large grain, solid propellant is in its infancy; and 
non- cryogenic fueled ICBM’s have not proceeded past the static engine 
test phase. To commit the United States to a missile flight test ban, as of 
the proposed dates, based upon anticipated major technical advances 
and their successful incorporation into our missile programs, could be 
dangerous to the security of the United States.

Failure to successfully complete the flight test phase of any of these 
systems, or major system components thereof, would not permit the 
United States to produce a reliable missile weapons system to match 
the estimated current and anticipated missile technical advances of the 
USSR. Of equal importance, when viewed in the light of unit opera-
tional readiness, training of combat crews would be reduced to “dry 
runs”. This, of course, would result in questionable confidence in the 
whole weapons system.
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15. Paragraph 25.6 (page 13).

a. The first sentence implies that “the agreements in question”, 
i.e., proposed agreements on limitation of testing or production of mis-
siles, are intended to foster “balance”. The achievement of a balance of 
power is not a purpose of, nor could it be achieved by, disarmament 
agreements except pursuant to proposals whereby the stronger side 
accepts greater limitations or reductions. This would be an unrealistic 
expectation.

b. In considering the last six lines of this paragraph (page 14), rec-
ognition should be given to current efforts leading toward develop-
ment of decoy capability for both POLARIS and MINUTEMAN.

16. Figures 1 thru 3 (pages 16–21). These figures relating to U.S.–
U.K. missile data do not indicate their source and cannot be reconciled 
in detail.

17. Figure 5 (page 24). Does not indicate source.
18. Figure 7 (page 25). The data upon which “SOVIET REQUIRE-

MENT” was plotted do not correspond to data for any of the cases dis-
cussed in Table A, Annex A, to NIE 11–8–59. It would be undesirable to 
have before the policy makers two estimates of Soviet missile require-
ments (this study and NIE 11–8–59) which differ considerably, without 
a very clear explanation of the reasons for the difference.

19. Paragraph 30 (page 27). The conclusion that about 15 radars 
would suffice under the assumption stated fails to recognize the possi-
bility of testing on the high seas.

20. Paragraphs 62–63 (page 38). Any consideration of production 
limitations must include consideration of relative effectiveness of exist-
ing inventories of operational missiles as of the cut- off date. Measures 
which both the Soviet Bloc and the Free World would take to accelerate 
their ballistic missile programs, PRIOR TO THE CUT- OFF DATE, can-
not be determined, but such could materially change current inventory 
forecasts, to include types of missiles. Furthermore, judgments as to 
relative advantage accruing therefrom would be contingent, to large 
extent, on the degree of which either or both sides possess an effec-
tive active defense against such a missile posture. Therefore, any judg-
ments as to the advantages or disadvantages which would accrue form 
a national commitment to cease or limit production as of a given future 
date must be approached with extreme caution. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff believe that a decision relative to the date at which a production 
ban would be advantageous to the United States cannot be made at 
this time.
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545. Letter From Eaton to Herter1

Geneva, March 22, 1960

Dear Chris:

We have finished a week here and are now on into the first day 
of the second week. It is very difficult to tell how the Soviets intend to 
proceed.

They seem quite relaxed. But, although there has been virtually no 
difficult language used as yet, they are trying very hard to establish the 
words “general and complete disarmament” as applicable to their own 
plan. In other words, the Soviets feel they have a patent on the expres-
sion and will permit no infringement.

So far as I am concerned, this is not particularly disturbing except 
as it is wasteful of time. However, it would be my guess that in these 
first days it is inevitable that time should be wasted in some way, and 
this is the least harmful I can think of.

The Soviets speak of the nuclear test talks each day, and I frankly 
believe that it is in this area that they are concentrating at the moment, 
permitting our own discussions to go in a rather desultory fashion. But, 
as I said earlier, it is really too early to guess.

Each day last week I made some comment solely for the purpose 
of establishing ourselves in the conference. I have now determined, 
at least for the moment, that I will not enter further into discussions 
while they remain in the upper atmosphere (where they have been all 
week) but save my fire until, hopefully, we get down to more mundane 
measures.

In this connection, while shaking hands with Zorin this morning, I 
told him that I hoped he would get in touch with me directly when he 
felt there was some specific matter for discussion which would advance 
the objective of our conference. He seemed quite grateful and uttered 
“khorosho, khorosho”. After the day’s meeting, at which he had talked 
for perhaps thirty minutes in not a destructive manner, I sent a private 
word along to him that I thought his statements had, in general, been 
helpful. I believe that this may be fruitful of some results later on when 
he believes the time is ripe to talk specific matters.

By the foregoing, however, I do not intend to indicate that we 
should sit by and wait for Russian moves as a general rule, but at this 
particular time I am convinced that this is the best tactic.

1 Source: Report on first week of ten- nation conference on disarmament. Secret; 
Eyes Only. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 396.12–GE/3–2260.
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Also, I am of the impression that the Russians feel that the British 
are our Achilles heel. Zorin has sent word that he wishes to talk with 
Ormsby- Gore. It may be that he will wish to play us off against the 
British or vice- versa. Again, this is but a feeling and is based on no cred-
itable evidence. But, I rather sense that the British are not too unhappy 
about the nuclear test talk as presented by the Russians on Saturday. 
Why should they be? If I am correct, the presentation reads very much 
like a play- back of a record cut in London.

In this connection I spoke to Michael Wright on Friday evening 
and told him that I had heard the Russians were coming in with the 
“threshold” accompanied by a moratorium. He said, “Yes, this could be 
very troublesome.” I replied that it certainly would be troublesome for 
us. I rather felt that he was a bit embarrassed by my comment. There-
fore, I did not elaborate on it further.

In line with your suggestion, I broached the subject of recessing for 
the Summit in my talk with Dr. Protitch on the second day of the meet-
ing. From the feeling in Washington, I gather there is talk of a Western 
Summit and some talk of a meeting in Istanbul. In light of all of this, 
I indicated that Dr. Protitch might want to suggest, on his own, that 
we recess the last Friday in April and sit down again shortly after the 
first of June. This would give us ample time to bring you up to date on 
what has transpired here, as well as time after the Summit to prepare 
the papers necessary to carry out any instructions which may emanate 
therefrom.

Dr. Protitch raised the question with the Russians, and they indi-
cated that they thought recessing during the month of May would be 
consonant with their own plans. This is not agreed as yet since we want 
to be sure that it is agreeable to all of our colleagues and if possible 
avoid any chance of the onus for an early recess being placed upon us.

The foregoing about covers the report of the week.
I have two specific matters:
a. I think it would be well if I made an occasional report to the 

Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate and the 
Sub- Committee on Disarmament, i.e., Senator Fulbright and Senator 
Humphrey. I am enclosing a letter to each of them together with my 
first report.

The decision on whether to forward these communications rests 
entirely with you. However, I hope that if you decide that they should 
go forward that they do so promptly in order that they will be contem-
porary rather than historical documents. I will not expand on this as I 
hope the enclosures will be self- evident in this respect.

b. The other matter is the question of instructions from you. On the 
morning of the opening of our conference (when it was much too late 
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to have any discussions with our allies and only the briefest with our 
own staff), I received very specific instructions together with language 
to be included in remarks which I was to make on the opening day. 
These related to our relations with the United Nations. I could not fol-
low these instructions without requesting a change in the Allied Paper 
which had been cleared in all five capitals and with NATO. Specifically, 
it was requested that a United Nations study be substituted for the Joint 
Study referred to in the Plan (which I may say had been in the Plan 
for weeks and reference to the U.N. included in the last days to cover 
point).

Further, this matter had been thrashed out and agreed between Mr. 
Wilcox and Mr. Dillon on the last day of my stay in Washington.

I was therefore, put in the embarrassing position of failing to fol-
low your instructions or of causing a very real explosion among our 
allies.

I determined that I would endeavor to make the minimum changes 
in your suggested language (which being in quotation marks and in the 
context of the telegram I had to assume you had approved, word for 
word). I hope the result did not do violence too much to either your 
instructions or the agreement with our allies. I left it in such a way that 
we are free now to go back to our allies and change the earlier arrange-
ment if that seems to be desirable.

I have set this forth at some length, as base on this experience, I 
hope that you will realize our predicament when matters of this kind 
arise in the future.

We begin preparations here after lunch with a meeting of our four 
allies for presentation to the full conference on the following morning 
at 10:30 A.M. Therefore, any communication which I receive after lunch 
I will not have time thoughtfully to consider, discuss with our staff and 
with our allies until the following day.

I recognize that there may well arise a critical or emergency situa-
tion which may require more immediate action.

I am enclosing copies of all this material which you may wish to 
send to Doug and Phil Farley and copies of letters to Senator Fulbright 
and Senator Humphrey which you may wish to send to Mr. Macomber.

Forgive the length of this letter but I felt that it would be helpful to 
give you some of the flavor of things here at this early date.

Kindest regards and gratitude for the help which I have received 
from you.

Sincerely,

Fredrick M. Eaton
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546. Note From Caccia to Herter1

Washington, March 22, 1960

Dear Chris,

The Foreign Secretary has asked me to send you the attached 
strictly personal message about nuclear tests.

When you have had time to consider it and the problems involved, 
he greatly hopes that you may give me a further opportunity of talking 
over this question with you before you send him any reply.

Yours sincerely,

Harold Caccia

Attachment

Message From Lloyd to Herter

TEXT OF MESSAGE

Dear Chris,

Harold Caccia has reported to me the conversation which he had 
with you on Sunday about the proposals put forward by the Russians 
at the Nuclear Tests Conference last Saturday. I understand that you 
will be giving further consideration to them in the course of this week, 
and I therefore hope you will not mind if I inflict upon you another 
letter setting out our attitude.

We regard these proposals as a most hopeful development. Of 
course we must go into the detail of them with great care and get precise 
clarification of what Tsarapkin really is proposing. He seems to have left 
some important points open for detailed negotiation. We must of course 
make sure that these points are settled in the way we want and I think it 
would be worth trying had to see whether this can be done.

I do not want now to rehearse at length all the arguments I put to 
you in my two messages of January 14 and 27. I hope you will look once 
again at those messages; but I would like in this one to set out as a series 
of headings the arguments I then used. These were:

1 Source: Transmits letter to Herter from Lloyd on nuclear test conference. Secret; 
Personal. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, U.K. Officials 
Correspondence with Secretary Herter.
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(i) that the Russians would only accept an agreement which would 
suspend all tests;

(ii) that if we now fail to reach an agreement the odium for this 
failure is likely to fall on the West;

(iii) that similarly if we fail and tests are resumed, and even if Rus-
sian tests were atmospheric while yours were underground, the main 
odium for this resumption of testing would likewise fall on the West;

(iv) that it is possible and indeed likely that from the military point 
of view the Russians stand to lose more than the West if tests are not 
resumed;

(v) that we have in any case had a completely uncontrolled morato-
rium on all tests since the negotiations began nearly seventeen months 
ago;

(vi) that even the best possible agreement would, as we have 
always realised, involve a virtually uncontrolled moratorium on all 
underground tests at least for a period of two or three years during 
the installation of the system; acceptance of the principle of the present 
Soviet proposal would in effect scarcely add to that period;

(vii) that if we fail to get an agreement then

(a) we lose the first opportunity of installing controls on Soviet ter-
ritory and hence a vital precedent for future disarmament agreements;

(b) we gravely prejudice the prospects of progress in the Ten Power 
Disarmament Conference;

(c) we lose the best prospect now open to us of checking the spread 
of nuclear weapons to other powers.

There is also the important argument which I did not use in my 
two messages of January 14 and 27 but which I have used with you 
before. Supposing we fail to get an agreement, we shall be in a period 
in respect of which the Russians have announced that they will not 
be the first to resume tests. If, when it came to the point, the United 
States were to decide that it would not resume tests either, then we shall 
have thrown away all the advantages which an agreement might have 
brought us and shall have, in fact, an uncontrolled suspension.

But the most important argument of all is that at long last there 
may be a chance of making an agreement with the Soviet Union on 
fairly reasonable terms which would involve the setting up of a control 
system in the Soviet Union. If achieved in the way we want, it would be 
the first piece of controlled disarmament that the world has really ever 
seen and could change the outlook both for the Disarmament Confer-
ence and for the Summit.

I will not examine the technical considerations here; but I am con-
vinced that, if a satisfactory moratorium proposal were accepted, we 
could by inspection exercise some real degree of deterrence against the 
possibility of Soviet violations below as well as above the proposed 
threshold.

I know that you will reflect carefully on these arguments and on 
all the remaining factors which suggest that agreement on the basis the 
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Russians have now proposed may be negotiable in a manner which 
would, on balance, be to the advantage of the West.

With best wishes,
Yours ever,

Selwyn

547. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, March 22, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations: Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Discussion of reply to Soviet proposal on testing moratorium. Secret. 5 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

Department of State
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Under Secretary 

Merchant
EUR—Mr. Kohler
SOV—Mr. Dubs
S/S- RO—Mr. Borg
S/AE—Mr. Farley
Mr. Spiers
Mr. Baker
Mr. Cotzlinger

Department of Defense
Under Secretary 

Douglas
Mr. Irwin
General Loper
General Dabney

White House
Mr. Gordon Gray
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Keeny

Atomic Energy 
Commission

Mr. McCone
General Starbird

Central Intelligence 
Agency

Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville

Secretary Herter explained that the purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss the nature of our reply to the Soviet counterproposal of March 
19 in which they offer to conclude a treaty on the cessation of all tests 
except underground tests below a magnitude of 4.75, on condition 
that all parties agree at the same time not to test below that magnitude 
during a period of joint research. It is necessary to take legal and political 
factors into consideration. The Secretary has been informed by the legal 
adviser that the President cannot bind this country to a moratorium on 
testing going beyond his term of office, unless such a moratorium is 
approved by the Congress. Another legal point is that the Immigration 
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law waiver which would allow Soviet scientists to come to the United 
States as participants in a joint research project also would not extend 
beyond the term of this Administration. A further legal consideration: 
Since there appears to be no chance for agreement on a treaty in time to 
allow ratification by the Senate at this session, the treaty, if submitted 
late in this session, will probably just be held over for consideration 
during the term of the next Administration or, perhaps, to the period 
next January when the new Congress will be in session, but the new 
President will not yet have been inaugurated. These are legal limita-
tions to keep in mind. The political factor consists of the strong feeling 
of the U.K. that the Soviet counterproposal represents an important 
breakthrough in the negotiations; the U.K. wants favorable action on 
it—and soon. This is a political reality. The Secretary then discussed the 
counterproposal, in light of information presently available, which is 
not complete. It appears that the Soviets envision a moratorium of 4 
to 5 years duration. It is not clear what is to happen after that time, if 
joint research work has not produced a detection system satisfactory 
for discovery of all tests. Only chemical explosives would be used in 
research work. There is nothing new as to inspection quotas; they are 
still to be politically determined, and to have no relation to the number 
of events discovered. The only change in the Soviet position seems to be 
the provision for joint research. Nevertheless, some consideration must 
be given to this tricky counterproposal. So much propaganda has been 
made with it already that even the U.S. public thinks it involved a big 
concession. The burden is on us to prove that it is a bad proposal and 
how it could be made better. So the possibilities as to future action on 
which we must decide are: 1) Rejection of a moratorium and a resump-
tion of testing; 2) continuing negotiation; and 3) Establishing direct con-
nection with the Ten Nation general disarmament talks. The Secretary 
referred to the Bell Laboratory report on unmanned seismic stations, 
due in three weeks, as an additional factor. Another factor, and a great 
worry, is that we are now in a de facto moratorium, but there is no ben-
efit for the U.S. in such a moratorium since we can conduct no on- site 
inspections at all.

Mr. McCone strongly urged that the Soviet counterproposal be 
rejected. He advocated remaining firmly attached to the principle, 
enunciated at the meeting with the President on July 23, 1959, that we 
should not commit ourselves to end tests which cannot be controlled. 
This principle was reiterated at the December meeting in Augusta. 
The Bell Laboratory studios are important, but they will not make 
the detection problem appreciably easier. Also, joint research using 
chemical explosives does not have the same value as research using 
nuclear explosives. Mr. McCone emphasized the dangers of continu-
ing the moratorium: If we remain exposed to a long period of nuclear 
test suspension, while the Soviets are not, we shall become a second 
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class nuclear power. At present, and if we accept the Soviet counter-
proposal, the possibility exists that the Soviets will continue testing. 
Meanwhile, our own weapons development possibilities, which would 
be greatly increased by a modest testing program, are not being taken 
advantage of. Mr. McCone expressed great disappointment with the 
British attitude. He disagreed with the idea expressed by Ambassador 
Wadsworth that progress could be made in Geneva on organizational 
issues; there is only one issue at Geneva and that is: Controls. If we 
accept suspension without controls, the security of the United States is 
threatened.

Mr. Douglas said that Mr. McCone has well expressed the incli-
nations of the Department of Defense. A period of two to three years 
during which the Soviets may test, and we will not, involves a real risk. 
He suggested that a program of joint research be initiated, but without 
a commitment not to test.

Mr. Dulles answering a question by Secretary Herter, stated that 
there is a chance of obtaining some additional information about 
Soviet testing, by means other than scientific detection and subsequent 
inspection.

Dr. Kistiakowsky, answering a question by Secretary Herter, stated 
he is unable to estimate the likelihood of the Soviets being able to con-
duct so many clandestine tests during a period of moratorium of 4 to 5 
years as to be dangerous to U.S. security.

Secretary Herter announced that he must leave to greet the Foreign 
Minister of Spain, but wished to reiterate that there are political ques-
tions of the first magnitude involved here. The international state of 
mind is one of opposition to nuclear tests. These advocating a special 
General Assembly session to consider the French tests are only five 
votes short. The votes needed to summon such a session will possibly 
be forthcoming after another French test.

Dr. Kistiakowsky praised the value of the Bell Laboratory test stud-
ies on unmanned seismic stations. Stationed at 200 to 300 mile inter-
vals, these stations could undoubtedly detect and identify events 
of a strength far below the threshold. But the cost and complexity of 
the operation would be enormous. Thousands of stations would be 
required. This is a serious limiting factor. Perhaps it would be a useful 
compromise to install such unmanned stations near known salt domes. 
Perhaps also the treaty could provide that the stations would be mov-
able at the discretion of the organization.

Mr. McCone reiterated opposition to a moratorium, pertaining to 
the fact that the President had announced from the beginning that a 
moratorium was dependent on significant progress on the disarma-
ment issue. Perhaps it is time to transfer the nuclear test suspension 
negotiations to the Ten Nation general disarmament conference.
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Mr. Merchant pointed out that such a move would result in the test 
suspension issue being fitted in with some 20 others on which the ten 
nations are just beginning deliberations. Alternatively, a special sub-
committee would deal with test suspention. Both alternatives seem 
undesirable. In the meantime, the political and scientific problems of 
the moratorium would remain with us. It is quite likely that a Gen-
eral Assembly session will be devoted to the “evils” of testing, a factor 
to be considered when we consider resumption. On the other hand, if 
negotiations continue for two more years with a de facto moratorium, 
we would be better off with a treaty, containing a moratorium, which 
would allow us to inspect in the Soviet Union.

Mr. McCone expressed regret that it was not made sufficiently clear 
at the outset of these negotiations that we would not consider a treaty 
without complete controls, under any circumstances. What has hap-
pened should serve as a lesson to Ambassador Eaton. Even a General 
Assembly condemnation by a vote of 80 to 10 is preferable to aban-
donment of the key principle of controls. Answering a question by Mr. 
Douglas, he stated that AEC preparations for eventual resumption of 
underground testing will be completed by midsummer. We can then 
test within 45 to 60 days thereafter. Any delay in testing after that time 
involves a delay in improving the efficiency of our weapons.

Mr. Douglas said that a delay of eight to ten months would perhaps 
not make much difference.

Dr. Kistiakowsky, answering a question by Mr. Merchant, stated 
that a vigorous three year program, employing largely technical talent 
available in the United States, would result in major progress on the 
detection and identification program. But there is no guarantee that the 
whole problem will be solved by then.

Mr. McCone quoted Dr. Romney and Mr. Northrup as saying that 
3 to 5 years would be required, barring a crash program. However, no 
one can be sure that the program will yield practical results. Though the 
“Cowboy” serious has not been fully evaluated, results already show 
that decoupling through underground testing in salt is practical and 
that a considerable reduction in signal can be obtained even by a sys-
tem of decoupling which is partially, not completely, successful.

Mr. Dulles, answering a question of Mr. Gordon Gray, said there is 
no evidence to show that the Soviets are conducting tests.

Mr. Gray commented that the present situation will subject the 
Government to criticism by the press and the American people. In 
effect, there has been a moratorium for 17 months. If these negotiations 
are combined with the Ten Nation talks there is likely to be an addi-
tional de facto moratorium period. If the Government continues the 
moratorium while there is a feeling that testing is important, criticism 
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is sure to follow. Another angle to consider is that of the effect which 
a relaxation of the principle that adequate controls must safeguard a 
suspension of testing agreement will have on the general disarmament 
negotiations. Mr. Gray felt the group should prepare an agreed posi-
tion, or alternate recommendations clearly stated, for submission to the 
President. He recommended that the group be consistent in its state-
ments to the press.

Mr. Merchant, after answering a question of Mr. Dulles by stating 
that the Soviets appear to want all test suspension treaty issues, except 
the inspection quota, settled before the Summit, suggested that all press 
inquiries be referred to Secretary Herter. He expressed belief that the 
President’s chief advisers should talk in definitive terms about our 
reply to the counterproposal only after the President has decided on 
it. Even though the proposal may be patently unacceptable and our 
answer may be clear, there should be no out- of- hand rejection.

Mr. McCone said that he would be unable to refuse to answer all 
questions of the press, since he has always been on record in opposing 
an agreement containing inadequate control provision, so his position 
on this proposal must be clear. As a basic matter of principle, we should 
reject it. He quoted Senator Andersen, in a speech of today, as favoring 
rejection. Mr. Irwin supported Mr. McCone.

Dr. Kistiakowsky commented that the Soviet proposal is unaccept-
able, for technical reasons. Assuming there will be only 20 stations in 
the Soviet Union, there is no hope of detecting all events, including 
decoupled explosion. For political considerations, however, a counter-
proposal should perhaps be evolved.

Mr. Dillon (who entered the meeting at this point) and Mr. Merchant 
said that the strong feelings of the U.K. on this proposal must be taken 
into consideration in the opinion of Secretary Herter. However, we 
could not let the U.K. determine our own course of action.

Mr. Dillon pointed out the advisability of arriving at a decision as 
soon as possible, so that a program may be submitted to the President. 
The U.K. is exerting pressure for favorable consideration of the Soviet 
proposal. We all believe that it is not a good proposal, but the decision 
we must make is as to desirability of a counterproposal. He suggested 
another meeting of the Principals for the next day, March 23.
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548. Telegram 4663 From London1

London, March 24, 1960, 4 p.m.

Sent Department 4663, repeated information Geneva 127.
Embtel 4581. Nuclear Test Negotiations.
While we presume Department has been receiving British views 

on Geneva nuclear test negotiations from both British delegation and 
UK Embassy Washington, we believe we would be remiss if we failed 
to emphasize apparent strength and breadth of British attitudes toward 
March 19 Soviet proposal.

Government and other informed British elements are undoubtedly 
aware of dangers of accepting disarmament limitations or obligations 
that do not involve adequate controls. At same time public and political 
pressures are such in Britain today that we judge it would be extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, for government to resume nuclear testing, 
even small underground explosions below threshold proposed by us 
at Geneva. It seems clear therefore not only that British Government is 
under heavy pressure to accept latest proposal for moratorium on tests 
below threshold, In order to gain over- all test agreement, but also that 
there will be very little understanding or support in this country for us 
if we refuse negotiate on this basis.

In last few days many indications of British attitudes on this matter 
have been given me and various members of Embassy staff. These have 
included comments from government ministers and officials, members 
of Parliament, etc.

Parliamentary attitudes appear quite uniform, extending across 
board through Conservatives, Liberals and Labour Parties. And press 
comments have been likewise uniform.

Whitney

1 Source: U.K. views on Soviet proposal for test moratorium. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, Whitman File, Dulles- Herter Series.
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549. Draft Paper with Eisenhower’s Revisions1

March 23, 1960

The United States should be prepared to accept the following three 
point program in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations:

(1) Conclusion of threshold treaty along lines proposed by the U.S. 
on February 11, with satisfactory settlement of the outstanding technical 
and political issues required for an effective control system, including 
the level or quota of inspections (to be applied both above and below 
the threshold), remaining aspects of the staffing and voting problems, 
composition of the Control Commission, arrangements for detonations 
for peaceful purposes, and the phased extension of the controls neces-
sary to assure a world- wide cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

(2) Undertaking of a coordinated research program, to be com-
menced as soon as possible, for the purpose of progressively improv-
ing control methods for events below the threshold. Such a research 
program should explicitly make provision for the conduct of nuclear 
explosions (to be carried out under safeguards similar to those for det-
onations for peaceful purposes) necessary for improving and testing 
detection capabilities.

(3) Simultaneous unilateral declarations by the three powers at the 
time of signature of the treaty that they would refrain from conducting 
nuclear weapons tests explosions not prohibited by the treaty for an 
agreed period2 dependent on (a) active pursuit of the agreed coordi-
nated research program and (b) absence of any indication that the other 
countries are testing.

1 Source: Outlines a U.S. position on nuclear test suspension. Confidential. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles–Herter Series.

2 The President would make it clear in the basic agreement that so far as he is con-
cerned this period could not extend beyond January 20, 1961, and that subsequent deter-
mination would necessarily be by his successor. [Footnote is in the original.]
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550. Telegram Deldi 39 From Geneva1

Geneva, March 26, 1960, 1 p.m.

Deldi 39. Eyes Only Secretary. From Eaton. I should like to make 
the following points with respect to the forthcoming visit of Macmillan. 
The following are my impressions and not based upon any solid evi-
dence. (1) The French delegation here quite apparently does not wish to 
reach any kind of agreement that can be blessed at the summit, the rea-
sons being that the possible areas of agreement that they see are troop 
reductions, a test ban or, less likely, nuclear cut- off without substantial 
weapons destruction. They are opposed to all of these. They, therefore, 
are keeping things in the air to the extent that they can and avoiding 
any solid discussion. In my effort yesterday to pin the Russians down 
with a question on control in terms of manpower and conventional 
armaments, the French did everything they could to run away from it 
not because they did not agree on control but because they were fearful 
that conventional reductions might become an isolated measure that 
DeGaulle could not accept at the summit. (2) The British are rather on 
the other side of the fence and would appear to be eager to reach some 
agreement for blessing at the summit.

I asked Ormsby- Gore yesterday whether he knew if Macmillan 
planned to discuss with the President any particular point in the field 
of disarmament other than nuclear tests. He said he did not think there 
was any particular point but certainly discussion disarmament would 
very likely take place.

In our view, the British are playing a somewhat cagy game. They 
try hard not to antagonize the French but while with us in general at the 
same time they are not completely in our camp. This may be because 
of Ormsby- Gore’s concern that by my taking a fairly firm position 
at this point on controls it will become increasingly difficult for any 
measure to reach a point where it is susceptible of having holy water 
sprinkled on it at the summit. I have impression from British here that 
they may be overly anxious for agreement on either some particular 
measure or on broad and fuzzy general principles to take to summit. 
(3) I believe we have far more chance of getting an eventual agreement 
which would be acceptable to us by not being too eager in the coming 
days than by appearing over- anxious with the Russians. I have taken a 
fairly firm line in all public gatherings but have on two occasions com-
municated to the Russians that any time they wish to talk about some 
specific meas ure I would like to talk to them.

1 Source: Disarmament and the Macmillan visit. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central 
Files, 396.12–GE/3–2660.
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The only result was a luncheon yesterday at which Zorin suggested 
that we accept the Khrushchev plan, failing that, we should agree on 
all the measures of disarmament, place them in stages, and in time 
sequence, adopting a goal which was their goal, not ours immediately. 
My only response to this was that if at any time he had any practical 
suggestions, he should let me know because I was only too glad to talk 
with him about them. I specifically asked them to give me any paper 
which they indicated they had in mind for submission to the summit. 
They ducked this.

(4) Most important I would hope that we would make abundantly 
clear to Macmillan that we are not prepared to have any agreement on 
any specific disarmament measure without first discussing the details 
of the inspection which would be permitted to verify the particular 
measure and pinning the Sovs down to agreement with respect to these 
inspection provisions.

(5) With respect to the summit, I believe it follows that the greatest 
care must be exercised against agreeing with the Russians in general 
terms that we will accept any measure which is subject to adequate 
verification because the Russians would seize on the substance of the 
agreement and walk away from the control.

From the impressions we now have, after two weeks here, I do not 
believe that any particular measures or set of general principles have 
reached a stage where it would be productive to seek agreement on 
them at the summit.

The foregoing does not repeat not in any way mean that between 
now and the summit discussions there may not develop here specific 
measures or general principles which might be introduced for endorse-
ment and we will continue our efforts to see what can be developed. At 
this stage, however, we see nothing which we can presently suggest.

I do not think that forcing the pace here in the interest of securing 
something to agree at the summit would be useful for the longer range 
prospects of disarmament negotiations.

The foregoing comments on the summit, I submit in recognition 
that other factors of which I may not be aware may have an important 
bearing on strategy.

Villard
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551. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, March 26, 1960, 10 a.m.

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Suspension

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Caccia
Lord Hood
The Secretary
Mr. Kohler
Mr. Farley

The Secretary said that the United States had formulated its tenta-
tive views on the recent Soviet proposal at Geneva. He gave the U.K. 
Ambassador a paper summarizing these views, in anticipation of dis-
cussions with the Prime Minister the following week. He said that the 
substance of the paper had been transmitted to Ambassador Whitney 
to give to Selwyn Lloyd.

After looking through the paper (which was substantially the same 
as the position paper on “Nuclear Testing” for the Macmillan visit) the 
U.K. Ambassador said that he did not understand the relationship of the 
proposal for a moratorium “from one to two years” and the statement that 
the President could only commit himself until January 20, 1961, which 
would be less than one year. The Secretary explained the legal problem 
involved. Mr. Kohler remarked that the Soviets, to judge by a recent piece 
in Tass, were aware of this problem and were citing it as evidence of their 
willingness to meet us more than half way in their proposal.

The U.K. Ambassador asked what our conception was of a “coor-
dinated research program”. Mr. Farley said that we use the term “coor-
dinated” rather than “joint” research to indicate that we wanted to go 
ahead actively with our national research without holding it up until 
agreement was reached. As a matter of fact, what emerged would be 
for the most part discussion of national research activities in this field, 
some sharing of tasks, and exchange and comparison of results. This 
would undoubtedly be most efficient. In addition it would proba-
bly be desirable to have some actual joint effort with scientists of the 
three countries working together on individual projects. The Secre-
tary suggested that advantage should be taken of the presence of Sir 
William Penney to hold informal discussions with Dr. Kistiakowsky, 

1 Source: U.S. position on Soviet proposal for a test moratorium in advance of Macmil-
lan visit. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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Mr. McCone and others on the United States side. This might be done 
Monday afternoon, March 28, if the schedule at Camp David did not 
demand the presence of the proper participants. Mr. Farley agreed to 
set up tentative arrangements for such a session.

The Secretary said that he thought there was not too much dif-
ference between the United States approach and the U.K. approach as 
reflected in the points which Lord Hood had transmitted to Mr. Far-
ley a day or two earlier. The U.K. Ambassador agreed, but observed 
that the U.K. might feel that a more positive Anglo- American approach 
was desirable rather than the exploratory approach reflected in the U.S. 
paper. The Secretary observed that there were a number of important 
issues still to be resolved and we should not give away prematurely our 
readiness to agree to a moratorium and thus weaken our bargaining 
power on these other issues. The U.K. Ambassador said that if other 
questions arose when the U.K. group examined the U.S. paper, they 
might call Mr. Farley in the period before the meeting at the Embassy 
on Monday morning.

552. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, March 28, 1960, 10:30 a.m.

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Coordinating the U.S.– U.K. position in nuclear test talks. Secret; Limit Dis-
tribution. 5 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

United Kingdom
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United States
 Dept. of State
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The Prime Minister expressed his appreciation of the tremendous 
and sincere effort which had gone into preparation of the United 
States paper which Mr. Herter had given the British Ambassador on 
March 26. There were manifold political, technical, and even spiri-
tual matters which were involved in trying to find a common posi-
tion which would respond to the expectations of the world. Having 
studied the U.S. paper he was aware that the positions of the United 
States and the United Kingdom were so close together that he could 
only express his estimate of the situation by addressing to himself the 
familiar wartime admonition: “is your journey really necessary?”. He 
did think it was helpful to have a full understanding of the possibil-
ities and the course of action which would be agreed. It might also 
make it easier for our highly competent negotiators to know that the 
people who are giving them instructions have gotten together and 
concerted their views.

The Secretary said that the United States side had examined the 
points transmitted to Mr. Farley by the British Ambassador and also 
felt for their part that there were no real differences.

The Prime Minister asked what the United States meant by referring 
to “coordinated research.” Sir William Penney said that he could perhaps 
comment on this since he had already held some informal discussions 
on the previous day with U.S. technical people; there were to be further 
technical talks later in the day. The concept is that national research 
programs should be worked out and that the technical people from the 
three countries should keep in close touch while they are being carried 
out. It was not contemplated that a U.S.–U.K.–USSR directorate should 
be set up to develop and conduct a single program. He observed that 
this concept of exchange of views and information was a familiar one in 
international cooperation among scientists. He observed that one point 
which needed further discussion was the question of use of nuclear 
detonations in the research program. Such detonations would have a 
great advantage but raised political difficulties.

Mr. McCone said that the United States had looked into the lat-
ter question carefully and concluded that nuclear explosions were 
needed if anything meaningful was to be done. The Prime Minister 
asked whether this was because the waves from chemical and nuclear 
explosions are different. Sir William said that nuclear detonations were 
proposed in order to check that point. The Secretary commented that the 
United States wanted to be sure that definitive results were obtained in 
a research program. We do not want to get again in a position where we 
find that we have entered an agreement and then find that our techni-
cal facts are inadequate. Mr. McCone commented that coordinated rather 
than joint research was important if results were to be obtained in a one 
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to two year period. We could not hold up our own research while we 
were attempting to get agreement on a joint program.

The Prime Minister speculated that the Soviet Union will argue that 
the objective is to stop all tests rather than to find additional reasons for 
conducting nuclear explosions. The Secretary said that we would expect 
to conduct any nuclear detonations in accordance with procedures 
agreed on for nuclear detonations for application to peaceful purposes. 
It was important that our negotiators proceed to get agreement on the 
pertinent treaty article covering such procedures. Sir William Penney 
said that he thought from his discussions with Soviet representatives 
that the Soviets would be willing to agree to such procedures if they 
believe that weapons improvements will be barred. Mr. McCone said 
that there were several ways of accomplishing this. Examination of a 
nuclear device might be possible, at least by the Soviets, who presum-
ably would not benefit as would potential Nth powers from study of 
the design of some of our weapons. However, it would be difficult to 
expose the design of some of our advanced reduced radiation devices 
to the Soviets, even though these are the devices which may be pre-
ferred for certain peaceful applications.

The Secretary said that for us the real justification of a moratorium 
on underground tests is the hope of progress in the research program. 
We must have simple and clear research objectives. The timing of com-
mencement on the research program was a problem. We had to recog-
nize that negotiations on the treaty might well be protracted for another 
six to twelve months on such issues as staffing and accession of other 
countries.

The Prime Minister said that, while there are many issues remain-
ing, we should acknowledge that much of the past delay has been 
due to stalling on both sides. Given a common approach, we should 
be able to work through most of the remaining issues fairly quickly, 
although the inspection quota and perhaps one or two others will 
probably have to be resolved at the highest level. If the quota can be 
agreed at the Summit, he would anticipate signature of a treaty this 
summer. Ratification, of course, would depend on respective constitu-
tional processes.

The Secretary said that he envisaged the possibility that we might 
need to have simultaneous unilateral declarations of a moratorium on 
testing before signature of the treaty. We now have no moratorium, as 
the President made clear last December 29, which puts us in an anoma-
lous situation. If negotiation on the treaty is protracted, we might wish 
to seek agreement on the research program and agree to the research 
program and unilateral moratorium simultaneously with a clause 
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providing that the moratorium would end after a specified and brief 
period if the treaty is not signed.

Mr. McCone commented on the research work under way or 
planned by the United States. A station of the kind agreed to at Geneva 
is under construction in Oklahoma for completion in early fall. Also 20 
smaller stations, without the full seismic array, are being built through-
out the United States. By September or October we should be ready to 
make 5 kt detonations in granite and tuff, both nuclear and chemical, to 
test detection and decoupling. Tentative plans are under way for put-
ting up five more stations in the United States and possibly Canada in 
1960 and 1961. He commented that each experiment of course raises 
many new questions in addition to such answers as it gives to previ-
ous questions. Finally, about 15 unmanned stations are being built on 
a grid.

The Prime Minister said that apparently more thought needed to 
be given to the timing of the moratorium and research program. He 
had thought that we contemplated declaration of the moratorium and 
initiation of the research program simultaneously with signature of the 
treaty, as indicated in the U.S. paper. Mr. O’Neill said that the negoti-
ating tactics might be quite different in the two approaches. He had 
thought that we wanted to hold out promise of the moratorium as an 
inducement to get favorable settlement of the remaining treaty issues. 
He saw that we could protect ourselves, and perhaps retain some bar-
gaining power, by an escape clause in an agreement covering coor-
dinated research and a moratorium, but doubted that this would be 
equally effective.

The Prime Minister said that there was a more fundamental nego-
tiating problem. If this were a business negotiation we would simply 
continue negotiating out the remaining issues without saying much 
about the Soviet proposal and our position. Unfortunately our full 
position is in the press before we have finally agreed on it among 
ourselves and instructed our negotiators. He would like, if possible, 
to make a virtue out of this situation and thought perhaps this might 
be done by putting forward our position as an offer of a positive 
nature.

The Secretary said that he tended to favor an approach which 
focused on the remaining issues and threw back at the Soviets their 
statement that the remaining items are inconsequential. We should 
say that if these issues are indeed small, then here are solutions which 
are acceptable to us on which we can readily reach agreement. Mr. 
Douglas said that while he agreed with the approach to a coordinated 
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research program outlined earlier by Sir William Penney, he thought 
there was virtue in some cases to having Soviet scientists actually 
participating in some of the work so that they can see and evaluate 
for themselves the results achieved. This was generally agreed. In 
response to a question by Mr. Herter, Sir William said that the Soviets 
can undoubtedly contribute significantly to such a research program, 
though he was certain that they would need to develop plans and find 
money, seismometers and people just as he would. Mr. McCone said 
that the program he had outlined would cost the United States 18 to 
20 million dollars a year which would have to be found. Mr. Herter 
said a further technical meeting was scheduled later in the day which 
could look further into these problems and report back to the princi-
pals the following day.

The Prime Minister asked whether there were any other major 
points which should be identified. Mr. Douglas said that he thought it 
important any agreed inspection quota apply both above and below 
the threshold. Mr. O’Neill said that he understood the Soviets were pre-
pared to agree to this. Mr. Farley said that this was the position Tsara-
pkin had taken, but in the context of a moratorium which was a treaty 
obligation.

The Prime Minister and the Secretary returned to the question of 
what our public posture should be. The Prime Minister said that we 
would have to point out at the outset that, because of our ratification 
processes, the moratorium would have to be outside the treaty. As for 
timing, there were two possibilities—a moratorium declared simulta-
neous with signature of the treaty, or a moratorium declared imme-
diately with a proviso that it would lapse if the treaty is not signed 
soon. The Secretary said that a related question was whether we put 
our position as a counter- proposal or as an acceptance of the Soviet 
proposal. After some further discussion he agreed with the Prime 
Minister that a third possibility would be to avoid either accepting 
or rejecting the Soviet proposal, but instead to proceed with a nego-
tiation designed to marry the February 11 Western proposal with the 
Soviet March 19 position.

The meeting broke up at 11:30 a.m. with agreement that further 
discussion would have to be devoted to the tactical line and to the ques-
tion of communique.
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553. Paper1

March 28, 1960

The Need for Nuclear Detonations in a Seismic Research Program

While it appears that educated guesses, based on the best relevant 
theoretical considerations, indicate that the difference between HE 
and nuclear explosions in terms of amplitude of seismic signal might 
be within the range of factors of 2–5, it is believed that a program of 
nuclear detonations is necessary, for the following reasons:

(1) At the present time there is no experimental data to connect the 
seismic signals from deep, contained HE and nuclear detonations.

(2) There is no generally accepted theory connecting seismic sig-
nals with the details of the source. Speculations as to the behavior of 
nuclear detonations, unsupported by actual evidence, should be tested. 
Data is needed on which to base conclusions, or better inferences, as 
to: spectrum of frequencies of shocks generated, effect of environment 
(gas & water content, etc.), and the state and behavior of the vaporized 
material.

(3) The effect of different media must be further known. To date 
deep underground nuclear detonations have only been conducted in 
Nevada tuff. Even with contained experiments with H.E. in this medium, 
extrapolation of effects to other media could be very misleading.

(4) The effect of different crustal environments between source and 
receiver can be important in determining the characteristics of signals 
received by a seismic station. Again, nuclear detonations are needed in 
other locations, as well as in other media, to obtain definite information 
on this.

(5) For proper evaluation of the capabilities of Geneva stations it is 
essential to have data at larger ranges. There are yield limitations on the 
use of HE, in that the volume of HE alone for 5 KT requires a spherical 
cavity of 60–75 feet diameter. Larger yields than 5 KT are highly desir-
able for the experimental program.

(6) There have been no nuclear “big hole” decoupled shots. The 
differences between HE and nuclear detonations should be further 
examined experimentally since there is expected to be a difference in 
the shock phenomenology occurring.

(7) It is important to keep in mind that if there is a now unknown 
characteristic of the seismic wave which would prove to be more useful 

1 Source: “The Need for Nuclear Detonations in a Seismic Research Program.” Con-
fidential. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Series, Macmillan, Vol. II.
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for detection and identification than any now known, it can be discov-
ered only by experiments with nuclear sources.

554. Talking Paper1

undated

TALKING PAPER ON THE SUBJECT OF A COORDINATED EFFORT 
IN THE SEISMIC IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

I. General Principles

1. The program will involve a major research, development and 
test effort whose objectives would be:

a. To secure maximum improvement in seismic detection and iden-
tification capabilities (for both the short and long term).

b. To determine the capabilities and limitations of any system 
which may be adopted.

2. Although coordinated effort by the three parties is desirable, 
each party must conduct such program activities as it believes essential 
to the program. There should be early initial coordination among the 
parties, so that:

a. Each may adjust its program to gain better over- all coverage, 
and to avoid undesirable duplication;

b. Agreement can be reached on the observation of, and coopera-
tion in, the activities of the others.

3. It is propose that:

a. Each party will keep the others informed as to its planned 
research, development, and field test activities, including locations and 
times of tests and locations and types of seismic recording stations.

b. Each party will facilitate to the extent reasonably practical, the 
installation on its own soil of instruments useful to the others’ program.

c. Each party will announce well in advance any additional, signif-
icant, man- made, seismic disturbance which may be useful to another’s 
program.

d. Each party will provide expeditiously to the others, any basic 
information, results of analysis, or findings which may be useful in fur-
thering the program.

1 Source: Coordinated effort in the seismic improvement program. Confidential. 
5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Series, Macmillan, Vol. II.
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4. Test detonations including nuclear detonations (See Appendix 
“A”) will be necessary to investigate seismic signals and system behav-
ior, with firings both in coupled and decoupled emplacement, and in 
various geographic and geologic environments.

5. All parties will commit themselves, for any nuclear devices they 
may fire in connection with this program, to use only devices whose 
design is already proven and not to use the firings concerned to advance 
weapon design. To assist in assuring others of their fulfillment of this 
commitment, they will comply with the following provisions: allow the 
other parties to observe all features of device emplacement, instrumen-
tation, and firings, except for the internal design of devices themselves; 
install only such minimum instrumentation as is necessary to assure 
safe firing and measuring of yield, and deposit immediately under gen-
eral surveillance of the others the devices it will use for the purpose.

II. United States Effort

1. The United States is initiating an extensive program of research 
and development designed to further the possible methods of improve-
ment described in the Berkner Panel Report and in the Report of Geneva 
Technical Working Group II for the improvement of the control system. 
This program includes the following:

a. Study of the seismicity of the earth by world- wide standardized 
seismic instruments, study of the generation and propagation of seismic 
waves of all types and frequencies from earthquakes and explosions in 
various media and geographical locations, investigate the frequency 
characteristics and directional spectrum of microseisms, investigate the 
transfer functions of typical crustal structures, conduct model studies of 
radiation around simulated faulting and explosive sources, investigate 
cross- correlation techniques for determining direction of first motion 
of P waves from earthquakes and explosions, investigate extensively 
crustal structure by refraction shooting, study inverse transforms for 
long period waves.

b. Study microseismic noise on the ocean bottom and in deep wells, 
develop improved long period detectors, develop digitalized recording 
techniques, study deep hole seismometers, design and test large arrays 
and other improved seismometers.

c. Design, construct and test a complete Geneva- type seismic sta-
tion and include as appropriate improvements to such station. Develop 
detailed specifications for a world- wide system to control underground 
nuclear tests.

d. Conduct such nuclear and HE tests as are needed to obtain fun-
damental seismic data which are needed to develop more sophisticated 
techniques for detection and identification and to test performance of 
system components and the final Geneva system.

e. Investigate the feasibility and reliability of unmanned stations.
f. Determine the relationship between magnitude and equivalent 

yield of seismic events.



2030 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

2. Initial U.S. field installations which can be ready by September 1,  
1960, to further the research and development program described above 
will include one Geneva- type station, and twenty simpler stations at 
various locations in the U.S. (Each containing one three- component, 
one second period seismometer and one three- component, 25- second 
period seismometer and some containing 1–10 second seismometers 
and 2 to 2½ second seismometers).

3. As soon as the above are ready we would propose to fire at NTS 
three test explosions of equal yield (5 Kt), one nuclear in hard rock, one 
nuclear in tuff, and one HE in tuff. From these, very useful (though 
recognizably incomplete) information should result relative to: behav-
ior of a single Geneva station; the contrast in behavior of HE and nuclear 
detonations in one rock; and behavior of equal nuclear detonations in 
two different rocks. These experiments will provide at an early date 
basic data essential to the planning and execution of the more compli-
cated analytical studies described above. These studies hopefully could 
result in significant technological progress toward improvement of the 
system by providing knowledge of possible characteristic difference 
between signals from explosions and earthquakes.

4. The U.S. is considering the installation of five additional Geneva- 
type stations and some 10–15 of the simpler stations. These would come 
available progressively over the period 6–18 months from now. The U.S. 
would intend to operate continuously the Geneva stations and some of 
the simpler stations, to acquire information on background and on sig-
nals from natural events. This information is intended to improve our 
basic knowledge required for detecting and identifying seismic events, 
so as to make possible improved system capabilities.

5. The U.S. is also considering the installation of 15 unmanned seis-
mic stations in a grid of 100–200 kilometers in a region of high earthquake 
activity to study the behavior of natural events and smaller HE shots.

6. In addition, when the network mentioned above has been 
installed, further high explosive and nuclear detonations will be 
required to confirm the more sophisticated techniques which should 
be available at that time and to obtain a test of the improved instru-
mentation and system response of the six Geneva stations, as well as 
to determine the effect of different locations and/or conditions of fir-
ing. An estimated 5 nuclear detonations, together with several large 
HE detonations, probably would be needed and timed to be fired at the 
end of the 18 month period referred to in paragraph 4 above. The ear-
lier Plowshare experiment, GNOME, and any other Plowshare experi-
ments should be beneficial in this regard.

III. Results Possibly To Be Achieved Through This Effort

It is certain that an 18–24 months program along the lines of that 
described, with the United Kingdom and Soviet programs, will give 
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a more definite indication of the capability of a Geneva- type system. 
It should provide us with much basic information on possible seismic 
detection and identification techniques and equipment not now known. 
This should enable the efforts at improvement to be directed in realis-
tic and effective avenues. It should lead to useful developments which 
will improve the detection and identification capability of the Geneva 
or improved Geneva system. It, however, may show added difficulties 
or limitations not now recognized or properly evaluated. It is not now 
possible, therefore, to estimate whether the overall effect would be that 
of showing the system to be more reliable than now believed.

Appendix A

THE NEED FOR NUCLEAR DETONATIONS  
IN A SEISMIC RESEARCH PROGRAM

A limited number of nuclear detonations is considered an essen-
tial element of a vigorous seismic research program for the following 
reasons:

(1) There exists a substantial uncertainty as to the relative ampli-
tude of seismic signals from nominally equivalent (e.g. 5 KT nuclear 
and 5000 ton HE) detonations.

(2) There exists a strong possibility that the frequency spectra of 
seismic signals from nuclear and HE explosions are different and there 
may be other differences as yet unknown.

(3) The decoupling of explosions by carrying them out in large cav-
ities may be substantially different for HE and nuclear charges and lead 
to different signals.

A comparison of new HE shots with the already existing seismic 
data from the Rainier shot and other underground nuclear tests of the 
Hardtack II series would not meet the requirements of the research pro-
gram because of the limited seismic instrumentation which was previ-
ously used.

An additional consideration is the very high cost of and substantial 
transportation and hazard problems that will be involved in carrying 
out HE shots involving thousands of tons which are considered essen-
tial to obtain strong signals in the second zone. For instance, a 5 KT shot 
would require placing underground 200,000 cases of TNT.

Thus, the use of HE explosions alone will inhibit the research 
program and will prevent the realization of full capabilities of the 
advanced seismic detection systems which could be developed if 
detailed information on seismic signals from nuclear explosions were 
obtained.
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555. Supplementary Memorandum of Meeting1

Washington, March 29, 1960, 3:30 p.m.

Supplementary Memorandum—Meeting of the President with Prime  
  Minister Macmillan on March 29, 1960 at Camp David, 3:30 PM.

Secretary Herter brought in a draft of instructions to the US 
and UK delegations at the test suspension negotiations in Geneva. 
The President said he had looked at these and thought they were 
satisfactory.

Prime Minister Macmillan commented that he saw two reasons 
against trying to incorporate the provisions for a moratorium on testing 
below the threshold into the treaty. First, we have always said that we 
would not sign an agreement unless there were fully effective inspec-
tion. The second point is that the moratorium then would not go into 
effect until the treaty is ratified. This would mean that we would have 
to wait at least until next February, which is apparently the earliest time 
that a treaty could be expected to be ratified.

Mr. Herter raised the point as to whether there should be a mor-
atorium on tests above the threshold while we await ratification. He 
said that it has always been generally assumed that there would be 
such a moratorium, and general agreement with this position was 
indicated.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

1 Source: Instructions for test ban negotiations. Secret. 1 p. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, Miscellaneous Series, Macmillan, Vol. II. Drafted on April 20.
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556. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

March 30, 1960, 2:45 p.m.

OTHER PRESENT

Dr. Kistiakowsky
General Persons
General Goodpaster

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that Chairman McCone, Secretary Herter and 
Acting Secretary Douglas had asked him to assume the task of prepar-
ing a plan for the coordinated conduct of research in the seismic field in 
connection with nuclear testing. He said that, if the President approved, 
he would be agreeable to doing so. In response to a question by the Pres-
ident, he said his role would be one of preparing a plan, not conducting 
operations. On this basis the President approved his doing so.

Dr. Kistiakowsky next said that the concept of giving assurance 
against clandestine testing through technical monitoring is showing 
some signs of getting out of hand. The techniques become so elabo-
rate and complex as to be impractical. He thought we must be careful 
of working ourselves into a position where we are proposing things 
that cannot practically be carried out. He suggested that an alternative 
approach might be to concentrate on the fact that the Soviet operate 
behind an iron curtain; perhaps our efforts should go into breaking that 
down, and obtaining information through that route.

Dr. Kistiakowsky mentioned that he and Dr. Killian had talked 
further with Secretary Herter on the subject of an organization within 
the Executive Branch for arms limitation activities. Mr. Herter agreed 
that a staff level organization within the State Department is not good 
enough. The President commented that one virtue of his First Secretary 
concept is that such an organization could be put directly under him.

Dr. Kistiakowsky next brought up for discussion the question of 
setting out a definite program for technical research relating to arms 
limitations. He asked the President what kind of time objectives the 
President thought should be established. He also asked if this work 
could be assigned high priority by the President. The President thought 
that study would show that the research effort would fall naturally into 
distinct steps. The essential point is to give it a high priority, and he 
approved the assignment of high priority to the project. Dr. Kistiakow-
sky said that Dr. York believes he can get together two- thirds of the 
money needed (in the order of $20 million), but would need help on 

1 Source: Research in seismic detection, radioactive strontium in wheat. Secret. 3 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Diary Series. Drafted April 4.
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getting the last $10 million. The President thought that the planning 
phase of this activity should not cost very much, and that this might 
be supported out of his emergency fund. He asked Dr. Kistiakowsky to 
check with the Bureau of the Budget on the whole matter, however. He 
stated he would be willing to send up a supplemental to cover what is 
needed in this field, inasmuch as the need arises on the basis of new, 
more hopeful developments related to limitation of armaments.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that there has been discussion within his 
group and the AEC concerning the continuation of small hydrodynamic 
nuclear experiments. These do not of course constitute weapons tests. 
There was some thought that this should be discussed with the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, and that a standby statement should be 
prepared to explain what these are, in order to avoid any confusion of 
these with the question of weapons testing. The President expressed 
great worry about the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, because of 
its failures to safeguard the security of secret information given to it. 
He also had great doubts about making a statement to explain this mat-
ter. Dr. Kistiakowsky stressed that the statement was intended to be 
prepared for standby only, and that it would be worked out with all 
the interested agencies. The President agreed that this experimentation 
could go ahead. He offered no objection to the secret preparation of a 
standby statement. Dr. Kistiakowsky then suggested that there might 
be some reason for the President to discuss with Khrushchev what con-
stitutes a weapons test. The President was very dubious about this.

The next subject raised by Dr. Kistiakowsky was a report on car-
cinogens in food, including specific reference to the cranberry problem 
last fall. He said it is an excellent report, which he plans to show to Sec-
retary Flemming and Secretary Benson. The President agreed with his 
doing so and stated the Administration could then decide whether to 
release the report. Dr. Kistiakowsky then referred to a related problem 
of great seriousness which has developed. Analysis of wheat and wheat 
products shows, in some nine States, a high concentration of radioac-
tive strontium, particularly in the bran. There seems to be no immediate 
hazard to health in this, but the concentrations are within the range that 
warrants concern. The information is not public as yet, but could be 
presented in a highly sensational fashion. The President asked about 
the source of this radioactive strontium, and commented that it really 
means there should be no more large fission explosions in the atmo-
sphere. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that there are dangers in the situation 
of large- scale dislocation of the economy, extending over a number of 
major farming States. The President asked General Persons to give per-
sonal attention to shaping up action on this matter.

Dr. Kistiakowsky next reported briefly to the President as to what 
is done with radioactive wastes, in response to a question some time 
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ago by the President. Most is held in huge underground concrete tanks, 
but is kept for a few years until the radioactivity has greatly declined. 
The residues are then disposed of in rivers, deep wells, or at sea, in 
the latter case quite frequently in sealed containers. The President com-
mented about the terrible consequences that have arisen out of the dis-
covery of nuclear fission, endangering the whole future of civilization. 
He recalled a statement he had made in 1953—which had been greatly 
challenged, although he has continued to believe it—that if the world 
could be completely free of these weapons, the U.S. would be better off. 
It is because of these weapons that, for the first time in our history, we 
have reason to fear for the safety of our country.

The President reverted to the question of radioactivity in wheat, 
and asked Dr. Kistiakowsky to arrange to obtain the results of samples 
taken in Argentina and Australia.

Dr. Kistiakowsky concluded the meeting with a report on the DIS-
COVERER project. The design is good and the engineering is good. 
However, the management (Lockheed) is extremely poor and the Air 
Force is taking steps to try to tighten it and strengthen it. A great num-
ber of stupid mistakes have been made (for example, using foam rub-
ber in one apparatus which, in a vacuum, swelled up to fill the entire 
instrument and preventing its functioning).

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA

557. Letter From Herter to Gray1

Washington, April 11, 1960

Dear Gordon:

I have your memorandum of April 7, 1960.
I am not sure that you are aware that last October the President 

wrote to me suggesting that permanent status be given to a unit of Gov-
ernment dealing with disarmament and that this be in the State Depart-
ment, and that I responded in November concurring in the President’s 

1 Source: Organization for disarmament. No classification marking, but responds 
to a Personal and Confidential memorandum from Gray (included). 4 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Disarmament- General.



2036 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

judgment. Subsequently I have received from Dr. Kistiakowsky and 
others recommendations that the disarmament organization be estab-
lished in the White House. I have given very extended and careful con-
sideration to the merits of these proposals, but have concluded again 
that the permanent disarmament organization which the President 
had in mind should be established within the Department of State. 
In any event, I would consider the assignment of the disarmament  
responsibility to a subcommittee of the National Security Council as 
being inappropriate.

Last week Dr. Kistiakowsky and Dr. Killian were informed of this 
decision and they have promised to do their best to support it. With 
the assured cooperation of the President’s Science Advisory Committee 
and the cooperation I expect to receive from the Department of Defense 
and the Atomic Energy Commission, I am quite confident that the State 
Department organization arrangement will prove successful. Further-
more, I am convinced that it is important that this project be advanced 
without any further delay.

I expect to submit a progress report to the President on this matter 
shortly.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter

Attachment

Memorandum From Gray to Herter and Gates
April 7, 1960

I have very informally and tentatively explored with the Presi-
dent a notion I have had with respect to continuing studies regard-
ing reduction and control of armaments. It was largely prompted by 
the discussion following George Kistiakowsky’s presentation at the 
Council meeting on March 24. You will recall that Secretary Rostow, 
Admiral Burke and Dr. Kistiakowsky all indicated the need for con-
tinuing studies, but the President did not make any specific decision 
regarding such studies.

Also, I am prompted by recalling that we have perhaps had a 
rather spotty and uneven record of studying the reduction and con-
trol of armaments problem and in preparing for international confer-
ences which have been concerned with this matter. We have had big 
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projects like the [illegible in the original] project and smaller ones like 
the Coolidge project, and others generally on an ad hoc basis.

My thought is to establish a procedure which would, for example, 
provide for (a) continuing and integrated evaluations of the technical 
feasibility and implications for the national security of proposals for 
the reduction and control of armaments; and (b) a continual watch for 
changes which would significantly alter such evaluations.

In order to provide continuity within an established organizational  
structure which is directly responsible to the President, I think this pro-
cedure could best be accomplished by establishing a small subcommit-
tee of the National Security Council. The subcommittee could consist 
of the Secretary of State (Chairman) and the Secretary of Defense, with 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission participating when 
matters of concern to him were before the Committee. Advisors to 
the Committee might be the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Technology; and the Special Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs. Provision would be made for a small staff, 
headed by a full time staff director, to be approved by the President. 
The staff could be composed, as the Committee might determine, both 
of representatives detailed from the interested departments and agen-
cies and of individuals from outside of government, either on a part-
time or a full-time basis.

This procedure should not disturb, but would instead [illegible in 
the original] and supplement, organizational arrangements which you 
would have in the State Department and in the Defense Department.

The President has asked me to explore this matter personally with 
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense and I shall shortly be 
in touch with both of you. In the meantime, this is simply to acquaint 
you with the notion in general terms so that you may give the matter 
some thought before we meet to discuss it, and I suggest that this not 
be given any general distribution in your department. The President 
would of course not proceed except upon your recommendation.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President
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558. Statement Agreed to at a Meeting of Five Western Foreign 
Ministers1

April 13, 1960

Tab C

The Foreign Ministers of Canada, France, Italy, the United Kingdom 
and the United States reviewed and approved a report from their repre-
sentatives in Geneva on the course of the disarmament negotiations now 
in progress within the 10- Nation Disarmament Conference in relation 
to the forthcoming meeting of the Chiefs of State and Heads of Gov-
ernment in Paris. They recalled the unanimous resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly of November 20, 1959, which expressed the 
hope that measures leading toward the goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control will be worked out in 
detail and agreed upon in the shortest possible time.

The Foreign Ministers consider that the approach reflected in the 
Western proposals represents the surest and most effective way of mov-
ing toward the ultimate goal of a secure, free and peaceful world in 
which there shall be disarmament under effective international control.

The Foreign Ministers expressed the hope that agreement would be 
reached as soon as possible in these negotiations on measures of disar-
mament to be attained by balanced, phased and safeguarded agreements 
which must be observed and verified by an appropriate international 
organization within the framework of the United Nations. At the same 
time they agreed that their representatives should give thorough con-
sideration to any practical disarmament proposal which would pre-
serve the security of all the nations concerned and which would pave 
the way for further progressive measures leading toward the ultimate 
objective. In this connection the Foreign Ministers are requesting their 
representatives in Geneva to continue their efforts to achieve the early 
identification and consideration of areas of possible agreement.

The Foreign Ministers noted that the negotiations will be pursued 
within the 10- Nation Disarmament Conference until April 29, at which 
time the formal sessions will be recessed until June 7. During this period 
of recess the representative of the Five Western Powers will review the 
course of the negotiations and advise the Foreign Ministers in prepara-
tion for the May meeting of the Chiefs of State and Heads of Government.

1 Source: Tab C to print Document 252 re disarmament negotiations. Confidential. 
1 p. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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559. Memorandum of Conversation1

US/MC/50 Washington, April 14, 1960, 2:15 p.m.

SUBJECT

Problem of Nuclear Test Suspension

PARTICIPANTS

Howard C. Green, Secretary of State for External Affairs, Canada
Norman A. Robertson, Under Secretary of State for External Affairs
Arnold Heeney, Canadian Ambassador to U.S.
Christian A. Herter, Secretary of State
Livingston T. Merchant, Under Secretary for Political Affairs
Foy D. Kohler, Assistant Secretary, EUR
Ivan B. White, Deputy Assistant Secretary, EUR
Delmar R. Carlson, BNA

Mr. Robertson inquired as to whether the United States was look-
ing beyond an agreement suspending nuclear tests by the three powers 
and considering the question of accession to the agreement by other 
powers. The Secretary replied that much work, including considerable 
detailed preparations, had been done regarding this problem.

The Secretary explained that even if agreement were obtained among 
the three powers and by any others, a considerable number of problems 
of implementation would have to be solved. He pointed out that an 
enormous, expensive, and complicated system would be required for a 
worldwide inspection network. Such a system, he said, would require, 
according to the scientists, 180 stations with about 30 persons located at 
each station, together with very sophisticated equipment. He observed, 
however, that if the Soviets were to accept a comprehensive system of 
that sort, 20 of the stations were to be in the Soviet Union and therefore 
Soviet acceptance would be a great step forward.

Regarding accession, the Secretary emphasized that we would 
strongly desire other powers to adhere to any agreement and to share 
in the responsibility for the maintenance of the system. He mentioned 
that the agreement would provide for signatories to the agreement to 
leave the system after two years if they concluded that it was not work-
ing. Mr. Green inquired as to whether the matter of accession had been 
discussed with the Soviets. The Secretary replied in the affirmative and 

1 Source: Accession to nuclear test ban agreement, Chinese nuclear capability, com-
mercial nuclear work in Europe. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of 
Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.



2040 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

added that we had already drafted some of the articles necessary to 
cover accession in an agreement.

In answer to a question by Mr. Robertson regarding China, the Sec-
retary confirmed that there had been rumors that China might explode 
a nuclear device, but that we had no confirmation of this. The Secretary 
also mentioned the reported possibility of commercial firms in West 
Germany and the Netherlands being able to produce nuclear materials. 
Such a development would be particularly worrying because it indi-
cated a proliferation of the most deadly knowledge.

560. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, April 21, 1960, 1– 3 p.m.

SUBJECT

Disarmament

PARTICIPANTS

Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Dwinell
Mr. Farley
Mr. Foster
General Gruenther
Mr. McCloy

1. Disarmament Organization

The Secretary said that a good deal of thought had been given in the 
Executive Branch, both in the White House and the State Department, 
to the question of organization for disarmament policy development 
and negotiations. He had discussed the question with the President and 
also with Mr. Gates, Mr. McCone, Dr. Kistiakowsky, and other inter-
ested officials. The arguments for centering disarmament efforts in the 
White House and in the Department of State had been carefully exam-
ined and compared. The President has now authorized an expanded 
and up- graded disarmament effort in the Department of State reporting 

1 Source: Coordinating center for U.S. disarmament efforts. Confidential. 2 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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directly to the Secretary. At the Secretary’s request Governor Dwinell 
reviewed State Department plans for an expanded effort and the status 
of administrative actions to put these plans in motion.

There was extended discussion of the proper location of the 
coordinating center for U.S. disarmament efforts. Mr. Foster said that 
he applauded the decision to undertake such coordination and an 
expanded planning and studies activity. He had himself long sup-
ported such a move. Though he felt it should be in the White House, he 
recognized the arguments for locating the effort in the Department of 
State and was quite willing to see whether that solution could be made 
to work.

General Gruenther and Mr. McCloy also welcomed the move and 
emphasized the importance of obtaining an experienced individual 
of recognized stature to head the program. They also emphasized the 
importance of centralizing all State Department disarmament activities 
under such an individual. There was some discussion of possible can-
didates for such a position.

2. Geneva negotiations

The Secretary and Mr. Farley reviewed briefly the status of the 
Geneva ten- power disarmament negotiations and the nuclear test sus-
pension negotiations and prospects for discussion of disarmament and 
nuclear testing at the Summit.

561. Memorandum of Discussion Between Eisenhower and 
McCone1

Washington, April 22, 1960, 11:15 a.m.

MEMORANDUM OF DISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENT  
AT 11:15 AM, APRIL 22, 1960

I met with the President for fifteen minutes this morning and 
reviewed the content of my discussions with President de Gaulle as out-
lined in my cable to Secretary Herter; reviewed the details of my visits 
to the French production plants, laboratories, etc. and my discussions 

1 Source: McCone’s visit to France; nuclear testing. Confidential; Eyes Only. 1 p. 
Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 5.
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with the Commissariat and members of the foreign office as outlined in 
my memoranda to the files, dated April 18, 1960.

The President expressed himself as feeling our present laws are 
forcing other countries to develop a weapons capability; that we might 
stop this if we would develop a somewhat different approach to the 
plan of handing weapons in conjunction with other countries, but 
under appropriate controls. I agreed.

The President expressed himself as becoming increasingly alarmed 
over atmospheric testing, stating he felt our scientists and others had been 
overly optimistic in minimizing the dangers from fallout. I said I con-
curred and that, as I had told him many times in the past, I would not in 
my present position recommend a resumption of atmospheric tests.

I pointed out underground testing was another thing as there was 
no danger from fallout. He concurred.

I told the President that our monitoring stations had picked up the 
radioactivity resulting from the French tests.

John A. McCone

562. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, April 24, 1960, 11 a.m.

SUBJECT

Ten- Power Disarmament Talks

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Tactics for ten- power disarmament talks. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 396.12–GE/4–2460.

France
Mr. Couve de Murville
Ambassador Alphand
Mr. Pellen

United States
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Farley
Mr. McBride

Mr. Couve de Murville said that there was apparently disagreement 
among the Western delegations in Geneva regarding the nature of the 
counter proposal to be tabled before the April 29 recess. The United 
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States, generally supported by the U.K., Canada and Italy, wishes to 
table a paper combining a statement on principles and a call for specific 
initial disarmament measures. The French prefer to table simply a state-
ment of principle. On tactical grounds, the French delegate believes the 
specific measures will be effectively attacked by the Soviets as not new, 
and as very limited, and as emphasizing control more than arms reduc-
tion. On grounds of substance, the French find great difficulty in the 
focus on the cut- off in production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes. This measure is for the French, in effect, a renunciation of 
nuclear weapons, since they are just about to begin production. The 
proposed specific- measures papers, either in the U.S. version or in the 
longer version worked out in Geneva, added to French difficulties by 
presenting the cut- off as a first- stage rather than second- stage measure. 
The French also have difficulty with troop ceilings or reductions in the 
near future, though this problem is less serious. In view of the French 
nuclear situation, they must insist on measures of substantial reconver-
sion of nuclear weapons in order to equalize the position of the present 
nuclear powers with theirs.

The Secretary recalled the great concern in the United States, espe-
cially in military circles, with any early time scale for elimination of 
the nuclear threat in view of technical inspection limitations and the 
Western reliance on the nuclear deterrent. Couve said that, of course, the 
French insisted on balanced nuclear and conventional reductions and 
maintenance of an adequate military posture.

Mr. Farley said that the U.S. was apprehensive of a separate 
Western principles statement which would shift the debate to Soviet 
ground and pose the issue as how one proceeds toward general and 
complete disarmament as matter of principle, rather than as what 
practical measures can be taken to make a beginning and to test 
Soviet professions of willingness to accept effective controls. Couve 
said that he saw the problem as one of public relations. The West 
must counter the recent Zorin statement on disarmament principles 
with something of the same scope and nature but with greater real-
ism. Mr. Farley said that, in addition to the difficulty the U.S. had as 
a matter of pre- Summit tactics with engaging in a debate on princi-
ples, we believe that the principal impression given publicly by the 
proposed Western principles statement would be one of “realism”. 
Public relations- wise, the Western document would appear cold and 
negative and delaying with its references to phasing, balance, and 
prior effective controls. The U.S. specific measures paper, while fully 
consistent with the Western five- power plan, was an effort to take out 
and high- light concrete steps which would emphasize once again the 
specific actions the West were willing to take. Mr. Dillon observed 
that the difference appeared to be that Couve considered the Western 
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measures “mouselike”, whereas the U.S. considered them to be con-
crete and to some extent publicly appealing.

Couve suggested that the U.S. paper might be tabled by the U.S. 
simply as a U.S. approach. Mr. Farley suggested that the principles 
statement, of which the text was now agreed among the five Western 
delegations, might be introduced in the same way, by one of the other 
Western delegations, as a counter to the Zorin statement.

The Secretary said that the steps might be done in sequence, with 
first the principles paper introduced and then, subsequently, the U.S. 
specific measures paper. This might best be done toward the end of the 
week, in order to leave the Soviets as little time as possible to tear the 
two papers into bits. Couve agreed generally but observed that the tim-
ing would have to be left to the delegations in order to take into account 
their problems of filling up the week. It was agreed that the principles 
paper might be introduced as a common five- power Western paper and 
that the U.S. paper would simply be supported by such other Western 
delegations as were able to, with any others remaining quiet.

The Secretary said that we had just learned Hammarskjold wished, 
not only to attend a ten- power meeting next week, but also to exer-
cise his “unquestioned right” to speak to the ten- nation meeting. Couve 
said that he understood this possibility had been discussed among the 
Geneva delegations, who did not welcome such an appearance. It was 
agreed however that, under the circumstances, it would be necessary to 
hear what the Secretary General had to say.

The meeting adjourned at 11:40 a.m.
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563. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, May 5, 1960

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: ARPA briefing on detection of high- altitude explosions; inspection of 
underground events above the threshold. Secret. 9 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and 
Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy, 1960.

State
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Sullivan—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE
Mr. Dubs—SOV
Mr. Baker—S/AE
Mr. Gotzlinger—S/AE
Mr. Mau—S/S

CIA
Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville

AEC
Mr. McCone, Chairman
Brig. Gen. Starbird
Dr. English

White House
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Dr. Gray
Mr. Keeny

DOD
Secretary Gates
Mr. Knight
Mr. Lanier
Gen. Betts—ARPA
Mr. Beyer—ARPA
Col. Brundage—USMC
Maj. Poulson—USAF
Mr. Northrup—AFTAC
Dr. Leonard
Dr. Cmdr. Chandler

General Betts introduced members of his staff who would brief 
the group on present capabilities of detection of high altitude explo-
sions, possibilities of circumventing such detection and possibilities of 
improvement in the capabilities of detection.

Dr. Leonard explained that detection in outer space can be effected 
by use of the open- photo multiplier- type x- ray, and neutron and 
gamma- ray techniques. Neutron and gamma- ray equipment is now 
ready for use, but the x- ray equipment, which in theory has much 
greater capabilities, will require extensive research and development 
work. Furthermore, x- ray techniques can be confounded by a viola-
tor’s shielding of the weapon which he explodes. The vehicle require-
ments of a potential violator of course depends on the effectiveness of 
the detection system. If there is none, he is free to test a few hundred 
miles above the earth, using quite simple rockets. It there is a deterrent, 
he is forced to use multi- stage rockets. As the deterrent improves in 
effectiveness, the violator is forced farther into space, perhaps to tens 
of millions of miles.
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ARPA’s approach to this problem, Dr. Leonard continued, was 
based on study of the capabilities and limitations of:

1. the Argus Detection System;
2. A Far Earth Satellite System; and
3. An Advanced Satellite System, containing advanced x- ray 

equipment.

The Argus System, based on the use of two satellites, could be 
operational within nine to twelve months at a cost of 100 million dol-
lars. However, the U.S. now has the capability of launching a nuclear 
device for testing which would not be detected by the Argus. The Argus 
is effective for detection anywhere up to 15,000 miles, but it has lesser 
capacity for detecting devices exploded over the polar regions.

The Far Earth System would be composed of six satellites sta-
tioned at a distance of 60,000 miles from the earth. It requires no fur-
ther research and development and can be made operational within 18 
months, at a cost of about 200 million dollars. It would be capable of 
coverage extending to a few million miles, but its effectiveness would 
vary with the size of the nuclear device being tested. When the U.S. 
completes the Atlas- Centaur project, the resulting missile could serve 
as a test vehicle for testing without detection by the Far Earth System.

The Advanced System would be composed of a number of solar 
and earth satellites containing advanced x- ray, neutron and gamma- 
ray equipment. Four years of research and development would be 
necessary plus one additional year before the operational stage is 
reached. The cost of the System, including the first three or four years 
of operational capacity, would be 1.1 billion dollars. The capability of 
the Advanced System cannot be clearly defined; it may be confounded 
to some degree by shielding of the nuclear device and by unexpected 
radiation in space. It is a good guess that a determined violator could 
avoid even this System by going tens of millions of miles into space.

If the foregoing program were carried out, therefore, a violator 
would not be restricted at all in the first year; in the next six months, he 
would not be able to test within the earth’s magnetic fields; thereafter, 
he would have to go out to a distance of a million miles or more until 
establishment of the advanced system, when he would need vehicles 
with a range of tens of millions of miles as well as shielding against 
x- ray detection. The total cost of all systems would be in excess of 1.3 
billion dollars.

Major Poulson presented recommendations of the Department of 
Defense as follows: That the treaty agreement be limited to a controlled 
ban on tests within the sensible atmosphere (30–50 KM); that control 
posts be equipped in accordance with the recommendations of the 
1958 experts; that a research and development program be instituted to 
develop increased high altitude detection capabilities and to define a high 
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altitude “threshold”; and that the Treaty ban be progressively expanded, 
based on research and development program results. Defense recom-
mends immediate initiation of a research and development program to 
expedite achievement of expanded coverage and definition of a high alti-
tude “threshold”, and consideration as to unilateral establishment of a 
satellite- based detection system at the earliest time, so as to deter a poten-
tial violator and provide at least limited intelligence as to any clandestine 
tests, in case a moratorium on high altitude testing is agreed to.

In answer to Mr. Dillon’s question Dr. Leonard stated that a violator 
could be quite certain of testing with impunity if his vehicle reaches a 
height beyond the effective range of the detection system in use at the 
particular time. Dr. Kistiakowsky replied that the violator takes an auto-
matic chance since he hardly can be absolutely certain that the vehicle 
will perform as planned. In answer to Mr. Dulles, question, Dr. Kistia-
kowsky stated that a violator could gain intelligence as to yield alone 
from a test ten million in space. Mr. McCone expressed belief that diag-
nostic instruments in the future could pick up more information.

A discussion as to cost of possible clandestine nuclear tests in space 
ensued. There was agreement that a test, sufficient to escape detection 
by the Argus System, would cost about 20 million dollars.

Dr. Leonard commented that ground based equipment at 180 stations, 
as planned by the 1958 Experts, would be capable of picking up a half 
megaton device detonated at a distance of 600,000 miles. Mr. McCone 
defined what he believed to be the question before the group: Whether to 
withdraw from an attempt to negotiate an agreement covering tests above 
the sensible atmosphere by citing the position expressed in the President’s 
letter to Khrushchev in April 1959 that we will agree to suspend testing 
only in those environments where effective controls can be agreed.

Mr. Dillon suggested that the question not be decided before some 
evaluation of the alternative high altitude plan, which relies on inspec-
tion of orbital and sustained space flight missile launchings and radar 
detection. Mr. McCone commented that this alternative plan, which 
would appear comparatively simple to the public, should certainly be 
explored. However, we must keep in mind its effect on our missile test-
ing program and on the ten nation general disarmament negotiations 
in Geneva. Mr. Dillon pointed out that we had presented this proposal 
already in the 10- Nation meeting.

It was agreed that a principals meeting be held, Tuesday, May 10, 
to further discuss our position on high altitude testing in view of the 
Defense presentation.

Proceeding to a discussion of the proposed agreement on a mor-
atorium on underground testing below the threshold, Mr. Dillon com-
mented that our position had been decided at Camp David as being one 
to two years. According to Mr. Northrup, AFTAC believes that the Berkner 
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Panel objectives for improvement in the capabilities of the detection 
system can be attained in three years. But there will be some significant 
progress within six to twelve months. Mr. Dillon  compared the Soviet 
proposal of a moratorium lasting 4–5 years with the 1–2 year morato-
rium proposed by the US and UK. He pointed out that British at Camp 
David had indicated readiness to accept a three year term and said that 
we must be prepared for British support of three years as a practical 
compromise. Mr. Gates and Mr. McCone said they saw no reason for any-
thing more than a unilateral declaration as to voluntary suspension of 
tests until such time as research programs on improved detection meth-
ods would show significant results. No definite time should be set. Mr. 
McCone thought some conclusive results would be obtained from three 
scheduled firings this year. Mr. Gates expressed belief that the program 
would take four to five years. He proposed that each of the participat-
ing nations make a unilateral declaration as to the length of time of 
the moratorium it will abide by. Mr. McCone distributed three Atomic 
Energy Commission papers concerning the proposed research pro-
gram, “U.S. Position Relative to our Course of Action at the End of the 
Coordinated Research and Development Program” (TAB A), “Primary 
U.S. Position on Safeguards Concerning Use of Nuclear Explosions in 
the Seismic Improvement Program” (TAB B), and “Fallback U.S. Posi-
tion” (TAB C). He urged that the United States clearly state its objectives 
in regard to the research program. There had been an unfortunate fail-
ure in the past in this regard. At the 1958 Experts meeting, we agreed 
that complete suspension of tests was feasible based upon 90% identifi-
cation capability at the 5KT yield equivalent level.  Secretary Dulles and 
Secretary Quarles, however, believed that the Soviets would not accept 
a sufficient number of on- site inspections, and that a threshold, under 
which tests under the threshold would be permitted, would result. 
This belief was not quite borne out, however. Therefore we should very 
clearly state that the purpose of the coordinated research program will 
be improvement of detection capabilities and a determination whether 
or not a threshold will continue to be necessary. Khrushchev and Tsara-
pkin seem to presuppose that a system having complete capability can 
be devised. We must make sure that the stated objectives of the research 
program take into account the  possibility of a conclusion that a thresh-
old will continue to be necessary. Mr. Sullivan asked for an estimate as 
to time necessary to make significant progress in detection of under-
ground events. Mr. Northrup replied, 3 to 5 years. But some very import-
ant information can be developed this year and some more next year, at 
least to the extent of guidelines as to what will be eventually possible.

Mr. Knight raised the question of inspections below the threshold. 
Mr. McCone distributed an Atomic Energy Commission paper, “U.S. 
Position on the Quota” (TAB D). He stressed that the number below 
the threshold must be based on a political determination. The number 
of 50 has been suggested, because the total annual number of natural 
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events in the Soviet Union below 4.75 magnitude is estimate at 500. 
However, AEC would not hold to this number. Dr. Scoville raised the 
possibility of one interchangeable quota covering all events above and 
below the threshold. Mr. Gates expressed opposition to this approach 
since it would serve to negate our established principle against formal 
agreement in environments where there are no adequate safeguards. 
Until three years of research and development is completed, we will 
not know whether we can adequately detect events below the thresh-
old. Therefore, there should be no connection between the agreement 
to ban tests above 4.75 and the unilateral voluntary moratorium on 
tests below. Mr. Northrup stressed the difficulty of exact determination 
of magnitude, and stated his belief that a degree of interchangeabil-
ity would result from this. He expressed hope that the seismic sys-
tem would not be assigned the task of determining exact magnitude. 
Mr. McCone advised that the quotas above and below the threshold 
be kept strictly separate in negotiation; in practice cases might arise 
where an event slightly below the threshold is inspected out of the 
quota for events above. Mr. Dillon commented that we should make it 
plain that the quota below the threshold is not tied to a technical deter-
mination. Otherwise, when a technical determination can finally be 
made, parties might argue against an adjustment. Mr. Gates suggested 
that we either require no inspections at all below the threshold or settle 
for a small token number that would be only part of the research pro-
gram. Mr. McCone cited the Rand study to the effect that an increase 
of control posts in the Soviet Union from 21 to 30 and a relocation to 
more favorable sites could materially increase detection capabilities. 
He suggested that any US–UK compromise in regard to the quota for 
inspections above the threshold be accompanied by an agreement to 
effect the changes suggested by the study. He went on to stress the 
need for consideration of a temporary detection system which will 
quickly afford some capability after signing of a treaty. Such a sys-
tem should permit immediate use of our inspection quota. Mr. Dillon 
asked for comments on the Peaceful Uses paper. (TAB B). Mr. Gates 
and Mr. McCone stated that they do not agree with any plan involving 
disclosure of devices. Mr. McCone expressed concern about the legal 
problem involved and about the problem of disclosure to Nth powers.

Mr. Gates returning to the subject of development of detection 
capabilities, commented that this program could afford opportunity 
for weapons development. Two underground tests and one high alti-
tude test could result in an improvement of 6 to 1 in the effectiveness 
of the Minuteman. There would also be a significant reduction in the 
need for nuclear materials. Mr. McCone stressed the dramatic improve-
ments in nuclear weaponry which both the Soviets and ourselves are 
capable of making by engaging in a relatively small number of tests. 
He promised to bring a chart to the meeting of May 10 to illustrate this 
point. There are estimates to the effect that the Soviets could ensure a 
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25 to 1 improvement in efficiency of their 50 megaton nuclear weapons 
by engaging in just two high altitude tests and one underground test. 
Smaller weapons are also capable of dramatic improvement in yield 
and flexibility with just a few underground tests.

Tab A

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Commission

U.S. POSITION RELATIVE TO OUR COURSE OF ACTION AT 
THE END OF THE COORDINATED RESEARCH AND  
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

1. The United States should insist that, as a result of a coordinated 
research and development program, it will determine: whether the 
Geneva system, improved as appears feasible, can provide a reliable 
monitoring arrangement for all underground testing; and if not the 
modifications that are practical to permit greater effectiveness, and, 
hence, a lowering of the threshold. In reaching its conclusions it will 
consider both normal firings and decoupled firings. Thereafter the 
United States would agree to revise the treaty to preclude all testing 
which can be adequately monitored by the control system incorporat-
ing such modifications as have been revealed necessary and are agreed. 
The United States would feel free to resume the conduct of tests which 
the monitoring system cannot effectively control.

2. Naturally, should either of the other two nuclear powers resume 
nuclear weapons testing during the period of the unilateral morato-
rium, the United States would feel it necessary to take similar action.

Tab B

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Commission

PRIMARY U.S. POSITION ON SAFEGUARDS CONCERNING USE  
OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS IN THE SEISMIC  
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

It is necessary to avoid a situation where the Soviets could use the 
seismic improvement program as a means of carrying out continuous 
weapon development, or a situation where our own intentions could be 
misunderstood. After weighing all courses, we believe the best way to 
meet this problem is for the U.S. and U.K. to propose at the earliest pos-
sible time that the three powers agree that any devices used by them for 
this program will be deposited as black boxes within an agreed very short 
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period of time, and that these, and only these, devices will be used for this 
program. Specifically we believe that the U.S.–U.K. proposal should call 
for agreement by the three powers on the following restrictions:

a. The parties to announce they will use only proven designs for 
the program;

b. The black boxes will be deposited by each party, within the 
shortest possible time (say by August 15) in storage within its own ter-
ritory but under such surveillance by the others (or by an international 
group) as is required to prevent modification or substitution;

c. Observation of all aspects of the firing and its instrumentation, 
except the internals of the devices, will be permitted to the other parties;

d. No diagnostic instrumentation will be permitted at the zero 
point.

Tab C

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Commission

U.S. FALLBACK POSITION ON SAFEGUARDS CONCERNING  
USE OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS IN THE SEISMIC  
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

If the Soviets will not declare their agreement to conduct any 
nuclear portion of their program under the procedures outlined in the 
U.S. primary position (black box deposits, observation of firings, etc.), 
the U.S. and U.K. should announce that we intend to proceed with our 
programs and under the conditions stated. Simultaneously, the U.S.–
U.K. should declare that, if the USSR later, either announces nuclear 
firings or if detonations are detected, we must assume that these are 
firings for weapon development, and we shall consider ourselves free 
to undertake such firings as we believe as we believe are necessary to 
avoid possible loss in relative nuclear position.

Tab D

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Commission

U.S. POSITION ON THE QUOTA

1. With regard to events of over 4.75 the United States should hold 
to the annual level of inspections already proposed, namely, 20% of all 
events located or 30% of all events unidentified by U.S. criteria, either 
of which is estimated to be about 20 inspections a year in the USSR. The 
treaty should make clear that both the initial and the periodically revised 
annual number of inspections are a technical determination and will bear 
an agreed relationship to scientific facts and the capability of the system.
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2. The allowable number of inspections for events under the 4.75 
quota must be a number politically taken. We believe that the United 
States should insist on approximately 50 if the Geneva network is that 
to be installed. Based on recent estimates this would approximate 10% 
of the annual number of natural events under 4.75 which occur annu-
ally in the USSR.

3. As a matter of principle if there is to be a lesser number of inspec-
tions accepted by the United States it should be only upon reaching an 
agreement that comparable improvement of the system initially called 
for is agreed by the Soviets. This gain could come through:

a. Increasing somewhat the number of stations above the 21 now 
contemplated by the US–UK for the USSR, and

b. Permitting the US–UK to make locations in the most favorable 
areas.

4. So that the system can be most effective even in the short term, 
we should insist also on the following:

a. The right of the US–UK to install as quickly as possible tempo-
rary stations in the USSR with the USSR having comparable rights for 
territory we control.

b. The US–UK to have the right to inspect any event detected by 
the temporary system until such time as the permanent system has 
such capability as to allow the permanent criteria to apply.

564. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, May 10, 1960

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

See attached list (Tab A)

Secretary Herter began with a discussion of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission paper, as amended, on safeguards concerning use of nuclear 
explosions in the seismic improvement program, which had been 

1 Source: Detection of nuclear tests and missile launches, inspections. Secret. 8 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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 distributed at the Meeting of Principals of May 5 (Tab B). The “black 
box” principal is a controversial one, but there are arguments in favor of 
it, the Secretary said. It will assure that the research program is not used 
by the original parties as a means of carrying out weapons development. 
It will obviate the necessity of declassifying devices which might have 
served to increase the nuclear capability of other States. Mr. McCone 
pointed out that the devices which we might be free to declassify would 
be uneconomic ones requiring tremendous amounts of material. Fur-
thermore, a coordinated program involving detonation of devices pre-
viously deposited in “black boxes” would get around legal problems. 
Under present law, for example, any nuclear device transported into the 
United States automatically becomes the property of the United States 
and receives a “restricted classification”. These provisions of law would 
also be likely to preclude a possible exchange with the Soviets of devices 
contained in “black boxes”, as requested by Mr. Herter. Transportation 
and handling within the United States of foreign devices of unknown 
design would also involve an unconscionable safety risk.

Mr. Herter requested suggestions on making the “black box” 
approach more acceptable to the Soviets. Dr. Kistiakowsky reported 
that Sir William Penney had told him about some ancient U.K. devices 
which perhaps might be declassified for use in the research program. 
He asked about any legal problems which import of such devices into 
the United States could cause. Mr. McCone replied that, under the law, 
the devices will become the property of the United States. He offered 
to initiate immediate consultation or to use of the U.S. devices between 
General Starbird, now in London, and the British. Mr. Herter expressed 
approval of this idea. It was agreed that the AEC position on safeguards 
be adopted.

Turing to the problem of high altitude detection, Mr. Herter briefly 
reviewed the report on capabilities which had been presented by ARPA at 
the May 5th Meeting of Principals. Mr. Gates commented that the report 
showed a violator would find it increasingly difficult to test, as succes-
sive components of the 1.3 billion dollar system are installed, but that he 
might, with sufficient expenditure, have the capability for doing so, even 
with all components in operation. He would be able to obtain valuable 
information on yield even from a distance of many millions of miles in 
space. Mr. Herter asked whether the Midas satellite would contain equip-
ment useful for detection. Mr. Gates replied that that Midas could not 
be expected to do the work of ten or more satellites as envisioned in the 
ARPA report. Dr. Kistiakowsky referred to the Report of the High Altitude 
Experts of July 1959 which found that it is technically feasible by means 
of a system of optical detectors installed at ground control posts to detect 
a one-kiloton explosion up to 100,000 KM during the day, and 300,000 
KM at night. Use of florescence, electromagnetic and radiation equip-
ment installed in ground posts, supplemented by the Argus satellite, 
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would afford capability up to 100,000 KM. We have the knowledge to 
set up a system effective to 100,000 KM now. Above that, a more collabo-
rate system would, of course, be needed. But the Department of Defense 
position that we cannot now provide a reliable system of control above 
the sensible atmosphere is to be questioned. Mr. Dillon commented that, 
in view of the ability of a ground-based system to detect events in the 
50,000 to 100,000 mile range, we might be able to suggest a high altitude 
detection system effective to that range, combined with a plan for pre-
launch inspection of orbital and sustained space flight missiles. Radar 
would be employed for detecting any clandestine launching. If a party 
has launched a missile above a prescribed altitude without having sub-
jected it to inspection, it would be assumed that a weapons test has been 
conducted. Mr. Herter expressed concern that the Soviets would state that 
introduction of an alternate concept is a repudiation of the high altitude 
experts report. Mr. Dillon replied that the tremendous costs, which still 
would fail to produce a completely reliable system, constitute a good 
argument for seeking an alternative. Dr. Kistiakowsky reaffirmed that the 
full network of 180 control posts equipped in accordance the experts’ 
agreement would give coverage up to 100,000 KM.

Dr. Northrup commented that, in connection with project Vela, 
he had received a time and cost estimate from United Electrodynam-
ics Corporation for installation of the 22 control posts in the area of 
the Soviet Union. If there are 100 arrays at each station, the time esti-
mate is five years; the estimated cost, one to five  billion dollars. The 
group expressed astonishment at these estimates. Mr. McCone quoted 
Dr. Bethe as estimating the cost of 600 unmanned augmenting stations 
as only sixty million dollars. Dr.  Northrup replied that no realistic esti-
mate had yet been made as to cost of unmanned stations. He recom-
mended a study of costs and of problems involved in installing element 
arrays at remote stations. The “housekeeping” costs after establishment 
of a control post are also a large factor. Mr. Gates suggested that the 
U.S. Delegation stress all those uncertainties and mention the need for 
a year of joint and unilateral research on the problems of time and cost 
of installations and on imperfections. He stressed the need for expert 
advice on costs. Mr. Herter agreed that research is badly needed.

Dr. Northrup replied that an engineering study of the proposed 
22 stations in the USSR has laid the groundwork for a more careful 
estimate than the one he had cited. It would be possible to extrapolate 
the results to the 180 stations planned all over the world. Mr. McCone 
suggested that a paper be prepared for the President. Gen. Roderhauser 
stated that decision to have 30 arrays at each station rather than 100 
would cause a revision in the cost estimates. An estimate as to savings 
and as to changes in capability resulting from such a decision could 
be given to the President. He stressed the expense of connecting up 
arrays. Dr. Northrup promised a more realistic estimate than “one to 
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five billion dollars” within two days. Mr. Gates commented that a more 
exact estimate as to time is just as necessary. Dr. Northrup described 
“five years” as a “thumb sketch” estimate. The problems of construct-
ing, for example, air fields in the Arctic should not be underestimated. 
A better estimate will be ready soon. Mr. McCone raised the possibility 
of the organization’s requiring a private communications system. Dr. 
Northrup commented that the cost of such a system has not been spe-
cifically estimated, but it was taken into consideration when the total 
estimate was made.

Returning to the specific subject of high altitude, Mr. Gates sug-
gested we could talk about a goal: no further tests which might cause 
fall-out. That would be well within 100,000 KM. General Potts estimated 
the necessary distance at 15,000 KM. He pointed out a problem in con-
nection with a high altitude threshold; the uncertainty in determina-
tion of distance of a missile firing. It would, for instance, be difficult 
to prove that a ban on tests up to 25,000 KM had or had not been vio-
lated by a missile which travelled to 24,000 or 26,000 KM. Mr. McCone 
recommended that, in view of so many uncertainties, main reliance 
must be placed on a system of pre-launch inspection of missiles. Even 
though there are problems in connection with Soviet inspection of our 
missiles on our territory, he could see no better way of dealing with 
the high altitude problem. Dr. Kistiakowsky and Mr. McCone assured 
Mr. Herter that it would be possible to inspect adequately a missile to 
determine whether it contains fissionable materials. Mr. Irwin pointed 
out the other problem: to detect a clandestine missile launching. Mr. 
Sullivan stated that technical discussion would probably have to follow 
a United States proposal of an alternate high altitude detection system. 
Mr. Dillon restated the two principal problems: (1) how to conduct a 
pre-launch inspection of missiles; and (2) how to ensure, by means of 
a Midas satellite or radar, or other means, that any clandestine launch-
ing is discovered. Mr. Irwin expressed the belief that the Midas satellite 
would be able to detect a missile launching anywhere in the world. 
Defense is now spending a considerable amount to attempt to assure 
the success of the Midas. Mr. McCone promised an immediate AEC 
study of the problem of pre-launch inspection. Mr. Sullivan urged that 
the alternate high altitude proposal be tabled as soon as possible, if it is 
to be offered. Since a departure from the experts report is involved, it is 
up to the United States to make the move. The group agreed that, pend-
ing completion of necessary studies, the United States position remains 
simply as stated in the threshold proposal of February 11, i.e., that all 
tests up to the greatest heights to which effective controls can now be 
agreed, should be banned.

Turning to the subject of quotas, Mr. Herter reviewed the paper pre-
sented by AEC at the Meeting of Principals of May 5. (Tab C) Mr. McCone 
proposed that we continue to insist on 20 or 21 annual inspections of 
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events above 4.75 magnitude, based on a technical determination. As 
for events below the threshold, there should be 50 inspections based on 
a political determination. The figure 50 just happens to be ten percent 
of estimated events. In view of the number of years which will elapse 
before a complete system is installed— perhaps 5½ years—there is a real 
problem involved in applying the quota during the interim period. Per-
haps some seismic stations can quickly be set up; perhaps the AFTAC 
complex of stations can give notice of suspicious events. Mr. Dillon also 
stressed the importance of making it plain that the quota above the 
threshold and that below the threshold are based on entirely different 
considerations. Mr. Herter suggested no inspections take place below the 
threshold. If there are such, it might prejudice the cut-off on the mora-
torium after two years, since everyone will have become accustomed to 
the prescribed inspection arrangement as constituting adequate controls 
over events below the threshold. Mr. McCone expressed preference for 
having some inspections. At the end of two years of research, he said 
it will be possible to exercise better judgment as to whether it may be 
possible to control a comprehensive treaty or whether the threshold can 
be reduced to, say 4.25 or whether, in view of decoupling possibilities, 
the present threshold is the minimum which can effectively be con-
trolled. Mr. Irwin asked whether seismologists ever expect to be able to 
identify a nuclear event positively. Dr. Northrup answered in the nega-
tive; the best that can be expected is a substantial reduction in uniden-
tified events. At this time, it is also not possible to distinguish a nuclear 
explosion from a chemical explosion. Mr. Irwin advocated taking a firm 
position on what still remains to be done to improve the detection and 
identification system as far as feasible. We should agree to a moratorium 
of two years. At the end of that, a threshold should be set at a magni-
tude which is then considered subject to effective control. Mr. McCone 
agreed. He recalled that at the 1958 beginning of the negotiations we had 
agreed to a comprehensive test ban based on an expected report which 
only envisioned 90 percent identification capability at the 5 KT level. He 
had agreed to this only upon being persuaded that the Soviets would 
prefer a threshold to a comprehensive ban, when the great number of 
on-site inspections necessary to control the comprehensive ban would 
be revealed. But matters had turned out differently. Mr. Herter pointed 
out that the threshold now proposed is at the 20 KT level. It might be 
said that our attitude has stiffened, rather than wondered. Mr. McCone 
urged that we notify the U.K. and our delegation that the moratorium 
and concurrent research program are aimed at making a final choice as to 
a threshold. He stated his impression that the  Soviets and the U.K. have a 
different concept, neither envisioning that there will be any further tests 
under any circumstances. He wanted it understood that, if there are no  
improvements in detection capabilities, the threshold will be 4.75. 
Mr. Herter expressed belief that everyone agrees to this. If research does 
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not lead to improvements within two years, the Government would 
certainly not submit to the Senate a treaty providing for a comprehen-
sive ban. Mr. McCone asked whether Selwyn Lloyd understands our 
approach. Mr. Irwin stated the belief that Selwyn Lloyd understands, but 
does not agree. Mr. Dillon commented that the U.K. perhaps hopes to 
persuade us to its viewpoint. Mr. Irwin urged that, on remaining issues of 
substance, no more concessions be offered to the Soviets just for the sake 
of a successful conclusion to the negotiations. Mr. Herter remarked that 
our discussions with the U.K. have never departed from the principles 
expressed by this group.

Dr. Latter then briefed the group on the Rand study of possibilities 
for increasing the effectiveness of control posts in  identifying seismic 
events. About 100 earthquakes above 4.75 magnitude occur annually in 
the Soviet Union, Dr. Latter said. All of them can be detected by the net of 
21 control posts as now arranged to be established on the land territory 
of the Soviet Union. Through a study of the nature of the first motion 
and unofficially based upon identification of four clearly recorded first 
motions, the Geneva experts believed it possible to identify 48 earth-
quakes, leaving 60 which could be suspected of being nuclear events.

In the course of the Rand study, it was first of all discovered that 
the criteria of the Geneva experts could not be fully justified. Fuzzy 
signals, emanating from a distance of 2500 to 3500 KM, might result in 
identification of a nuclear explosion as an earthquake. It was then dis-
covered that relocation of control posts, so as to supply some concen-
tration in that 5 percent of the land area of the Soviet Union in which 80 
to 90 percent of earthquakes occur, would not only remove the [illegi-
ble in the original] mentioned above but would substantially increase 
the effectiveness of the system in identifying earthquakes. If the num-
ber of control posts set by the experts—21—were to be redistributed 
so that it would not be likely to be necessary to  consider data emanat-
ing from a distance of more than 1100 KM, all but 12 to 15 percent of 
earthquakes could be positively identified as such. It will be necessary 
to identify only two motions instead of four. Of course, such a redis-
tribution might result in losses of detection capability for methods of 
detection other than the seismic. The Rand study also encompassed 
the probable effects of adding stations to the Geneva set. An addition 
of four stations, placed near seismic areas, would result in identifica-
tion of all but 20 percent of detected earthquakes; an addition of nine 
stations would result in identification of all but 10 percent.

The Rand Study also encompassed earthquakes exceeding magni-
tude 4.4 (5 kilotons Rainier coupling). There are 220 of these annually in 
the Soviet Union, of which 150 would remain unidentified after appli-
cation of present criteria. Relocation of 21 control posts would result in 
identification of all but 45 earthquakes. Addition of four control posts 
would result in identification of all but 75; addition of 9 stations, all 
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but 35. The principal earthquake areas in the Soviet Union are the Pumir 
Mountains, Kamchatska, Sakhalin and the Urals. Dr.  Latter concluded 
that the principle of unrestricted location and relocation of control posts 
is a very important one.

In answer to Mr. Herter’s question, Dr. Latter replied that it would 
be possible to determine the size of an event. He also explained that 
the study was based on the Nevada-type nuclear detonation in tuff. In 
his best judgment, an explosion in salt produces a signal reduced by a 
factor of two or three. Mr. Herter said, nevertheless, this study points 
to possibilities for tremendous advances in identification. Mr. McCone 
remarked that it points to possibilities for bargaining a reduction in 
onsite inspections against an increase and/or free relocation of con-
trol posts. Dr. Northrup commented that the proposed Rand system 
would also result in location of an event within a smaller area than 
the 50 to 200 square miles on which the Geneva experts based their 
recommendations.

Tab A

List of Participants 

Participants of Meeting of Principals on Nuclear Test Negotiations  
on May 10, 1960

Department of State:

Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
S/AE—Mr. Farley, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Spiers, Mr. Baker, Mr. Gotzlinger
S/S—Mr. Lau
SOV—Mr. Dubs

White House:
Dr. Kistiakowsky, Mr. Gray, Mr. Sochler

AEC:
Mr. McCone, Dr. English

CIA:
Mr. Dulles, Dr. Scoville

DOD:
Secretary Gates
Mr. Irwin, Gen. Dabnoy, Gen. Potts, Gen. Roderhauser, Dr. Northrup, Mr. Ranier,  

Col. Brundage, Dr. Latter, Dr. Karzac, Lcdr. Chandler
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Tab B

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Commission

Primary U.S. Position on Safeguards or Concerning Use of Nuclear 
Explosions in the Seismic Improvement Program

It is necessary to avoid a situation where the Soviets could use the 
seismic improvement program as a means of carrying out continuous 
weapon development or a situation where our own intentions could 
be misunderstood. After weighing all courses, we believe the best 
way to meet this problem is for the U.S. and the U.K. to propose at 
the earliest possible time that the three powers agree that any devices 
used by them for this program will be deposited as “black boxes” 
within an agreed very short period of time, and that these and only 
these devices will be used for this program. Specifically, we believe 
that the U.S.–U.K. proposal should call for agreement by the three 
powers on the following restrictions:

a. The parties to announce they will use only proven designs for 
the program;

b. The “black boxes” will be deposited by each party, within the 
shortest possible time (say by August 15) in storage within its own ter-
ritory but under such surveillance by the others (or by an international 
group) as is required to prevent modification or substitution;

c. Observation of all aspects of the firing and its instrumentation, 
except the internals of the devices, will be permitted to the other par-
ties; and

d. No diagnostic instrumentation will be permitted at the zero 
point, except specified yield measurements.

Tab C

Paper Prepared in the Atomic Energy Agency

U.S. Position on the Quota

1. With regard to events of over 4.75, the U.S. should hold to the 
annual level of inspections already proposed, namely 20 percent of all 
events located or 30 percent of all events unidentified by U.S. criteria, 
either of which is estimated to be about 20 inspections a year in the 
USSR. The Treaty should make clear that both the initial and the peri-
odically revised annual number of interventions are a technical deter-
mination and will bear an agreed relationship to scientific facts and the 
capability of the system.

2. The allowable number of inspections for events under the 4.75 
quota must be a number politically taken. We believe that the U.S. 
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should insist on approximately 50 if the Geneva network is that to be 
installed. Based on recent estimates, this would approximate 10  percent 
of the annual number of natural events under 4.75 which occur annu-
ally in the USSR.

3. As a matter of principle, if there is to be a lesser number of 
inspections accepted by the U.S., it should be only upon reaching an 
agreement that comparable improvement of the system initially called 
for is agreed by the Soviets. This gain could come through:

a. Increasing somewhat the number of stations above the 21 to 30 
now contemplated by the U.S.–U.K. for the USSR; and 

b. Permitting the U.S.–UK. to make locations in the most favorable 
areas.

4. So that the system can be most effective, even in the short term, 
we should insist also on the following:

a. The right of the U.S.–U.K. to install, as quickly as possible, tem-
porary stations in the USSR with the USSR having comparable rights 
for territory we control; and

b. The U.S.–U.K. to have the right to inspect, within the quota, any 
event detected by the temporary system until such time as the perma-
nent system has such capability as to allow the permanent criteria to 
apply.

565. Memorandum for the Record by Kistiakowsky1

June 6, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

As I shall be accompanying the President on his Far Eastern trip, 
I have prepared the following comments on several technical aspects of 
the Nuclear Weapons Test Cessation problem as guidance to Mr. Keeny 
of my office in the event that he attends a Principals meeting as an 
observer during my absence.

1 Source: Comments on technical aspects of nuclear weapons tests cessation. Secret; 
Eyes Only. 4 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology.
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I. The Underground Detection Problem.

The Soviet delegates in Geneva have refused to agree with our 
plans to include decoupled explosions as well as small (below about 
1 KT) tamped nuclear explosions in the seismic research program, 
claiming that these do not contribute to the improvement of the system 
and/or are a subterfuge aimed at the resumption of development of 
small tactical weapons.

While I strongly feel that we should continue with a seismic improve-
ment program, if necessary on a unilateral basis, I have misgivings about 
proceeding on a unilateral basis with the present Vela program, particu-
larly with safeguards based on the “black box” approach. My reasons for 
this misgiving are that the nuclear tests in the Vela program discussed 
in paragraphs (a) to (c) below are technically not all indispensable and 
could be modified to meet some of the Soviet criticisms without dam-
aging seriously our program. Therefore, if we proceed on this program 
with “black box” safeguards, we may invite world- wide criticism that 
we are using a subterfuge in order to resume weapons tests. This possi-
bility should certainly be taken into account before deciding to proceed 
with the present Vela program of nuclear explosions.

In considering this problem, it should be noted that the Ad Hoc 
Panel which reviewed the Vela program, presented by us at Geneva, 
was not instructed to reduce the number of nuclear explosions to the 
technically indispensable minimum and therefore accepted AEC–DOD 
plans for twelve nuclear explosions as contributing technically to the 
program. Several component issues are involved here, which I will con-
sider separately below.

(a) Tamped explosions. The program to study the effect of envi-
ronment and yield on tamped nuclear explosions includes shots of 1 
KT and ¼ KT yield. I discussed the matter with three members of the 
above mentioned Ad Hoc Panel; they feel that these shots could be 
done chemically or even eliminated without seriously impairing the 
program, but emphasize that some other members of the panel might 
well take a different view. It is an issue on which no technical unanimity 
is likely to be achieved.

A special problem is presented by the earliest scheduled shot, 
“Lollipop,” (5 KT) to be fired in September. It has come to my atten-
tion that the Department of Defense is constructing extensive under-
ground installations in close proximity to the locus of this explosion 
for “weapons- effects tests,” (i.e. to determine the effects on different 
types of construction for hardened missile sites). Whether this use of 
the seismic improvement program would be accepted by world opin-
ion, I do not care to estimate, but am sure that the existence or intent 
of the installations could not be kept secret, especially if UN or USSR 
observers are present there.
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(b) Decoupled explosions. In addition to one large (10 to 20 KT) 
partially decoupled explosion, the program includes 0.1 KT, 0.5 KT 
and 2.0 KT decoupled or partially decoupled explosions as well as a 
[illegible in the original] KT tamped calibration explosion. The princi-
pal reasons for the small yields chosen are that smaller underground 
holes can be used, reducing construction time and cost. However, the 
explosions are so small that they might yield only incomplete technical 
information relating to possible methods of detecting and identifying 
decoupled explosions. It should be emphasized that the Geneva sys-
tem, even after substantial improvements and some expansion, can-
not be expected to detect such small decoupled explosions. Therefore, 
unfriendly minds could denounce them as a program for developing 
techniques for evasion of monitoring. The panel members with whom I 
discussed the issue feel that, for instance, a single, fully decoupled 5 KT 
shot would be more instructive as far as possible improvements are 
concerned than the present program, but they emphasize that this will 
entail a significant delay and that such a modified program will prob-
ably be objected to by some members of the Panel. It is probable that 
the Panel would be unanimous in insisting from the technical point of 
view that, as a minimum, one or two decoupled shots of perhaps 5 KT 
be included in the program, as otherwise no information on means of 
detection of decoupled explosions will be forthcoming because chemi-
cal explosives cannot be used for this purpose.

(c) Safeguards for nuclear explosions present a serious problem 
because of the flat rejection of the “black box” plan by the Soviets. If 
our program is reoriented to include only explosions of a size of a few 
KT and larger, it should be possible, technically and I believe legally, to 
resort, if a compromise is sought, to one of the following schemes: (i) to 
use UK weapons which were developed prior to the US–UK bilateral 
agreement. These could be inspected by US and USSR on UK soil, then 
sealed into “black boxes” and imported into USA. (ii) to use devices 
based on the old US “gun type” design, which could be inspected by 
the USSR and UK after declassification. As this design requires a large 
amount of U–235 and is extremely inefficient, its declassification would 
be of only very limited value to any nation attempting to join “the 
club.” The cost to us of these devices will be small compared to the total 
costs of the Vela program, although larger than in the case of implosion 
weapons. Whether the political problems involved in either of these 
proposals can be resolved, I do not know.

(d) The estimate of the cost of the monitoring system in the USSR 
was mentioned at the Joint Committee hearing and at the Principals 
meeting as $1–5 billion. I have not been able to discover any founda-
tion for this figure. The relevant report of United Electrodynamics to 
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AFTAC gives only the figure of $75 to $128 million for the installation 
of arrays of seismometers at 22 stations in the USSR. It does not include 
other costs, such as logistic support system, other equipment, housing 
and communications to the World Control Center at Vienna. I under-
stand that United Electrodynamics has recently unofficially estimated 
the total cost for USSR at $750 million (which included allowance for 
nuclear testing of system). This figure is much in doubt and is much 
higher than the corresponding figure given in the estimate prepared 
by AFTAC.

II. The High Altitude Detection Problem.

As you may recall, the experts in Geneva agreed on the feasibility of 
monitoring high altitude weapons tests through a fantastically complex 
system, including ground- based instruments, low- altitude satellites, 
high- altitude satellites and solar satellites. The DOD briefing given to 
the Principals presented an especially pessimistic (and not wholly cor-
rect) assessment of some features of this plan. I understand that certain 
of the pessimistic conclusions on the time of availability of X- ray detec-
tion are now being modified as a result of a review by the OSD Ad Hoc 
Committee on High Altitude Detection. More significantly, however it 
now appears that the cost of a satellite high altitude detection system 
may be greatly reduced as a result of work by  Lockheed Corporation. 
This idea makes use of the fact that fission fragments from explosions 
relatively close to the earth would be mechanically trapped in the 
upper atmosphere and would radiate gamma rays for an appreciable 
time. This would permit the substitution of four low- altitude (500 km) 
satellites for a larger number of high- altitude satellites. Satellites of 
this type with somewhat simplified X- ray equipment for deep space 
detection could probably be available in two or three years. When more 
sophisticated X- ray equipment becomes available, this system would 
have essentially the same capabilities as the high- altitude satellite sys-
tem described by the DOD. The cost for this type system would be in 
the $100 million class rather than in the $1 billion class. A definitive 
analysis of this plan should be available by mid- June, but it looks most 
promising. I might add that low- altitude satellites were a part of the 
Geneva plan and the new scheme merely makes the rest of the plan 
unnecessary, unless one wants to go to the so- called “solar satellites” 
to monitor nuclear explosions behind the sun and to force a violator to 
more complicated shielding devices. My guess is that one could have a 
moratorium on such tests in deep space for quite a few years without 
fear of evasion, because of the great costs and difficulties of carrying 
out such weapons tests.
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566. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, June 9, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

See attached list. (Page 13)

Secretary Herter suggested that the discussion be based on the 
memorandum, subject: “Course of Action in Nuclear Test Negotia-
tions”, dated June 7, 1960 (TAB A). Particular attention might be paid 
to the problem of safeguarding nuclear explosions used in the research 
program to ensure against their use for weapons development, and to 
the problem of high altitude detection. He expressed regret at the fact 
that the Soviets have seen fit to disavow the statements of their scien-
tists at the recent meetings of the Seismic Research Program Advisory 
Groups by denying plans to take part in any coordinated research pro-
gram for the purpose of verifying or revising the recommendations of 
the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts. Since any declared moratorium 
is conditioned on agreement as to a coordinated research program, the 
moratorium concept is endangered.

Mr. Farley summarized Soviet objections to the United States- 
suggested co- ordinated research program as follows: Too large a num-
ber of nuclear tests, especially small yield tests; study of decoupling 
which is unnecessary and undesirable; lack of sufficient safeguards, 
such as internal inspection, for ensuring that devices are not being 
exploded for the purpose of weapons development.

Mr. Herter remarked that these objections are much like Soviet 
objections to our “Plowshare” program of nuclear tests for peaceful 
purposes. He called on Mr. McCone to present results of his study as 
to legal means by which satisfactory safeguards for ensuring against 
weapons development might be offered.

Mr. McCone responded that the devising of a satisfactory plan 
presented considerable difficulties. While it is necessary to operate 
a sophisticated array of instruments in order to secure really useful 
weapons information, any explosion will give at least a “go- no go” 

1 Source: Safeguarding seismic research explosions, high altitude detection. Secret; 
Restricted Data. 13 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records 
of the Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, RD- Test Ban Question.
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result and might to that extent supply some information of value for 
weapons development. Therefore, he continued, the possibility of 
opening the devices for internal inspection has been considered. To do 
so, in  accordance with the Atomic Energy Act, the AEC must declas-
sify the needed devices. Such declassification might make the device 
available to countries other than the three nuclear powers, and would 
thus defeat one of the major purposes of a treaty; i.e., the prevention 
of dissemination of nuclear weapons information. The use of U.K. and 
Soviet devices has also been considered. But the AEC would find it 
most difficult, under this alternative, to fulfill its statutory responsibil-
ity for safety of atomic devices. Mr. Herter suggested that UK devices 
be examined internally in the UK and, then, in transport to the U.S. and 
thereafter, be handled as are our devices. Mr. McCone remarked that 
this would involve quite a cumbersome disassembling and reassem-
bling procedure. Besides, it is doubtful whether the U.K. is in posses-
sion of devices which could be so used with a range of yields necessary 
for the research program.

Dr. Kistiakowsky suggested that we declassify some old gun- type 
devices of our own; such devices as would not be likely to assist 
another country in achieving nuclear capability. Mr. McCone wondered 
whether such a device would supply the range of yields necessary for 
the research program. Dr. English stated that there might be old gun- 
type devices which could be specially altered for the purpose of giving 
the required yield, but that such alteration would be a difficult task. 
They could not be fabricated to yield less than one kiloton. Mr. McCone 
said that the Kistiakowsky suggestion could be considered. Dr. Kistia-
kowsky expressed his belief that use of old gun- type devices, though 
perhaps not as ideal for the research program as use of sophisticated 
small devices, might be adequate and would be easier to defend from 
the political standpoint, since there could hardly be suspicion of use for 
weapons development purposes. Mr. Herter asked whether the number 
and size of shots planned for the VELA program was a fixed determina-
tion from which there should be no departure. Dr. Kistiakowsky replied 
that the Panofsky Panel had been under no instructions to determine a 
minimum number and had, therefore, selected 12 as a desirable num-
ber for an adequate program. He quoted Dr. Panofsky as saying that 
the panel would not be unanimous as to a minimum number and min-
imum range of yield. Mr. McCone defined the objective of declassifica-
tion: To make available old gun- type devices, developed so as to be of 
use for a sufficient number of shots (perhaps a few less than planned 
for VELA) and not likely to be of assistance to any powers seeking to 
develop a nuclear capability. He expressed doubt that any nation with-
out considerable nuclear material resources would be able to make 
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use of the comparatively elaborate and extravagant device using large 
quantities of U–235 which could be developed. He agreed that the very 
small nuclear explosions were not essential, although omitting them 
would require some reorientation of the program. Mr. Herter stressed 
the importance of obtaining scientific advice within the shortest possi-
ble time as to the possibilities of effective use in the research program 
of declassifiable devices, and on the minimum number of nuclear tests 
necessary.

Mr. Northrup announced a meeting to take place next week of the 
Panofsky Panel. It is expected that the Latter brothers and other seis-
mologists will also attend. They are to consider the best distribution 
of yields for nuclear devices to be used in the research program. This 
group can consider the question raised by the Principals. Dr. Kistiakow-
sky defined the question as: The number and yield of devices which 
need to be detonated in order to make worthwhile the research pro-
gram on improvement of detection and identification methods. Part of 
the issue would be the essentiality of detonation of very small devices, 
and whether these could perhaps be replaced. He also suggested that 
everyone connected with the planning for Project VELA be included 
in the group. Mr. Northrup agreed and proposed also the addition of 
Dr. Harold Brown. He expressed confidence that an answer could be 
supplied within a week. Mr. Herter asked Mr. McCone whether he would 
be prepared to accept the guidelines and conclusions of the group of 
scientists. Mr. McCone indicated that he would accept, pointing out that 
he had accepted the recommendations as to Project VELA.

Mr. Northrup reported an inclination toward tests with a yield 
range from one kiloton to 50 kilotons, rather than yield ranges begin-
ning at a fraction of a kiloton, as suggested by the United States at the 
meetings of the Seismic Research Program Advisory Group. However, 
he expressed belief that the need for experimental shots to determine 
the effectiveness of decoupling will be reindorsed by the panel of scien-
tists. Mr. McCone and Mr. Irwin reaffirmed the importance of including 
decoupling in the research program. The study of decoupling is still in 
the theoretical stage. Mr. McCone said that the negotiations would be at 
an impasse if the Soviets do not accept the need for this.

Mr. McCone promised to inform the panel of scientists as to the 
type of devices which can be made available for modification and 
declassification.

Mr. Farley remarked that the problem of dissemination of infor-
mation to nth countries could be resolved by getting Congressional 
relief so that certain devices could be released for the program with-
out being declassified and disseminated. He said that we would be 
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very vulnerable vis- a- vis the Congress if we throw the blame for our 
inability to use open devices on the limitations imposed by domestic 
law, without having first consulted with Congress. Mr. McCone stated 
that the suggestion was worth considering, and that he would discuss 
the matter with the Joint Committee. As to the use of open devices in 
peaceful uses projects, it might be possible for Project Gnome and for 
the Athabasca oil project, but not for the harbor and canal projects, since 
these require devices based on very advanced technology.

Mr. McCone suggested that we dismiss the idea of using U.K. or 
Soviet devices and, instead, attempt to satisfy Soviet objections by 
declassification or legal action. Mr. Herter expressed belief that, when a 
program of seismic improvement is being carried out earnestly and in 
good faith, the scientific group in charge might well decide that a num-
ber of detonations, additional to the minimum agreed number, might 
serve a useful purpose. Therefore, the program should be as flexible as 
possible, and it should be agreed on as soon as possible.

Mr. Farley referred to two other issues on which we hope to obtain 
agreement soon: the parties article and the quota provisions. The for-
mer is designed to ensure, as far as possible, the accession of Red China. 
The U.K. has promised comment on our proposed language for both 
articles. Mr. Herter recalled that, based on the report of the 1958 Confer-
ence of Experts, we have put forward a proposal calling for 20 on- site 
inspections in the Soviet Union for events of magnitude 4.75 or above. 
The Rand Report, summarized at the last meeting of principals on May 
10, has however held out the hope of a reduction in unidentified events, 
based on redistribution and possible addition of control posts.

Mr. Northrup commented that the Rand Report should only be 
considered as offering an interesting direction for further research. It 
is merely a theoretical indication of progress which might be made in a 
research program. He quoted Dr. Richard Latter, who was principally 
responsible for it, as stating that no proposal to reduce the quota should 
be based on this report until a research program establishes the correct-
ness of its conclusions. Mr. McCone advocated that the Rand Report 
not be considered in any way at this time as a basis for policy changes. 
Mr. Herter expressed disappointment that there had been briefings and 
much publicity about this report. Mr. Farley said he understood the 
Rand Report conclusions are no less certain than the conclusions on 
which we based the proposal for 20 inspections on the territory of the 
Soviet Union. Mr. Irwin replied that he understood the Rand Report to 
indicate there might be many more seismic events in the Soviet Union 
than the 100 estimate contained in it. Mr. Northrup reported an AFTAC 
study as determining there are about 120 annual seismic events. He 
pointed out that the efficiency of the system advocated in the Rand 
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Report would be lessened by the use of 30 element arrays instead of 
100 element arrays. A study has indicated the impracticability of using 
100 element arrays in the Soviet Union. Mr. McCone advocated that we 
not base policy on theory not yet supported by experience, and that we 
base our stand on previous determinations while insisting on a seismic 
improvement program, the results of which may lead to adjustment of 
the quota.

In reply to Mr. Irwin’s question as to the status of the formula by 
which we arrive at our quota of 20, Mr. Herter replied that the number 
we adopt would bear a relationship to probable number of events even 
though the relationship might not be explicitly agreed. Mr. Farley said 
that we planned to write a specific number into the treaty, but that this 
would be subject to revision at the end of two years and periodically 
thereafter on the basis of recalculation of number of events and other 
factors.

Dr. Kistiakowsky advocated that the Rand Corporation be requested 
to supply an explanation as to the reliability of the conclusions in their 
report. His suggestion was supported by Mr. Herter and Mr. Gates. 
Dr. Romney suggested that an independent evaluation of the Rand 
Report be made by a capable group. Mr. Herter replied that he would 
prefer to have Rand’s own evaluation first. Mr. McCone repeated that 
the Rand Report should not be considered in any way. He expressed 
regret that it had received so much publicity before the Joint Committee 
and in private conversations with the British. Mr. Herter stated what he 
believed to be the conclusion of the group: That we await an evaluation 
from Rand Corporation before giving any more consideration to possi-
ble use of the figures in the report as a basis for negotiations.

Mr. Herter recalled the cost estimate of one to five billion dollars 
for installation of 22 control posts in the Soviet Union, mentioned by 
Mr. Northrup at the May 10th meeting of principals. Mr. Northrup said 
that this estimate had been presented by United Electrodynamics Cor-
poration at the Joint Committee hearings in April. The corporation has 
since made a brief restudy and now estimates that installation on the 
territory of the Soviet Union will cost 750 million dollars, and the entire 
1958 Geneva system, exclusive of high altitude, up to 3½ billion dollars. 
The corporation is now undertaking a careful 90-day study and will 
present a final estimate in July or August. The AFTAC cost study of last 
year, which arrived at a figure of 1½ billion dollars for installation, is 
now believed to have been an underestimation. Mr. Gates stressed the 
necessity of securing careful cost estimates.

Mr. Herter, Mr. Gates and Mr. McCone agreed that the time has come 
to make a determination whether the Geneva negotiations are in range 
of agreement. Such a determination is inherent in the National Secu-
rity Council directive, Mr. McCone said. It would be wrong to launch 
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a seismic improvement program, costing 75 to 100 million dollars, if 
its results were to be rejected or to have no practical use. He advo-
cated that the principals meet again by the end of the month in order to 
decide on alternative courses proposed in Section III of the memoran-
dum (TAB A) in light of the Soviet attitude.

Mr. Irwin reported that the study on possible alternatives to the high 
altitude system proposed by the Geneva experts has been completed but, 
pending review by a working group, it is not yet ready for the princi-
pals. Dr. Kistiakowsky remarked that, while the Rand Report may have 
been a bit too optimistic about improvements in the system, the report 
on high altitude delivered by the Department of Defense specialists, at 
the meeting of principals on May 5, may be too pessimistic. An ad hoc 
study group reporting to General Betts has concluded that a simplified 
x- ray system for use in satellites, having a capability up to 100 million 
kilometers, might be available much sooner than a system having capa-
bility up to 1 billion kilometers. Also, a preliminary study by Lockheed 
Corporation appears to indicate the feasibility of replacing satellites at 
60,000 km as recommended by the Geneva experts with low altitude 
satellites (perhaps at 300 km) having a capability from 50 km out to dis-
tance of capability of the x- ray system. The significance of these devel-
opments are a substantial reduction of costs and saving in time, deriving 
from elimination of a sophisticated system of satellites in far space, and, 
possibly, elimination of ground- based equipment for detection of events 
occurring at high altitude. He suggested that the decision of the princi-
pals as to high altitude alternatives be delayed a week or so, in order that 
it may be based on consideration of all studies. Mr. Herter recommended 
that another meeting of principals be held within two weeks.

Mr. McCone recommended certain revisions to the memorandum 
concerning courses of action, and these were approved. Agreed revi-
sions are contained in TAB B.

Tab A

Paper Prepared for Principals of Geneva Test Group Meeting

Course of Action in Nuclear Test Negotiations

The meeting of Principals Thursday at 10:15 AM will consider the 
course of action to be pursued in the nuclear test negotiations, consider-
ing specifically (a) the current status of negotiations, (b) US tactics in the 
period immediately ahead, and (c) the course of action to be followed 
pursuant to last week’s NSC decision, namely that we should make clear 
these negotiations and the US moratorium cannot go on indefinitely 
without a decision, and that the US should determine at what time or at 
what stage it should seek to place a time limit on its duration.
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I. Current status of negotiations.

A chronology of major developments in the negotiations during 
the past six months is attached. At present, the focal point of Con-
ference discussion is an effort by the US and UK Delegations to seek 
 clarification of the Soviet position on the coordinated research program. 
Although the Soviet Delegation has reaffirmed the May 3 declaration, 
accepting the idea of a strictly limited number of nuclear detonations 
for research purposes, their statement that they will not conduct the 
chemical explosions discussed by their scientists nor begin coordinated 
research until signing of the treaty leaves important ambiguities in their 
position which should be clarified to assist us in determining the pros-
pects for any meaningful coordinated program. For example, we do 
not know whether the Soviet position is (a) that national research pro-
grams should begin now and their coordination begin when the treaty 
is signed; or (b) that coordinated research should begin now insofar 
as it involves Soviet observation of US tests and programs but should 
not involve US observation in the USSR until treaty signature. More-
over, we do not know whether they have cancelled the entire Soviet 
component of the research program or only the four or five chemical 
explosions in it.

II. Objectives and Tactics in negotiations during current month.

The following course of action is recommended as a basis for dis-
cussions at the meeting. It sets forth certain steps and objectives to be 
carried out during the month of June to lay the basis for decisive action, 
and suggests alternative courses that might be pursued at the end of 
the month.

In general, the objective during the current month should be to lay 
the basis both for governmental determination and public acceptance 
of a course of action that will achieve the purpose defined by the NSC 
decision to, in effect, place a time limit on the duration of the US test 
moratorium.

The following steps are recommended:
A. The U.S. Delegation should be instructed to stress that the US 

position as set forth in the White House announcement of March 29 
and subsequently in the conference is that a moratorium on testing 
below an agreed treaty threshold is conditioned upon prior agreement 
on a coordinated research program. The U.S. Delegation should also 
stress the corollary of this position, namely that if no agreement can 
be reached at an early date on treaty and on a coordinated program of 
research, there can be no such moratorium.

B. The U.S. Delegation should press urgently for clarification of the 
Soviet position on the coordinated research program.
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C. The US should seek to deprive the Soviets of any argument that 
Project VELA explosions might involve weapons development and to 
lay the basis in public opinion for the conduct of such explosions. Two 
alternative possibilities for accomplishing this purpose might be (a) if 
a fuller technical justification for the present US position on safeguards 
to demonstrate conclusively that it would not permit weapons devel-
opment cannot be found, to find methods consistent with the Atomic 
Energy Act for constructing devices that might be opened to inspection 
or opening existing devices, and indicating willingness to have obser-
vation by qualified scientists on a world- wide basis, or (b) to state US 
willingness to employ UK devices which would be open to inspection 
by the three parties before their importation into the US. We under-
stand from the AEC that there are various legal, practical and safety 
factors which would make the latter course extremely difficult.

D. The U.S. Delegation should seek to ascertain promptly whether 
the harder Soviet line regarding research has affected the prospects of 
early agreement on other issues before the conference. In this connec-
tion, we should press, in particular, for Soviet responses to the various 
proposals we have tabled prior to the summit, i.e., quota, staffing, cri-
teria, definition of magnitudes, flight routes, observers and phasing. In 
order to increase pressure on the Soviets to be specific about the quota, 
the US might indicate that if the Soviets are unwilling to discuss quota 
apart from the question of duration of a moratorium, we are prepared 
to consider these questions simultaneously.

E. In order to assess and demonstrate decisively whether agree-
ment within a reasonable length of time is possible, the US should seek 
to define and bring to public attention, as quickly as possible, the full 
range of remaining issues which would have to be resolved if agree-
ment is to be achieved. Specifically, the questions of high altitude and 
parties should be brought to the fore by the tabling of US proposals. 
We should also, within the month, in order to complete the process of 
bringing the negotiations to a decisive focus, fill in all significant gaps 
in the Western position by tabling the quota article, the definition of 
nuclear detonations and the revision of Annex I.

III. Alternative courses of action at the end of June.

On the basis of the issues and Soviet attitudes defined by the fore-
going tactics, the US should, at the end of the current month, decide 
upon one or more of the following steps which serve to define with 
varying degrees of exactness a time limit on the US moratorium.

A. In the absence of substantial agreement in the coordinated 
research program, the US should (a) announce specific dates for sev-
eral shots in the VELA series, (b) indicate that we are still hopeful that 
agreement on safeguards and coordination can be reached before these 
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dates, but the conduct of the explosions will not be dependent upon 
such agreement, and (c) reaffirm the December 29 position on nuclear 
weapons tests. This US may also wish to announce one or more Plow-
share shots at this time since these, like VELA shots, are unrelated to 
the moratorium.

B. Depending upon the Soviet attitude and prospects of agreement 
defined by the tactics outlined above, the US may also wish to announce 
at the same time or as a subsequent move the indefinite suspension of 
atmospheric tests on a unilateral basis and either (a) state that in the 
absence of substantial progress toward agreement, underground weap-
ons tests will also begin at an early date or (b) announce specific weapons 
tests which would take place after the initial VELA and Plowshare shots.

Recommendations

1. That a decision be reached as to US tactics in the immediate 
future.

2. That an early meeting of Principals be set to consider the posi-
tion to be taken on high altitude.

3. That a meeting be scheduled before the end of the month to 
review the status of negotiations and determine a further course of 
action.

4. That Defense be requested to expedite its assessment of the Rand 
report as a basis for determining its relationship to discussion of the 
quota.

Attachment

CHRONOLOGY OF NUCLEAR TEST  
SUSPENSION NEGOTIATIONS

December 18, 1959—Technical Working Group 2 concluded with 
agreement on possible improvements in the Geneva control system, but 
with disagreement on the capabilities of the control system, and on cri-
teria for identification of underground seismic events.

December 29, 1959—Augusta statement by the President that 
United States will be free to resume nuclear weapons tests on expira-
tion of its voluntary moratorium on December 31, but will not do so 
without advance announcement.

February 11, 1960—US proposal for:

(1) Threshold treaty which would end, upon signature, atmo-
spheric and underwater tests, high altitude tests as far as effective con-
trols are agreed, and underground tests above 4.75 seismic magnitude 
reading.

(2) Joint research and experimentation to improve detection of 
small underground tests and permit extension of the ban.
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February 16, 1960—Soviet position on criteria for identification of 
underground events shifts almost to the US–UK position in Technical 
Working Group 2.

March 19, 1960—Soviets propose conclusion of a threshold treaty 
as proposed on February 11, but covering all outer space tests and with 
the joint research program accompanied by an obligation not to con-
duct underground weapons tests below the threshold.

March 29, 1960—Eisenhower-Macmillan Camp David communi-
que declares negotiation on remaining issues leading to a threshold 
treaty should be speeded up and completed. As soon as a threshold 
treaty is signed and arrangements are made for a coordinated research 
program, a voluntary unilaterally declared moratorium could be 
instituted for an agreed duration on nuclear weapons tests below the 
threshold.

April to mid May, 1960—US and UK introduce proposals on sev-
eral major elements of a threshold treaty including staffing and exten-
sion of the control system; Soviet Union marks time.

May 3, 1960—Soviet Union agrees to proceed with working out a 
joint research program which would include a strictly limited number 
of joint underground nuclear explosions. Soviets agree that the mora-
torium should be unilaterally declared but propose a four to five year 
duration co- extensive with the program of joint research.

May 7, 1960—White House announces Project VELA expansion to 
a level of $66 million for FY 61, including such nuclear explosions as 
are necessary.

May 11, 1960—Experts meet in Geneva to discuss the seismic 
research program. The Soviets describe a program of fairly extensive 
seismic research including a number of chemical explosions.

May 17, 1960—Scheduled Summit meeting does not occur.
May 30, 1960—Geneva Experts adjourn with Soviets opposing US 

plans for studies of decoupling and for a number of nuclear explosions, 
and expressing view that research program should begin only with sig-
nature of treaty.

June 2 and 3, 1960—Tsarapkin rejects US proposals for safeguards 
to insure that nuclear explosions do not advance weapons develop-
ment. Disclaims research necessary except as US condition for morato-
rium; insists on four to five year moratorium duration. States research 
should be joint, with full Soviet examination of internals of nuclear 
devices used.
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Tab B

Revisions to Memorandum at Tab A

REVISIONS TO MEMORANDUM, “COURSE OF ACTION IN 
NUCLEAR TEST NEGOTIATIONS”

1. In paragraph I, insert the following after the third sentence:

Their recent statements are particularly confusing in that they 
apparently renounce the statement of intentions made by the Soviet 
scientists in the Seismic Research Advisory Committee meetings.

2. In paragraph II, delete the third sentence.
3. In paragraph II, subparagraph A should read as follows:

A. The U.S. Delegation should be instructed to stress that the U.S. 
position, as set forth in the White House announcement of March 29, 
and subsequently in the Conference, is that a moratorium on testing 
below an agreed treaty threshold is conditioned upon: (a) prior agree-
ment on a coordinated research program; and (b) prior satisfactory 
agreement on the other issues outstanding, such as on- site inspections, 
control commission, control post and inspection team staffing, voting 
matters and peaceful use detonations (also the issues of length of mor-
atorium, schedule for installation of temporary and permanent sta-
tions and high altitude monitoring). The U.S. Delegation should also 
stress the corollary of this position; namely, that, if no agreement can 
be reached at an early date on all of these treaty issues and on a coordi-
nated program of research, there can be no such moratorium.

4. In paragraph II, the following second sentence should be added 
to subparagraph B:

However, in so pressing, it should avoid as far as possible any 
implication that it is the U.S. which will gain by Soviet acceptance (and, 
hence, the U.S. would be expected to compromise on other essential 
issues).

5. In paragraph II, subparagraph C should be deleted and the fol-
lowing subparagraph C and D should be substituted:

C. The U.S. should seek to deprive the Soviets of any argument 
that Project VELA explosions might involve weapons development and 
to lay the basis in public opinion for the conduct of such explosions. 
Note: Due to the technical, legal, safety, and other problems involved, 
the alternate possibilities of using USSR or U.K. devices for Project 
VELA nuclear shots are deemed an unworkable solution. Other possi-
ble alternatives for accomplishing this purpose might be: (a) to develop 
and fabricate suitable U.S. gun- type designs, and in the necessary 
yields, which might be declassified; and (b) to secure necessary legis-
lation or Congressional sanction to reveal to the U.K. and the USSR the 
internal design of the classified device presently planned for the VELA 
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program. (It should be noted that an amendment to the Atomic Energy 
Act or Congressional sanction to permit the U.S. to reveal the internal 
design of the classified device to the U.K. and the USSR would pre-
sent serious difficulties with respect to certain U.S. Allies, particularly 
France.) The AEC believes that one of the above two alternatives may 
be possible and has agreed to further examine these two possibilities 
as a matter of urgency in order to determine if either is practical. Con-
sequently, the AEC will promptly prepare a study which will outline 
the legal, technical and other considerations which would have to be 
resolved. The AEC position will be determined after such studies have 
been carried out and further considered.

D. The U.S. should emphasize publicly and in the Conference the 
facts that: (a) the proposed safeguards are adequate to give assurance 
to the Soviets that no significant weapon progress will be made. This is 
possible if the proposed U.S. safeguards are carried out by both sides or 
by an international team; and (b) under existing U.S. law, it is impossi-
ble to open our devices to the Soviets without declassifying them and, 
hence, making weapons information available to all countries.

6. In paragraph II, subparagraph D should be deleted and the fol-
lowing subparagraph E should be substituted:

E. The U.S. Delegation should seek to ascertain promptly whether 
the harder Soviet line regarding research has affected the prospects of 
early agreement on other issues before the Conference. In this connec-
tion, we should press immediately, in particular, for Soviet responses 
to the various proposals we have tabled prior to the Summit; i.e., quota 
(and the procedures under which its inspections can be used), staffing 
criteria, definition of magnitudes, flight routes, observers and phas-
ing. In order to increase pressure on the Soviets to be specific about 
the quota, the U.S. might indicate that, if the Soviets are unwilling to 
discuss quota apart from the question of duration of a moratorium, we 
are prepared to consider these questions simultaneously, but it must be 
understood that agreement to a moratorium is dependent on a resolu-
tion of all other unresolved issues.

7. In paragraph II, old subparagraph E becomes now subpara-
graph F.

8. In paragraph III, subparagraph A, the words “and other out-
standing issues” should be inserted after “coordinated research pro-
gram” on the second line.

9. Add the following recommendations, numbered 5 and 6, to the 
section entitled “Recommendations”:

5. U.S. Government spokesmen both here and abroad should make 
every effort to explain publicly the meaning and importance of the 
issues which must be resolved, and the necessity for prompt resolution.

6. That more attention be given to realistic cost estimates for instal-
lation and operation of the system, and that the U.S. Delegation in 
Geneva raise these matters in the negotiations when we are prepared to 
give our considered estimates.
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Participants of Meeting of Principals on Nuclear Test Negotiations Held June 9, 1960

Department of State:
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Smith—S/P
Mr. Dubs, SOV
S/AE—Mr. Farley, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Spiers, Mr. Baker, Mr. Goodby, Mr. Gotzlinger

Department of Defense:
Secretary Gates
Mr. Irwin
Gen. Loper
Gen. Fox
Gen. Denney
Mr. Northrup
Dr. Romney

White House:
Mr. Gray
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Keeney

CIA:
Mr. Dulles
Mr. Brent

AEC:
Mr. McCone
Dr. English
Col. Sherrill

567. Memorandum From Twining to Gates1

JCSM–250–60 Washington, June 10, 1960

SUBJECT

Soviet Disarmament Proposal of 2 June 1960 (U)

1. Pursuant to the request of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(ISA), dated 8 June 1960, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the 
Soviet disarmament proposal of 2 June 1960. If adopted, this proposal 

1 Source: Conveys JCS views on a June 2 Soviet disarmament proposal. Secret. 2 pp. 
Library of Congress, Twining Papers, Chairman’s File.
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would dismantle the U.S. nuclear capability, including the foreign base 
structure essential to our forward strategy, before any controlled reduc-
tion of Sino- Soviet conventional capability had been accomplished. 
Further, since control functions throughout the disarmament process 
would, under the Soviet proposal, be carried on essentially only at 
declared plants and sites with no inspection for clandestine activities, 
there would be no assurance that even the nuclear capability of the 
Soviets had been equally nullified.

2. Enough has been said by the West about the necessity for a 
balanced, phased, and safeguarded arms control arrangement that 
the Soviets undoubtedly know this proposal is completely unaccept-
able to the West. Indeed, in his letter which transmitted the proposal, 
Mr. Khrushchev asserted that the West is “not ready to implement it”. 
Though he cleverly attributed the proposal for immediate nuclear dis-
armament to French insistence on early restrictions on nuclear delivery 
systems, the Soviet proposal goes much further than anything which 
has been suggested by the French.

3. Thus, this proposal appears to constitute but another effort in 
furtherance of the Sino- Soviet objective to disrupt Free World alliances, 
disintegrate our collective defenses, and frustrate the United States for-
ward strategy. There has never yet been any reason to regard apparent 
Soviet willingness to negotiate disarmament measures as other than 
diversionary tactics, and there is no basis for regarding the present pro-
posal in any different light.

4. For the above reason and also because of its failure to remedy 
the shortcomings of past Soviet proposals in such areas as control, pre-
liminary studies, phasing and post- disarmament peacekeeping, it is the 
view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the proposal is completely unac-
ceptable. In any examination of the Soviet proposal at the Ten Nation 
Disarmament Conference, we should adhere firmly to the principles, 
conditions and time- phasing set forth in the Western disarmament 
plan of 16 March 1960. In this connection, it is observed that Mr. Eaton, 
in his cable to the Secretary of State of 7 June 1960, anticipates heavy 
pressure from all four of our Allies to make substantial amendments 
to the Western plan. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have already rejected in 
JCSM–203–60, dated 12 May 1960, the French proposal for control of 
means of delivery for nuclear weapons. Without prejudging any other 
proposed modification of a specific Western proposal, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff regard it as imperative that the United States insist strongly 
upon Allied unity in the future, remembering that it was an instance of 
disunity which provided the Soviets the opportunity for concealing the 
true purpose of their present proposal.

5. In addition, it is important that our governmental depart-
ments and agencies, and our negotiators, bear constantly in mind the 
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fundamental principle which underlies any disarmament measure as 
well as a dangerous tendency which constantly asserts itself to lead 
us astray from the principle. We rely upon armaments for national 
security. With disarmament, there must be a quid pro quo—an ade-
quate substitute if our security is to remain unimpaired. The exchange 
must be simultaneous with no hiatus. Traditionally, we have regarded 
the substitute to be an adequate system of inspection and control to 
assure initial and continuing compliance, since good faith, alone, has 
been demonstrably proven inadequate. The tendency, which too often 
achieves headway, is toward the erosion, during the negotiating pro-
cess, of the control system originally deemed necessary. This result 
is readily apparent in the nuclear test cessation negotiations, where, 
through the medium of the moratorium, the United States has, in effect, 
acceded to the Soviet demand for a cessation of nuclear testing without 
any assurance that the Soviets are not, themselves, testing. This unde-
sirable precedent must not be permitted to influence the outcome of the 
Ten Nation negotiations.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

568. Memorandum From Twining to Gates1

JCSM–236–60 Washington, June 13, 1960

SUBJECT

Draft Treaty on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests (U)

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined the draft treaty on the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests in accordance with your mem-
orandum, dated 26 January 1960. Cognizance has also been taken of 
recent events such as the THRESHOLD proposal, made by the United 
States during February, and subsequent related actions.

1 Source: Conveys JCS views on test ban treaty. Secret. 7 pp. Library of Congress, 
Twining Papers, Chairman’s File.
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2. Specific comments on the treaty itself, to include inspection and 
control aspects and the estimated installation and operating costs of the 
control system, are contained in the Appendix hereto.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff stated their views on 21 August 1959, in 
a memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, that an adequate military 
posture for the United States will not be attained until there is available 
a complete spectrum of weapons compatible with modern delivery sys-
tems which will make it possible to apply selectively adequate force 
against any threat. It is recognized that if an enforceable test ban agree-
ment is concluded and implemented the United States will not achieve 
such a spectrum of weapons. However, a nuclear test ban treaty which 
would guarantee a cessation of testing by the Sino- Soviets as well as the 
United States could theoretically be to the relative U.S. military advan-
tage. The present estimated preponderance of the U.S. stockpile relative 
to that of the Sino- Soviet Bloc and the current U.S. lead in sophistica-
tion of nuclear weapon systems are factors which, if taken in isolation, 
could justify U.S. acceptance of an enforceable test ban from a security 
standpoint. Unless a test ban treaty could guarantee a cessation of test-
ing in the Sino- Soviet Bloc, with its resultant effect on Soviet weapons 
and stockpile development, further U.S. testing for sophistication of the 
components of various existing weapon systems as well as basic devel-
opment of new weapons is deemed vital. The anti- missile missile is not 
the least of this latter category.

4. The recent trend of the Geneva test ban negotiations offers little 
[illegible in the original] for a treaty that would ensure a cessation of 
testing in the closed society of the Sino- Soviet Bloc. An inadequately safe-
guarded treaty, however, would be self- enforcing in the open societies of 
the West. The introduction of the U.S. THRESHOLD proposal with its 
attendant moratorium and inadequate detection, inspection and control 
system justifies reiteration and re- emphasis of the dangers of such an 
unsafeguarded agreement to the security of the United States.

5. The conclusion of a treaty on discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests without adequate safeguards would set a dangerous precedent 
for the Ten Nation negotiations, particularly in respect to the proposal 
for cut- off of production of fissionable material for weapons purposes, 
phased reduction of nuclear weapons stockpiles and eventual elimina-
tion of the use of nuclear weapons. For the past decade, the Soviets have 
pressed for a ban on the use of nuclear weapons,  consequently, there 
will be a tendency to equate a nuclear weapons test ban with a ban on 
their use. This point the Sino- Soviet Bloc would undoubtedly pursue to 
the maximum in an effort to offset our present nuclear advantage.

6. Acceptance of the presently proposed test ban treaty, the provi-
sions of which do not provide for adequate safeguards, would estab-
lish a dangerous precedent for the Ten Nation negotiations and would 
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make it increasingly difficult to insist on adequate control for the above 
mentioned nuclear disarmament measures which have already been 
tabled. The historical U.S. position of insistence upon adequate safe-
guards (required by Basic National Secretary Policy) appears to be 
deteriorating rapidly in the interest of arriving at agreement. Although 
the decision to announce a unilateral moratorium below the THRESH-
OLD has already been made public, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that 
a technical analysis and experimental verification of the effectiveness 
of the proposed control and inspection system should be made and 
the results evaluated before any moratorium is actually implemented. 
The fact that prominent and patriotic U.S. scientists insist that adequate 
inspection and control is impossible due to difficulties in the high alti-
tude and underground environment is, in itself, good reason to require 
that such an analysis be made. The decision on a unilateral morato-
rium below the THRESHOLD was based primarily on political con-
siderations which in no way removes technical difficulties involved in 
developing an effective control and inspection system in high altitude 
and underground environments.

7. As previously stated, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe it  essential 
to the maintenance of our nuclear deterrent to periodically deto-
nate weapons to test systems and techniques for the employment of 
nuclear weapons to ensure operational reliability, and to further sophis-
ticate weapon systems. Unless a safeguarded treaty could ensure a 
cessation of testing by the closed society of the Sino- Soviet Bloc, these 
requirements must be fulfilled continuously in order to provide for the 
security of the United States. The most important matter of concern 
now, however, is the apparent movement of the United States away 
from a safeguarded treaty to one of “good faith” which has always 
been the Soviet approach. A prolonged moratorium without satisfac-
tory development of a reliable control system achieves essentially the 
same results for the Soviets as an agreed and ratified treaty. Any test 
cessation agreement accepted on faith alone gives the Sino- Soviet Bloc, 
with its closed society, an advantage in altering the present military 
posture ratio. As such it would be militarily undesirable to the United 
States. The frustration of the U.N. truce team in Korea is an example of 
the danger of accepting the principle of agreement on good faith with 
the hope of working out the details of control during the implementa-
tion of an agreement.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff
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Appendix

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED TREATY FOR 
DISCONTINUANCE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS (U)

1. Comments on Basic Treaty Proposals.

a. Despite agreement reached thus far on the preamble, 17 articles 
and one annex to the treaty, the most significant issues are still unresolved. 
The parts agreed deal principally with broad statements of objectives and 
with procedural and administrative matters relating to implementation 
of the treaty. Moreover much of that which has been agreed is actually 
subject to terms and provisions of the treaty not yet agreed.

b. Obviously there is a fundamental difference between the U.S. 
and USSR positions to date. The United States insists upon the devel-
opment of an adequate detection identification and control system first, 
with signing of the treaty to follow. The Soviets desire a treaty first with 
vague reference to later development of adequate controls. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff note that the U.S. position in this matter reflects Basic 
National Security Policy of the United States.

c. U.S. efforts during February to break the negotiation stalemate by 
proposing the THRESHOLD2 approach appear to have opened the door 
to deterioration of U.S. position of insistence upon adequate treaty safe-
guards. The moratorium below the THRESHOLD insisted upon by the 
Soviets and agreed upon by the United States, is a departure from ade-
quate safeguards. However, more serious is the possibility of retreating 
further to include the moratorium as a part of the treaty itself and includ-
ing below the “THRESHOLD” in the inspection quotas agreed upon.

2. Inspection and Control Aspects.

The technical aspects of the inspection and control system are con-
tained in Annex I, Detection and Identification System (DIS). There 
are, however, important decision making and overall control type 
measures included in those treaty articles not yet agreed. Because of 
 limited success in reaching agreement in both of these areas, the United 
States in February tabled the THRESHOLD proposal.3 This proposal 
presumes adequate capability now to detect nuclear explosions 
above seismic magnitudes of 4.75. Scientists are not in agreement 
that such detection is presently feasible. This was highlighted during 

2 Department of State message to American Consul, Geneva (NUSUP), circular 
1002, dated 10 February 1960 (DA IN 283394). [Footnote is in the original.]

3 Department of State message to the American Consul, Geneva (NUSUP), circular 
1002, dated 10 February 1960 (DA IN 283394). [Footnote is in the original.]
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the conference of experts held during August 1958 and later during 
Technical Working Group Two meetings held during November and 
December of 1959. The final report of the latter group reflects that 
there are areas of disagreement regarding the interpretation of the new 
data from the HARDTACK experiments and regarding the question 
of de- coupling. More recently, Dr. Edward Teller’s testimony before a 
congressional committee on 20 April 1960 indicated several different 
methods by which nuclear explosions can go undetected. He further 
testified that an adequate control system would not be feasible for at 
least a decade. Even Hans Bethe, a leading scientific advocate of a ban 
on tests, was in regretful agreement to the inadequacy of the Geneva 
detection system. These and other considerations indicate that technol-
ogy has not yet provided a reliable system for detecting and identify-
ing all types and magnitudes of nuclear detonations within the earth’s 
atmosphere, much less in outer space. The detection inspection and 
control system as envisioned within the treaty should be critically and 
carefully  re- examined formally by scientific experts, both nationally 
and internationally, to determine the adequacy of this system.

3. Comments on Estimated Installation and Operating Costs of the  
  Control System.

a. The Air Force Technical Application Center (AFTAC) estimate 
on the cost of the control system recommended by the Geneva Confer-
ence of experts was examined and found to be a reasonable estimate 
of dollar expenditure for that system. However, the addition of an 
outer space satellite capability for detecting high altitude explosions 
and the requirements which would be imposed in developing a lower 
THRESHOLD would raise the system cost to an amount greatly in 
excess of the AFTAC estimate. For example, the cost figure arrived at 
by AFTAC to install the Geneva system and operate it for one year is 
$1,643,545,756. If the number of control posts were increased by a factor 
of five, as has been suggested by some to insure acceptable reliability 
of even the Geneva system, this figure is raised to over $8,000,000,000.

b. Consideration of the additional control posts as unmanned stations 
may be expected to reduce the costs of installations and operation. The reli-
ability of such installations, however, is open to serious doubt. For example 
recorded data is of no value until analyzed and evaluated. Transmitting 
such data to manned stations would have to be automatic. Also, back- up 
equipment with “fail safe” automatic cut- in capability would have to be 
provided to assure no breakdown. Stations would have to be protected 
against sabotage, thievery and vandalism. All of these and other prob-
lems will be aggravated because of the remote siting of unmanned posts. 
Failure to adequately safeguard the equipment could result in a low con-
fidence factor for the whole system. Because of the undetermined number 
of unmanned stations that would be acceptable, and other variables, cost 
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estimates cannot be made. It is believed, however, that savings in person-
nel and their attendant logistical support will not be in direct proportion to 
actual costs. The additional sophistication of the equipment, safeguarding 
the site, and base- to- site logistical support are expensive considerations.

c. Since a satellite detection capability is presently under study by 
ODDR & E, the cost of that system could not be considered at this time.

569. Letter From Lloyd to Herter1

June 15, 1960

Dear Chris,

I am concerned at the way in which the negotiations in the Nuclear 
Tests Conference have been stagnating recently. The immediate reason 
is the Russian attitude towards seismic research. But while we must 
press them on this I think it is important, if we are to maintain the 
momentum of the Conference and our public position, that we should 
take what opportunities are open on other questions. When we had our 
useful discussion on June 1 during my visit to Washington, I under-
stood that, despite what had happened in Paris, United States policy 
in these negotiations was to press ahead as fast as the changed circum-
stances allowed.

To make progress in the negotiations, we shall sooner or later have 
to tackle the major issues which we had hoped to solve during the Sum-
mit. These were the size of the quota, the composition of the Control 
Commission, and the length of the moratorium. Time is getting on, and 
I wonder if you are yet able to give me any indication as to how you 
propose we should handle these issues at Geneva. Unless we take some 
initiative soon, there seems to be a risk of a deadlock developing in 
which neither side will speak first. Indeed, Tsarapkin has just dropped 
a hint that he will not discuss the various texts we have tabled until the 
West has come out with some proposal on the length of the moratorium 
and the composition of the Control Commission. Now that the Con-
ference discussions are a matter of public record it might be difficult 

1 Source: Status of U.S. positions at test ban negotiations. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, U.K. Officials Correspondence with Secretary 
Herter.
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effectively to charge the Russians with deliberate procrastination so 
long as it is open to them to argue that we have held back on key issues.

I am sure that you have also been giving thought to the situation 
that has developed and will, as I am, be concerned with the need not 
only to keep the negotiations moving but to maintain a good public 
position vis- a- vis the Russians on the broad issues of the Conference. It 
would be very helpful to me to have an indication of how you think we 
ought now to proceed.

Yours ever,

Selwyn

570. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 17, 1960

SUBJECT

Disarmament

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Tactics for ten- nation disarmament conference. Confidential. 3 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 396.12–GE/6–1760.

State
Mr. Sullivan—S/AE
Mr. Spiers

UK Embassy
Lord Hood
Mr. Wiggin

Lord Hood called under instructions to present UK views on future 
Western activities in the Ten Nation Disarmament Conference. He 
reported that the Foreign Office feels that it will be increasingly difficult 
to hold to our present position in Geneva, that it is disadvantageous to 
the West to let the Soviet plan hold the field, and that it is not enough 
for us simply to probe and criticize while standing pat on our present 
position. The UK felt it was necessary to think up a new way of pro-
ceeding and suggests that we adopt the tactic of pressing the Soviets to 
discuss particular subjects in working groups. If the Soviets declined, 
we should then proceed to discuss these measures in plenary sessions. 
The particular items which the UK had in mind were: (1) the Irish 
resolution, which we are committed to discuss, (2) control of orbiting 
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vehicles, (3) nuclear cut- off, (4) constitution, functions, and powers of 
the control organ, and (5) control over nuclear delivery systems. The 
UK felt that we should start with the items on which it would not be 
difficult to reach Five Power agreement.

Mr. Sullivan said that our own tentative approach was not greatly 
different from that which Lord Hood had outlined. We do not want 
to make a substantial departure from the present Western position but 
agree in principle to expanding or modifying the Western plan while 
staying within its present framework. He said that we had been consid-
ering tabling the terms of reference which are being coordinated among 
the five Western delegations and that this idea would have the same 
effect as that proposed by Lord Hood. He asked whether the British 
were thinking also of proposing studies of Third Stage measures such as 
elimination of nuclear weapons and nuclear delivery systems. Mr. Wig-
gin said that the British did not have the same hesitation about this as 
the US had previously demonstrated. Such discussion of the controls 
for these measures would conclusively demonstrate that they belonged 
in the Third Stage. Furthermore, the UK had never felt that there was 
implied in such study proposals a moral commitment to move directly 
to the implementation of the measures studied at the conclusion of the 
particular study. Mr. Sullivan said that we were reviewing these ques-
tions ourselves and did not rule out the possibility of our agreeing with 
this position. With respect to the delivery system problem with the 
French, our primary concern was over the French idea for prohibition 
against mating warheads and carriers in an earlier stage. This would 
have a dangerous and profound impact on our readiness of forces and 
thus on our entire deterrent posture.

Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Spiers reviewed the other points which we had 
been considering, emphasizing that they did not at this point repre-
sent firm US decisions, as follows: (1) exchange of military observers 
at agreed military bases as an initial confidence building measure; this 
function would in due course be taken by IDO. Mr. Wiggin observed 
that this would be characterized by the Soviets as control without dis-
armament. (2) a US–USSR surprise attack zone; we would not contem-
plate proposing a European zone at this time in view of the probable 
French reaction. (3) introduction of 1.7 million as the first level of reduc-
tion in Stage III of the Western plan; and (4) incorporation of reference 
to gradual elimination of military bases in Stage III of the Western plan. 
Mr. Sullivan said that we were not sure yet whether we would, if these 
ideas are accepted, wish to issue a revision of the Western plan or to 
table separate papers expanding on various parts of the Western plan. 
Two other ideas which are under consideration are to provide in the 
Western plan that transfer between stages would depend upon a Secu-
rity Council decision that the prior stage had been implemented and 
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for which the concurring votes of the permanent members would be 
required. Mr. Spiers noted that this was a reversion to previous Western 
positions which had normally provided for such a role for the Security 
Council and which would protect the West against the unacceptable 
automatic movement from stage to stage provided for in the Soviet 
plan. A further idea was to expand our proposals on transfer of fission-
able material to peaceful uses by indicating a proposed specific amount 
for to be transferred. Mr. Sullivan pointed out that the timing on this 
entire matter was of great importance since it was necessary to move 
rapidly if the Western powers were to be effective. We hope to have our 
own views by Tuesday and to be in a position then to discuss them with 
our Allies.

Lord Hood asked whether we had anything we could say at this 
point about the nuclear test negotiations in the light of Selwyn Lloyd’s 
letter to Mr. Herter. He assumed that it would be possible to arrange a 
meeting between Ambassador Caccia and Mr. Herter early next week. 
Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Spiers said that the main issue at the moment was 
the safeguards we would propose for the nuclear detonations in the 
seismic research program. Various alternative possibilities to the “black 
box” are now under review. Mr. Wiggin said that the Western powers 
would be in an impossible position vis- a- vis public opinion unless we 
could abandon the “black box” idea, since we were asking the Sovi-
ets to accept a type of control relying on good faith declarations and 
that this was a radical reversal of our own previous position in all dis-
armament talks. If we did not revise our position, we would be hoist 
our own petard. Mr. Sullivan said that we were keenly aware of these 
vulnerabilities and were quite confident we would find some way of 
proceeding with open devices. Mr. Wiggin inquired about our attitude 
on the composition of the Control Commission. Mr. Spiers said that 
while we were prepared to accept parity on the Control Commission 
we would continue to believe, as Mr. Herter had indicated to Mr. Lloyd 
in Paris, that we should not make this concession at this point before 
other potentially difficult issues such as high attitude treaty provisions 
had been identified so that all our bargaining leverage was not used up 
too quickly. He believed that we would soon be prepared to discuss the 
problem of the length of the moratorium if the Russians were prepared 
at the same time to be concrete on the size of the quota.
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571. Letter From Caccia to Herter1

Washington, June 22, 1960

Dear Chris,

Selwyn has asked me to send you the enclosed personal note about 
disarmament.

I think that it speaks for itself. But he has asked me particularly to 
say that the last thing he wants to do is to throw any monkey wrench 
into any works that may be in hand. Hence the very personal form of 
his letter.

At the same time he does feel strongly that we shall need to play 
this hand with great care as this is the area in which we and the Com-
munist bloc still have business dealings, and unlike last year there will 
not be the same prospect of a Summit meeting as there was when the 
Assembly met in 1959. From long experience he knows, as you do, that 
it is not possible to set the stage for disarmament discussions at short 
notice. It is for this reason, amongst others, that he would value your 
views on how this problem should be handled with the object of our 
having a good position and the initiative when the Assembly meets.

I have an appointment to see you tomorrow and shall be most 
grateful if you can give me at least some preliminary reaction at that 
time.

Yours sincerely,

Harold Caccia

Enclosure

Message From Lloyd to Herter

TEXT OF MESSAGE

My dear Chris,

It seems to me that over the next nine months or so the struggle 
between East and West for world opinion may well be concentrated in 
the field of disarmament. This is the one area in which the free world 
and the Communist bloc are now seriously in contact and discussion, 

1 Source: Transmits a message from Lloyd to Herter on Western position in disarma-
ment talks. Personal and Secret. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 
D 204, U.K. Officials Correspondence with Secretary Herter.
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and the way in which each side conducts itself will be watched with the 
closest attention all over the world and especially in the uncommitted 
countries. As you know, I have always argued that we need to conduct 
our disarmament discussions with two main objectives in mind. First, 
to achieve some concrete progress by the implementation of some spe-
cific measure or measures which would increase confidence and open 
the road to further progress. Nuclear tests come in this category. Sec-
ondly, to retain or win the support of world opinion for our standpoint 
on disarmament. This seems to me best done by demonstrating that we 
are absolutely genuine in our desire to bring about substantial and far- 
reaching disarmament, provided always we can assure ourselves with 
regard to our own security through a system of international control and 
verification together with the establishment of effective peace- keeping 
machinery. Under these conditions we at least are prepared to go to the 
end of the road. If the way seems blocked, it must be clearly seen to be 
because the Communists refuse to accept these reasonable and neces-
sary conditions and not because of any reluctance of the part of the West.

I have always felt that this is the posture that we must constantly 
try to maintain and it is in this context that I wished to let you have 
my private thoughts on the present state of play in the disarmament 
discussions.

Since we last talked together, the Russians have come forward with 
their new proposals. They are for obvious reasons quite unacceptable. It 
was also perhaps fortunate that Mr. Khrushchev put up such a deplor-
able exhibition in the press conference at which he introduced them, 
so that it was widely interpreted as indicating that the  Russians were 
not very serious about them. Nevertheless, the proposals do contain, 
for the most part in quite the wrong sequence, virtually every measure 
put forward in the Western Plan. In addition Zorin has been saying 
that he is fully prepared to consider any suggestions and amendments 
that the West cares to propose. This superficially flexible and reason-
able approach is, I am afraid, bound to make an increasingly favorable 
impression and will gain them much undeserved support outside and 
in the United Nations. This impression will be reinforced if the West 
after three months of negotiations are unable to point to any move that 
they have made since tabling their plan in March. In these circumstances 
the Russians having by their new proposals gained the initiative, will 
succeed in exploiting it to our disadvantage. I regard this as a serious 
and major danger to the overall Western position at this stage in East- 
West relations.

How are we to prevent this? The alternatives seem to me to be the 
following:

(A) We stand by our existing plan and make no move; we restate 
its advantages and do our best to discredit the new Russian proposals. 
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This would be a rational course but I think our position would steadily 
deteriorate the longer the talks in Geneva continued and when we came 
to the United Nations we might find our position more vulnerable. We 
would be thoroughly on the defensive.

(B) We could try and refurbish the Western plan and submit it to 
the conference as a new Five- Power proposal. The trouble is that this 
might prove quite a lengthy proceeding and indeed once we re- opened 
the whole discussion between the five Western Powers, and presum-
ably in NATO, it is by no means certain that we could reach unanimous 
agreement in time to be of any use. On the other hand, we might be able 
to do this in time for the Assembly.

(C) One or two of the Western partners might introduce another 
set of proposals perhaps in outline rather than in detailed form. This 
would, of course, be worked out with the full knowledge of your peo-
ple, if in the end you preferred not to be one of the authors. It would be 
in such a form that you could give it a general welcome and promise it 
the most sympathetic consideration, but you would not be committed 
to it. I have in mind the same sort of procedure we adopted over the 
Anglo- French plans of 1954 and 1956 and over our plan at last year’s 
Assembly. In each case you made sympathetic noises but were not 
committed. I think that the last exercise at the United Nations served 
as quite a useful counterweight to Mr. Khrushchev’s much publicised 
plan put forward the following day.

Weighing up the alternatives I see some advantages in course C 
and I would very much like to hear how it strikes you. If you felt that 
it had some merits it would then be important to decide on the timing. 
Here there would seem to be two alternatives:—

(A) For us to work out the proposals as quickly as possible with a 
view to submitting them in the Ten- Power Committee in Geneva. The 
ideal target date might be about the middle of July on the assumption 
that the conference is likely to have to adjourn at the end of July in 
order that a report can be prepared for the Disarmament Commission 
and that all concerned can have some break before the General Assem-
bly. The objective would be to regain the initiative from the Russians 
before the recess.

(B) To take a little more time to work out the new proposals with 
a view to introducing them in the United Nations forum in September. 
Again the objective would be to regain the initiative for the West before 
the United Nations began its debates on disarmament. At the same 
time a drawback to this alternative might be that we would appear to 
be leaving ourselves in a bad posture throughout the Geneva talks and 
it would almost certainly be necessary therefore to agree to take some 
smaller initiatives in the committee in order to indicate that the West 
was not entirely rigid and inflexible. I have in mind minor amendments 
to the Western plan and proposals for joint studies of those measures on 
which both sides agree.

I have been turning these matters over in my mind and in the 
absence of an opportunity to talk them over with you personally, I 
thought I should send you my private thoughts in strictest confidence. 
None of our partners knows anything of this. Please let me know 
frankly what you think of all this.
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In the meantime, we are putting together some ideas for an initia-
tive such as that suggested in paragraph 4(C) above.

With warm regards,
As ever,

Selwyn

572. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 23, 1960

SUBJECT

Disarmament and Nuclear Testing

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Positions in negotiations on disarmament and test ban. Secret. 3 pp. 
NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

U.S.
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Mr. Kohler—EUR
Mr. Sullivan—S/AE
Mr. Spiers—S/AE

U.K.
Ambassador Caccia
Lord Hood
Mr. Wiggin

The Secretary apologized for his delay in answering Selwyn Lloyd’s 
letter on the nuclear tests negotiations and explained that we had been 
concentrating our attention on solving the “black box” problem in 
connection with the seismic research program. He said that we had 
drafted a joint congressional resolution which had now been approved 
within the Government and which is being put before the Congress. 
He read the operative paragraph of the draft resolution. The Secretary 
observed that this move, if successful, should eliminate the present 
sticking points with the Soviets. If the Russians insist on more than we 
are willing to provide, so long as we are able to let them inspect the 
inside of the device, we are disposed to reject such further demands. Of 
course if we could not go ahead with the coordinated program on this 
basis the question of a moratorium on underground tests would be out 
of the window since the two issues were connected in the Eisenhow-
er-Macmillan communique of March 29. Ambassador Caccia said that 
the resolution seemed to him a very fair offer and that he could not 
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see any justification, speaking as a non- scientist, for giving the Soviets 
blue prints of the device, since we contemplated allowing full inspec-
tion of its internals. Mr. Dillon said there was to be a secret hearing at 
10 o’clock June 24 on this subject before the Joint Atomic Energy Com-
mittee. Preliminary soundings indicate that the resolution should go 
through without difficulty.

The Secretary said that with respect to moving ahead on other 
matters he was in general agreement with the points made in Selwyn 
Lloyd’s letter. The only difference seemed to be on the question of tac-
tics, with respect to making a concession on the composition of the con-
trol commission. We are fully prepared to accept parity but would not 
feel we should go ahead with this concession right now. We are pre-
pared however to discuss the question of the length of the moratorium 
together with the quota number. The only issue on which our position 
is not yet in good shape is on the problem of high altitude controls. 
Ambassador Caccia said he would get these points to Mr. Lloyd right 
away and that he was sure there was no need for a formal reply to the 
letter.

Turning to the question of disarmament the Secretary said that we 
had also been thinking along the lines set out by Lloyd in his more recent 
message on the subject of general disarmament. He gave Ambassador 
Caccia the new U.S. revised Western Plan and referred to the paragraph 
providing for study of missile delivery systems, observing that this met 
the essence of the French position. Ambassador Caccia asked if we envis-
aged a series of subcommittees being established to deal with various 
aspects in the plan. Mr. Dillon said this was a possibility. The Secretary 
referred also to the paragraph in the proposal providing for a Security 
Council decision regarding transition from stage to stage, noting that 
this also met a French suggestion.

Mr. Dillon said it was our view that the revised plan would have 
a great deal of public opinion impact. The Secretary said there were not 
many changes in substance. He did wish to mention, on a confidential 
basis, that by the time the plan was presented, Mr. Eaton might be in a 
position to propose a substantial transfer of enriched uranium to peace-
ful uses after the cutoff.

The Secretary said that we are trying to make arrangements for 
Mr. Eaton to see Mr. Lloyd on Saturday morning (June 25) and to see 
Couve de Murville on Saturday afternoon (June 25). We hope it would be 
possible to have a meeting of the Five Western Disarmament Represen-
tatives in Paris on Sunday, June 26. If agreement is reached on the text it 
would be possible to give the plan to NAC on Tuesday, June 28. Mr. Dillon 
said that the plan has been forwarded to our Embassies in London, Paris, 
Rome and Ottawa with instructions that it be delivered to the Foreign 
Office the first thing tomorrow morning. The Secretary said that this plan 
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could be characterized as meeting many of the Soviet positions. Where 
Soviet language was acceptable, we had actually adopted it.

Mr. Kohler informed Ambassador Caccia of our recent discus-
sions with the French, who gave us a copy of their own paper the day 
before yesterday. Ambassador Alphand had called today indicating his 
unhappiness that we were going ahead with a revised proposal with-
out commenting on the specific French suggestions. We had advised 
the French that their suggestions were essentially tactical and were not 
inconsistent with the paper we had prepared. We had made a great 
attempt to meet their point of view and we are prepared to discuss 
their ideas further in Paris. Mr. Dillon said that the French proposal 
was based on the assumption that the U.S. would not be able to make a 
significant policy move at this point. Since this assumption had proved 
incorrect the framework in which the French ideas had been suggested 
was changed and subject to re- examination.

Ambassador Caccia asked whether we still considered the Norstad 
plan a possibility, particularly in connection with the General Assem-
bly. The Secretary referred to the language in the US paper providing for 
establishment of an inspection zone “including the US and USSR” as 
preserving the possibility of a zone in Europe. Mr. Dillon said that this 
might create some difficulty in Paris. In that case we were prepared to 
take out the word “including”. He said he was certain that the eagle 
eyes of the French would pick up this point.

573. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, June 23, 1960

SUBJECT

Meeting of Principals on Disarmament and Nuclear Testing Conference

PARTICIPANTS

See attached list

Secretary Herter opened the meeting by asking whether there were 
any comments on the latest draft of the “Program for General and 

1 Source: Disarmament and nuclear test conferences. Confidential. 6 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assist-
ant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy, ’60.
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Complete Disarmament under Effective International Control”. The 
Secretary said he understood the paper had been fairly well staffed out. 
He felt there might be a problem with some of our Allies as to the pro-
vision for establishment of zones of inspection but felt this provision 
should be left in the paper; it might prove to be a good trading point.

Mr. Gray felt that the U.S. might be making a mistake in adopting 
certain Soviet phraseology for inclusion in the revised disarmament 
plan and mentioned, as an example, the phrase “security of citizens”. 
He felt that we should be careful not to include in the new plan con-
cepts which are alien to U.S. traditions.

Ambassador Eaton agreed that some language from the Soviet 
papers had been incorporated in the new draft where it was acceptable 
to us. He noted that the Soviets use the term “security forces” while the 
term “security of citizens” was U.S. phraseology. Ambassador Eaton felt 
that we should not be obdurate and refuse to accept any Soviet termi-
nology, even when acceptable to us.

Secretary Gates stated that he had an opinion from the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff concerning the latest draft plan, the substance of which was 
that the plan was acceptable militarily. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had also 
pointed out that the U.S. would be under pressure to modify the new 
plan and that the U.S. should stand firm with this plan. Secretary Gates 
added that Defense thought the sentence in the new plan referring to 
“blank number” of kilograms of fissionable material for the transfer 
from past production to peaceful uses should be deleted. At a later date, 
after Defense, the Joint Chiefs and the AEC had studied this matter 
further, a specific number could be transmitted to Ambassador Eaton 
for his use in explaining the plan. It was preferable, Secretary Gates com-
mented, for Ambassador Eaton to specify the quantity of kilograms in 
a speech rather than to include this number in the plan itself. Mr. Allen 
said he felt it would be well to have a definite figure in the plan when 
it is presented in Geneva. Secretary Gates thought it would be possible 
to arrive at a definite figure by the middle of the following week, but 
he would prefer that the sentence not appear in the draft given to the 
Allies. The Principals agreed that the sentence in question would be 
deleted.

Chairman McCone mentioned that the term “fissionable materials” 
involved both uranium 235 and plutonium. The U.S. could transfer ura-
nium, but because of the military needs for plutonium, we could not 
agree to transfer that material. He had, therefore, suggested to Ambas-
sador Eaton that the term “weapons grade highly- enriched uranium” 
be used in the draft plan in place of the term “fissionable materials”. 
Chairman McCone recalled that Ambassador Eaton had not wished to 
change the terminology which had been used for some time. Ambas-
sador Eaton replied that, if a sentence referring to specific quantities of 
fissionable material to be transferred were, at a later date, inserted in 
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the draft plan the AEC wording might then be used. Mr. Smith sug-
gested that it might be desirable to use the singular form of the term 
“fissionable materials” when referring to transfers but to make the term 
plural when referring to the cut- off, since the cut- off would include all 
fissionable materials. Chairman McCone thought this might be one way 
of handling the problem. Secretary Gates remarked that, if his sugges-
tion were followed, the sentence regarding quantities to be transferred 
would not appear in the plan at all, but would appear in a speech to be 
made by Ambassador Eaton.

Secretary Herter stated that, while there might be difficulties with 
our Allies on the plan, a paper reflecting the lowest common denom-
inator would not be worth having. He felt that the U.S. should move. 
The Secretary noted that a copy of the plan had been sent to the Presi-
dent, as a draft which was to be considered by the Principals. There had 
been no reaction as yet from the President. Pending that, The Secretary 
concluded that he understood the Principals were now in agreement 
on the text of the plan and that Ambassador Eaton could proceed to 
consultations with the Allies on the basis of the revised plan (TAB A).

Secretary Herter then turned to the question of a resolution to be 
presented to Congress requesting relief from the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (TAB B). The resolution would permit the inspection of the inte-
rior of a nuclear device by representatives of the three original parties 
to the proposed treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests. 
Chairman McCone reported that he had undertaken consultations with 
Congressional leaders and, while he could not guarantee favorable 
Congressional action, the reaction of the people he had consulted had 
been encouraging. He recommended that the draft resolution be sent at 
once to the President if the Principals agreed with the text.

Chairman McCone then stated that this resolution involved the 
question of the conduct of the negotiations on testing from this point 
on. He felt that, if the Soviets rejected an offer by the U.S. to open certain 
nuclear devices to inspection in connection with the seismic research 
program, it would clearly indicate that the Soviets were following a 
policy of placing one impediment after another in the path of negotia-
tions. Secretary Herter agreed that, if Congress acted favorably on this 
resolution and the Soviets did not accept the proposal, it would seem 
virtually impossible to reach an understanding with them on a research 
program. Chairman McCone said he felt the U.S. should break off the 
negotiations on testing if the Soviets turned down this proposal. The 
Secretary remarked that certainly the justification we had given for a 
moratorium would break down if the Soviets refused to join with us in 
a coordinated research program to improve underground detection of 
nuclear tests.

Secretary Gates felt that the resolution also might create problems 
with our Allies, since information is withheld from them on the type 
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of device we propose to disclose to the Soviets. Furthermore, Secretary 
Gates said, if the precedent of disclosing the interior of a nuclear device 
were extended to the Plowshare program, the U.S. would be in difficul-
ties for the reason that in the Plowshare program it is proposed to use 
very sophisticated types of nuclear weapons. He felt strongly that, if we 
agreed to open the “black boxes” to be used in the research program, 
and if the proposal is still not accepted by the Soviet Union, the U.S. 
should walk out of the test talks.

Chairman McCone felt that our position with respect to our NATO 
Allies could be defended. However, as regards opening up the “black 
boxes” the staffs of both the Defense Department and the AEC were 
quite worried, because of the possibility of opening nuclear devices in 
the Plowshare program. For example, the theory of the “Ditch- digger”, 
a device which might be used to dig canals, would have to be tested 
in Nevada. This was such an advanced theory that the interior of this 
device could, perhaps, not even be exposed to the U.K. (Chairman 
McCone noted, in passing, that the Vice President had told Secretary 
Gates and himself on the preceding day that the Plowshare program 
should go forward without delay.)

Chairman McCone then stated that, with respect to the resolution, its 
provisions fell short of what Tsarapkin was requesting. Tsarapkin was 
insisting on the right to sample materials that went into the assembly of 
the nuclear devices and also wanted to have the blueprints, Chairman 
McCone felt this was a ridiculous request.

Secretary Gates reiterated that he felt we would be under pressure 
from our Allies after making this offer of opening a nuclear device for 
the Soviet Union. Mr. Smith felt that the French would not try to get 
information through the medium of the test talks, since they wanted to 
have nothing to do with the talks.

Chairman McCone asked whether the Principals were agreed that 
the negotiations on testing were finished if the Soviets did not accept 
the offer which the passage of the resolution by the Congress would 
make possible. The Secretary remarked we seemed pretty close to the 
end of the negotiations even now, and that we had no obligation at the 
present time not to test. Mr. Smith referred to the resolution and asked 
whether it was necessary to use the word “representatives”, which 
implied many people would be looking into the nuclear devices. He 
felt the wording should be a “qualified representatives.” This would 
strictly limit the number of people who would be participating in the 
exercise. After some discussion, it was agreed that the word “represent-
atives” might be modified by the addition of the words “limited” or 
“qualified”. Chairman McCone felt that the number of representatives 
could be controlled.

Chairman McCone added that he felt the conversations with Con-
gress should be kept in the closest confidence. If the resolution were not 
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acceptable to Congress. This fact could be used against us by the Soviet 
Union. Mr. Gray agreed and thought everyone in the room should be 
cautioned to be very careful about discussing this matter.

The Secretary asked Mr. Keeny what progress had been made by the 
panel of scientists working on the problem of the minimum number of 
nuclear explosions to be conducted in the seismic research program. 
Mr. Keeny replied that there had been no agreement on what a mini-
mum program of nuclear shots should be, due in part to the unclarity 
as to what was meant by the term “minimum” and due, also, to some 
technical problems. He thought it was significant that not too much dis-
armament had appeared with regard to the general program as it had 
previously been drawn up. Everyone had agreed that the decoupling 
phase of the program should be included, but there had not been agree-
ment on the exact number of the shots to be conducted. The Secretary 
inquired whether the committee would be definitive as to the number 
of shots required. Secretary Gates answered that the exact number of 
explosions needed would not be definitely known until the program 
had gotten underway. The Secretary expressed the hope that the scien-
tific community would reach unanimity on this problem.

Mr. Keeny said that the committee had not been certain whether 
the time required for the conducting of the seismic research program 
should be considered as 18–24 months or three years. With larger yield 
shots and a three- year period of research, fewer nuclear explosions 
would be required. Mr. Keeny and General Starbird pointed out that with 
larger shots, problems of a technical and engineering nature arose, such 
as the problem of larger excavations, which would prolong the period 
of research to three years.

Chairman McCone brought up another matter—that of Soviet insis-
tence that the research program be agreed among the three parties in 
the negotiations. Chairman McCone felt an “agreed” program was non-
sense; it should rather be carried out in a “coordinated” manner.

Secretary Gates asked if the record of this meeting of Principals 
would show that the Principals were agreed that if the Congress passed 
the resolution being presented to it, and if the Soviets did not accept the 
U.S. offer made possible by the passage of the resolution, the negotia-
tions on discontinuance of nuclear tests would be broken off.

The Secretary repeated that the justification for a moratorium on 
nuclear testing would be lost if the seismic research program did not go 
forward; the final decision on such a step as a break- off of the negotia-
tions would, of course, be up to the President.

Mr. Gray said that, if the program offered to the Soviets were 
rejected out of hand, the U.S. should then be in a position immediately 
to carry out the steps necessary to give us the type of posture we want 
globally. Since an outright rejection of the program by the Soviet Union 
was at least a possibility, we should make advance preparations as to 
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what steps we would take. Mr. Dillon said the most likely outcome was 
a fuzzy reply by the Soviets which would be neither outright rejection 
nor acceptance. In this case, the Principals would have to meet again to 
settle the problem.

Both Secretary Gates and Chairman McCone wanted it made clear 
as to what would happen if the Soviets did not accept the research 
program proposed to them by the U.S. Chairman McCone added that 
everyone he would be consulting in Congress would want to know 
whether the negotiations will be broken off, if Congress passed the res-
olution and the Soviets rejected the program. The Secretary replied that 
he would think they would be; he thought the President would think so 
too. An outright Soviet rejection would give us good grounds to break 
off negotiations.

PARTICIPANTS AT THE MEETING OF PRINCIPALS ON JUNE 23, 1960 AT 8:45 A.M.

Department of State:
Secretary Herter
Under Secretary Dillon
Assistant Secretary Kohler
Assistant Secretary Smith
Ambassador Eaton
S/S—Mr. Mau
SOV—Mr. Dubs
S/AE—Messrs. Sullivan, Spiers, Baker, Toon, Goodby

Department of Defense:
Secretary Gates
Under Secretary Douglas
Assistant Secretary Irwin
General Dabney
General Fox
Mr. Lanier

Atomic Energy Commission:
Chairman McCone
General Starbird
Dr. English

Central Intelligency Agency:
Deputy Director Cabell
Deputy Director Amory

White House:
Mr. Gray
Mr. Keeny

United States Information Agency:
Mr. Allen
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574. Memorandum of Telephone Conversations Between Herter 
and Eaton1

June 27, 1960

9:15 a.m.—Mr. Eaton telephoned to report on the break- up of the 
conference. Mr. Eaton said he had spoken to Zorin before the meeting 
and told him that Eaton would be prepared to table a new proposal 
within a very few days. Eaton said Zorin’s response was that the dis-
cussions had been going badly. Eaton said the meeting then came to 
order with the Pole in the chair and the Pole recognized Zorin who 
read his statement. Eaton said Zorin’s statement was then paralleled by 
one of the satellites and they walked out while everybody on our side 
insisted the conference go on. Eaton said the next chairman in alpha-
betical order was Ormsby- Gore who took the chair and said the confer-
ence was continuing. Eaton said he them made a statement, which will 
be coming over the open wires to us, and Eaton said he filed the plan 
exactly as it came out of Washington. Eaton said this was then followed 
by a statement on the part of all the other Western delegations endors-
ing the plan. Eaton said Moch then raised a point of order that this 
conference had been convened by the Four Foreign Ministers and that 
it could not be broken up by any one of them unilaterally. Eaton said 
the conference was then adjourned until tomorrow which will give us 
a chance to determine what should be done. Eaton said they can either 
convene in the morning and do something or they can announce termi-
nation or whatever is decided. Eaton said the Western delegates were 
meeting at 5:00 p.m. Geneva time (12:00 noon Washington time) and 
following that meeting Eaton said he would get a communication to the 
Secy on any suggestion by the Western delegates. The Secy said he was 
assuming the statement Eaton made was in order and Eaton said it was 
fine—one of the most classical statements ever made. Eaton said he had 
been asked to have a press conference but he didn’t think he would. 
Eaton said they called the press into the conference after the Soviets 
walked out so they heard the Western statements, but Eaton said he 
thinks he will go very briefly on radio and TV. Eaton said the Soviets 
are in a very, very difficult position because the press knew we had a 
plan and were going to present it. Eaton said he told the press he had 
had a private talk with Zorin so they knew that he had told Zorin we 
were prepared to do this. Eaton said they had just heard about the Pres-
ident making a speech and they will have in Washington a text of what 
Eaton said for the President’s possible use. Eaton asked if the President 
had received a letter from Khrushchev and the Secretary asked what 

1 Source: Breakup of ten- nation disarmament talks. No classification marking. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Telephone Calls.
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letter he referred to. Eaton said Khrushchev has presumably written to 
each of the heads of the Western powers according to Zorin’s statement 
and Mr. Eaton then read the rough translation of Zorin’s remarks (copy 
attached). Mr. Eaton said the significant part was, of course, their taking 
this to the UN.

3:00 p.m.—Mr. Eaton telephoned from Geneva after having met 
with the other Four Western representatives. Mr. Eaton said the Soviets 
will not come back; that they will meet tomorrow and the conference 
will adjourn after tomorrow. The Secretary said he was then in a session 
discussing the question of going to the U.N. Disarmament Committee 
with a view to passing a resolution urging the Soviets to continue dis-
armament discussions. Eaton said this is good. Eaton said they were 
going to recommend the Secy consider making a statement calling an 
immediate meeting of the Security Council to ask that an emergency 
session of the General Assembly be called. The Secretary said they have 
a Disarmament Committee of 82 which would seem to us the better 
and more logical forum. Eaton said the Soviets have said they would 
go to a regular meeting of the GA and it might appear we were trying 
to avoid that by going to the Disarmament Committee. Eaton said by 
going directly to the GA this would indicate we could take a positive 
approach quickly by putting it before the U.N. Eaton said their alter-
native recommendation was to go to the Disarmament Committee but 
everyone there would favor calling a emergency session which can be 
done by seven members of the SC. Eaton said the only thing would 
be to be sure the emergency session would be limited to disarmament 
matters, but regardless of that, Eaton said it was the strong view of 
everyone with the possible exception of the French, that it would be 
good better to go before the GA to make clear we were going to the 
forum the world recognizes. Eaton said the suggestion on the part of all 
the Five delegations was that coordination of the Western position take 
place in Washington where the time difference problem is less. Eaton 
said he expressed the personal view the Secy might want to take a posi-
tion and take it immediately to indicate we can take decisions without 
delay and the other delegations are fully conscious of this and would 
go along with the exception of wanting to be certain their Foreign Min-
isters are advised. Eaton said he would be available by phone at any 
time and was sending the Secy by most rapid communication a fuller 
text of what Eaton had said to the Secy.
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575. Memorandum for the Files by McCone1

Washington, June 28, 1960

During my discussion with the President on Monday, June 27, he 
stated:

a. No moratorium on testing now exists (December 29, 1959, 
Augusta statement),

b. Why shouldn’t we proceed with unannounced tests.

In discussions with the Joint Committee on June 27, concerning the 
proposed “Joint Resolution” the following questions were raised:

a. Can the seismic improvement program be carried on with older 
gun type devices (thereby eliminating the use of the Mark 7),

b. Would gun type devices now in stockpile be used or would 
modifications be necessary and, if so, would these modifications be 
construed as “weapon developments.”

With reference to the President’s statements:

a. Technically, no moratorium exists at the present time, for on 
December 29, 1959, he stated: “…… In the meantime, the voluntary 
moratorium on testing will expire on December 31. (1959)”

“Although we consider ourselves free to resume nuclear weapons 
testing, we shall not resume nuclear weapons tests without announcing 
our intention in advance……..”

I agreed with the President that no moratorium existed based on 
the December 29 statement but, nevertheless, no testing had taken place 
and, furthermore, the Eisenhower- Macmillan declaration of March 29, 
offering to conduct a seismic improvement program extended the mor-
atorium for a period during which a limited treaty would be negotiated 
and signed and a coordinated seismic program completed.

Therefore, for all practical purposes, a moratorium does exist by 
directive of the President.

b. With reference to the conducting of nuclear tests for weapons 
development or seismic improvement in secrecy, my investigation indi-
cates this is possible at the Nevada test site because of the vastness of 
the installation and the diverse activities taking place there. However, 
there is a very high probability that the activity would become known 
to the press and, through them, to the public because of the number 
of people involved and the familiarity on the part of the press with 
various activities such as safety precautions, unusual instrumentation, 
and laboratory technicians all of which is unique to a weapons test 
undertaking.

1 Source: Record of McCone’s conversation with Eisenhower on considerations 
for resumed testing. Top Secret; Restricted Data; Eyes Only. 3 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 5.
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Therefore, it can be concluded that one or two tests can be con-
ducted without the fact becoming known, but a series (and a series 
would be required for meaningful results) would, in all probability, 
become known to the public.

The President’s position caused me to review requirements for 
immediate tests. It is indicated that testing should be undertaken 
promptly on the Minute Man, Polaris and the first step on a small 
Queen weapon. These tests are justified on the basis of safety and 
dependability.

With regard to the points of the Joint Committee:

a. The seismic program outlined under project Vela calls for use of 
both the gun type weapons and the Mark 7. Seismologists and the AEC 
staff consider these as “proven designs”, however, neither the Mark 7 
nor the gun type devices now in stockpile will give the exact yields called 
for under project Vela. The yields are obtained by increasing or decreas-
ing the special nuclear materials in the “proven devices”.

If the program is restricted to existing devices in the stockpile on 
the theory that only such devices are acceptable as “proven”, then proj-
ect Vela must be modified considerably. [text not declassified]

It is debatable whether an increase or decrease of the special 
nuclear material in a proven device could or should be construed as a 
“weapon development.”

b. If the program is restricted to gun type devices then project Vela, 
as now laid out, cannot be accomplished. For yields of [text not declassi-
fied] a modified program can be developed.

However, for yields above 25 KT and, more particularly for yields 
under 1 KT (of which 4 are indicated, ranging from [text not declassi-
fied]), we must extrapolate from knowledge gained from the present 
gun type devices for these particular yields are both above and below 
yields yet attained by us in devices of this type.

It is quite possible that actual yields so extrapolated would vary 
from the theoretical yields by as much as 30%, plus or minus, and it is 
also possible that yields of the lower range [text not declassified] might 
fail entirely. Such extrapolation might very readily be considered as the 
development of new and heretofore untried weapons as yield of the 
magnitude anticipated has not been produced heretofore.

[text not declassified] of the Mark 7 device. These devices would 
always be used because of the economy of the special nuclear material. 
However, it is important to note that under an arrangement of where 
the gun type device would be declassified (even on a limited basis), or 
the Soviets were permitted visual and manual inspection (as provided 
in the Joint Resolution), and as a result that completed the weapon 
development, for the reason mentioned above we could not explain that 
this is not the case because we had alternate devices which are better 
and more economical (Mark 7’s in stockpile) and such information is 
classified as Top Secret, Restricted Data.

John A. McCone
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576. Record of Telephone Conversations Between Herter and 
Lodge and Lyndon Johnson1

June 28, 1960

6:10 p.m.
Lodge telephoned that the resolution in the Disarmament Commis-

sion requests the Russians to go back to the 10- nation group. Lodge said 
he didn’t think this would get as many votes as a resolution to negotiate 
in the Disarmament Commission. The Secretary asked if he had refer-
ence to negotiating with a group of 82 and Lodge said that was what 
the Disarmament Commission was made up of and that he didn’t think 
we had to be afraid of this at all. The Secretary said it was impossible to 
negotiate in such a large body and Lodge insisted that if it could be done 
with 10 it could be done with 82. Actually, he said, it would boil down 
to the Russians and us; that we could bring the British and French in 
for private talks. Lodge said this was all academic because they would 
refuse. He said he was afraid we wouldn’t get a strong vote to go back to 
the 10- nation group. Lodge said he had suggested we go into the Disar-
mament Commission with the proposal on disarmament which he thinks 
would be best of all. The Secretary asked if he hadn’t received what Eaton 
had tabled. Lodge said they had been told that this wasn’t sufficiently 
far along. The Sec. said the draft letter to Hammarskjold would have our 
proposal as an attachment asking that it be circulated. He said that Eaton 
didn’t have time to clear the proposal with our allies. Lodge said that the 
meeting would be on July 6; that would be time to clear it with our allies. 
The Secretary said it would still be in the process of clearance. Lodge 
said the best thing to do would be to start negotiating on disarmament in 
the Commission; the next best was to urge the Russians to come into the 
Commission. The worst thing would be to come back into the 10- nation 
group. The Secretary said to try to do it in the 82- nation was just as bad; 
that this was a terribly complicated and difficult thing. Lodge said he 
didn’t think the fact that there were 82 added anything to the complexity 
of the situation. It meant that we, the Russians, the British and French 
would sit down in private. The Secretary mentioned wording it in such a 
way as to ask the Russians to return or in such form as the Disarmament 
Commission would select. Lodge said then all the neutrals would get 
in, i.e, Communist China. The Sec. said he wouldn’t mind Communist 
China being in and Lodge said not in an election year. The Sec. said he 
could not see it being done in the 82- nation group. Lodge suggested the 

1 Source: Tactics for U.N. resolution on resuming disarmament talks; State Depart-
ment appropriations bill. No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter 
Papers, Phone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos.
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Secretary get in the disarmament experts and mull it over. Lodge said 
the point was to force the Russians to say yes or no to negotiations now. 
Lodge said he planned to meet with our allies tomorrow to sign the letter 
and the Sec. asked if they were ready to sign. Lodge said he didn’t think 
they were. The Sec. said the British wanted time to think it over. Lodge 
asked the Secretary to think it over and to let him know.

6:43 p.m.
Telephoned Lyndon Johnson that he was worried about the 

State Department Appropriations Bill. The Secretary said that as Mr. 
Macomber had told him, we would do our best on the money going into 
the University. Sec said he hoped that as far as salaries and expenses 
were concerned the Senator would give us a good break. Senator John-
son said he would certainly be considerate. He realized the burden the 
Secretary carried and that he would try to be as understanding as if 
their positions were reversed. He said he would get on it in the morn-
ing. The Secretary expressed his appreciation.

577. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, June 30, 1960, 10:15 a.m.

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations (Meeting of Principals)

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Use of nuclear explosions in seismic research. Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

State Dept.
The Secretary
Mr. Dillon
Mr. Farley

CIA
Gen. Cabell
Dr. Scoville

DOD
Mr. Gates
Mr. Irwin
Gen. Dabney
Mr. Lanier

AEC
Mr. McCone
Dr. English
Col. Sherrill
Col. Anderson

White House
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Mr. Gordon Gray
Gen. Persons
Mr. Keeny

Mr. Herter reviewed the Geneva discussions of a coordinated 
research program and the arrangements for use of nuclear devices in 



2104 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

seismic research. In view of the Soviet shift in position regarding seis-
mic research and Soviet unwillingness to use nuclear devices of their 
own, the United States is faced with the problem whether to go ahead 
on its own. If we do go ahead, the “black box” approach permits sus-
picion that we are doing something of possible weapons advantage. To 
avoid this situation, Mr. McCone explored with Congressional leaders 
the possibility of a congressional resolution permitting us to open cer-
tain devices for U.K. and Soviet examination. The eventual congressio-
nal reaction was that this should only be done if there was a reciprocal 
opening of Soviet devices. AEC also explored declassification possibil-
ities. General declassification was impractical since it would result in 
the information being made available to Nth countries. Limited declas-
sification restricting dissemination of the information on the specific 
devices involved also appeared undesirable.

Mr. McCone said that limited declassification would be objectionable 
to the Joint Committee since it would establish a precedent whereby the 
Congress would lose control over restricted data. For example, the Exec-
utive Branch would be able to handle transmission of nuclear weapons 
or nuclear submarine information to selected allies by this procedure 
without having to submit an agreement for cooperation for Congressio-
nal review. Mr. Gray said that perhaps the Joint Committee wouldn’t like 
it, but limited declassification apparently was feasible under the law. 
Mr. McCone said that the congressional objections would be bipartisan 
and would probably lead to legislative action shutting off this course of 
action.

Mr. Herter said that we had to find an answer. As things now stand, 
the Geneva talks are likely to end not because of Soviet obduracy but 
because of United States unwillingness to remove a valid basis for sus-
picion of our nuclear explosions under the seismic research program.

Mr. McCone said that he thought a possibility would be for us to 
reemphasize the necessity for seismic research and use of nuclear explo-
sions for this purpose, emphasize that we were going ahead with this 
program, and propose that we and the Soviets each put in 4 to 6 nuclear 
devices for use in the program and open them up for examination. Con-
gress would buy this reciprocal approach in his judgment. The Sovi-
ets would probably turn such an offer down. We could then invite UN 
observers to check our use of “black boxes”. Mr. Herter asked if this 
meant we would go ahead with Vela even if the Geneva negotiations 
collapse. Mr. McCone said a modified version of Vela would be desir-
able. He thought that there would be a controlled underground test ban 
someday and we do not know enough now without further research to 
design the requisite controls. He did not dispute Mr. Herter’s belief that 
the “black box” approach was not persuasive enough to world opinion, 
though it would satisfy objective scientists like Nils Bohr.
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Mr. Herter asked whether AEC had concluded firmly that Soviet 
devices could be brought into the United States and used in the research 
program. He recalled that such a proposal had been vigorously rejected 
on a previous occasion. Mr. McCone said that he needed to discuss the 
practical aspects with his laboratories and that this idea had come to 
him just on the preceding evening.

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that continuing discussions among the U.S. 
technical people had developed a new list of nuclear explosions for 
Vela cutting out two shots below 1 kiloton. Of course, any initial list 
would be subject to review in the light of actual results from early shots.

Mr. Dillon said that another possible course would be for the 
President to take the initiative and offer the Soviets the opportunity 
to examine the U.S. nuclear devices used in Vela upon condition of 
Congressional approval. If accepted, the President could send this to 
Congress in August. The Presidential lead would somewhat protect 
the Congressmen from the political dangers they feared by shifting 
responsibility to him, and they would be hard put to refuse the Pres-
ident the authorization he asked. There was considerable discussion 
of the sensitivity of information on gun- type devices and its possible 
value to the Soviets or to the French.

Mr. Herter stressed the importance of proceeding without delay. 
Mr. McCone emphasized his view that the limited declassification 
approach would draw Congressional counter- action promptly in 
August and that we should avoid facing the Congress with a fait accom-
pli if possible. He believed he could get an answer as to the technical 
and safety aspects of his reciprocal proposal by noon, July 1. Mr. Gates 
urged that any such conditional proposal be accompanied by the state-
ment that the United States will go ahead on August 15 if the Soviets do 
not accept. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that such a statement, while it would 
bring the issue to a head, was not necessary on technical grounds since 
Vela could proceed for awhile using chemical explosions and the first 
nuclear test would not be ready much before October 1. Mr. Dillon 
pointed out that if Congress convenes August 8, then the August 15 
deadline would be too close. Mr. Gates said that he believed the earliest 
possible date should be set and he did not see why, if a decision was 
made, we could not be ready to act August 15.

Mr. Gray asked whether, if we go ahead unilaterally, UN observers 
would accept an invitation to observe our “black box” detonations; he 
referred to past invitations to UN observers which showed their reluc-
tance. Mr. Dillon said that probably they would not come, but the offer 
would be worth something as evidence of our good intentions.

Mr. Dillon said that when we came to make a decision we should 
face the fact that the requirements for reciprocal Soviet participation 
will not appear reasonable and the Soviets will simply reiterate that 
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they do not believe nuclear detonations are needed and will not con-
tribute any. The simplest and most direct course would be opening U.S. 
devices for examination. Mr. Herter and Mr. McCone thought that these 
objections were at least partially met by past instances of Soviet admis-
sion of detection limitations and the need for research.

Mr. McCone said that, in a frank talk on the previous evening, 
Ambassador Caccia had told him that he thought the Soviets would 
shortly walk out of the Geneva negotiations, attempting to throw the 
blame on the U.S., and declaring that they would not conduct nuclear 
tests unless the United States held nuclear explosions (of any kind, 
including Vela or Plowshare) in which case they would consider them-
selves free to conduct whatever tests they felt necessary.

It was agreed that, while Mr. McCone was checking out the tech-
nical and safety problems of bringing Soviet devices into the United 
States, the staffs of the interested agencies would draft on a contingency 
basis instructions to Ambassador Wadsworth to put forward a proposal 
of the kind suggested by Mr. McCone.

578. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 30, 1960

SUBJECT

Nuclear Testing

PARTICIPANTS

U.K.—Sir Harold Caccia, The British Ambassador
The Viscount Hood, Minister, The British Embassy
Mr. Charles Wiggin, First Secretary, The British Embassy

U.S.—Christian A. Herter, Secretary of State
Foy D. Kohler, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs
James D. Swihart, OIC, U.K., Ireland and B.I Affairs

The Ambassador inquired as to our latest thinking about the 
Nuclear Testing Conference developments. The Secretary responded 
that we presently had under discussion some of the complicated legal 
aspects. He understood the Ambassador had recently had a conversation 

1 Source: Seismic testing. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secretary’s Memoranda of 
Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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with Mr. McCone regarding some of the problems. At the moment, we 
were working on alternative proposals that would be more acceptable 
to the Congressional leaders concerned. He would probably have no 
objections if something along a reciprocal basis could be worked out. 
There would remain some technical questions, such as whether the 
Atomic Energy Commission could shoot off someone else’s device. The 
Ambassador observed that even under our new thinking, we would 
have still the difficulty that the Soviets have gone on record that they 
are opposed to inspection. The Secretary remarked that if the Soviets 
were to turn us down, then the moratorium would be out the window. 
The Ambassador felt that it was a pity that our first proposals were 
not practical from a U.S. domestic political standpoint. The Secretary 
observed this was a question involving the inspection problem. Lord 
Hood asked whether it was correct to state that our new idea would 
mean the Soviets could inspect our explosions here and that we, theirs 
in the Soviet Union? The Secretary said that this was not correct. Under 
our proposal, we would all exchange a certain number of devices and 
then test each others. Lord Hood wondered whether this would not 
raise legal complications from our standpoint. The Secretary replied we 
are trying to see how we can get around these difficulties including the 
problems of how to declassify, which, in turn, might raise difficulties 
here and with our Allies. Lord Hood felt one of the hazards might be 
that the Soviets would not turn down our proposal completely. The 
Secretary said that our position would be to full back on the 1958 scien-
tific experts’ report. He commented further that in putting forward any 
such proposals, we may have to state they are subject to subsequent 
legislative approval. The Ambassador remarked that in the event we 
decide to go down this road, he would like to warn his own people 
as soon as possible. The Secretary said that we should know where 
we’re going by tomorrow and would let the British know as quickly as 
possible. The Ambassador inquired whether we had given any further 
thought about the Tsarapkin package. The Secretary said we have, but 
unless some of the other problems are settled the moratorium will be 
over. He remarked that the quota and the moratorium were two sep-
arate issues. The Ambassador agreed, but pointed out that during the 
moratorium period we could inspect. The Secretary said this was so in 
theory, but as a practical matter, the appropriate instrumentation may 
not be ready during the two- year moratorium period. The Ambassador 
summarized that it would appear we felt this problem should be taken 
step by step; i.e., inspection first, quota second, and finally, moratorium.

[text not declassified]
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579. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, July 6, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations—Meeting of Principals

PARTICIPANTS

See attached list

Mr. Dillon expressed his appreciation to Mr. McCone for returning 
from California to be present at this meeting. The purpose of the dis-
cussion would be consideration of how we proceed regarding opening 
to inspection older- type nuclear devices to be detonated in connection 
with the research program. The proposal to open the devices for inspec-
tion on condition that an approximately equal number be made avail-
able by the U.S., the U.K. and the USSR, (as forwarded to the delegation 
in NUSUP 919) caused great consternation in the British Government. 
Lord Hood had told the Department that this alternative was unlikely 
to be accepted and represented a step backward from the move which 
Secretary Herter had mentioned to Ambassador Caccia (i.e., obtaining 
Congressional authority to open old devices to inspection, without con-
dition of reciprocity), and that the “ultimatum” aspect might force the 
Soviets to break off the talks under conditions highly unfavorable to 
the Western powers. In view of the firm U.K. stand, it is likely that we 
will be on our own if we persist in the approach set out in NUSUP 919. 
Secretary Gates asked why the U.K. could accept the approach calling for 
“quid pro quo” on inspection of devices if they believe it to be unaccept-
able to the Soviets. Mr. Dillon replied that they believe such an approach 
would not be vulnerable, from a world public opinion standpoint, if not 
coupled with the statement of intention to go ahead on our own even 
though it were rejected. Mr. Farley commented that the U.K. desire for 
continuation of the negotiations is the key to their reactions.

Mr. Dillon expressed belief that a U.S. decision to go ahead with 
our own research program after a maximum effort by the U.S. to find 
an answer to the safeguards problem would have a good chance of 
acceptance by public opinion, but that otherwise we would be very 
vulnerable.

1 Source: Opening nuclear weapons for seismic research program to inspection. 
Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- 
Policy, 1960.
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Mr. Gray reported that, in a telephone conversation, General Per-
sons had expressed concern about our putting forward at Geneva, 
in the face of present Congressional views and without indication of 
Congressional support, any safeguards proposal which would require 
some Congressional authorization.

Mr. McCone reviewed the discussions which had taken place 
with members of Congress in regard to a joint resolution, prepared by 
the Department of State and the AEC, authorizing the revealing of a 
 number of older- type devices in connection with the research program. 
During the week beginning June 20, he had talked to Senators  Johnson 
and Anderson and Representatives Rayburn, McCormack, Holifield 
and Halleck, and had met with unanimously favorable response. 
He was advised that the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy should 
report out the resolution. At a closed hearing on June 24, the Commit-
tee appeared prepared to endorse the resolution, on condition that the 
text would limit inspection to “visual and manual examination”, and 
would contain a proviso that each of the other nations would accord 
similar rights of examination to devices it might use in the program. On 
the succeeding Monday, June 27, however, perhaps as a result of infor-
mal Congressional discussions over the weekend, the atmosphere had 
changed. It was obvious that the Committee would not approve the 
original resolution because of fear that political opponents of members 
running in the coming elections would charge them with having given 
away nuclear weapons information to the Soviets without any return. 
Thereupon we had developed our “pool” proposal. Mr. McCone had 
not, however, told these members of the plan to state that, in case of 
rejection by the Soviet Government, we would go ahead on our own. 
The Atomic Energy Commission also had reconsidered declassification 
of devices but arrived at a negative conclusion as before.

In light of this background information, Mr. McCone recommended 
that the delegation be instructed to advance the alternative proposal, 
calling for the pooling arrangement and omitting the language objec-
tionable to the U.K. Government. He warned against advancing the 
original proposal, at this time since the Joint Committee opposed it. 
He quoted Senator Hickenlooper as still favoring the original resolu-
tion but as warning him against proceeding on it without support of 
the other committee members. If this proposal were advanced, and 
accepted by Soviets, we might be in serious trouble with the Committee, 
perhaps made vindictive by the political climate. Mr. Dillon commented 
that the progress in the negotiations which would ensue from finding 
an answer to the safeguards problem might spur popular demand for 
Congress to pass the needed resolution. He stated that the addition of 
the “ultimatum” represented a departure from the proposal the Joint 
Committee was considering and might affect the Joint Committee’s 
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attitude towards it. Secretary Gates commented that the words “We 
would face strong compulsion to” hardly constituted an ultimatum.

After further discussion, Mr. Dillon agreed that the alternative pro-
posal be advanced, as suggested by Mr. McCone. If it is turned down 
by the Soviets, the Administration might then be in a stronger posi-
tion to go back to the Congress for authorization as required under the 
original proposal. Secretary Gates expressed concern at elimination of 
the language announcing our intentions to proceed unilaterally with 
the research program, including nuclear experiments, if the Soviets do 
not accept the alternative proposal. He called for a clear decision that 
there will be nuclear detonations for purposes of improving the under-
ground detection system, during the term of this Administration, and 
recommended that this decision be clearly communicated to the other 
parties to this treaty. He urged that further long negotiation, under a 
de facto moratorium, be avoided. Mr. Dillon replied that such a com-
munication should be connected to a plan which world opinion would 
consider to be good, such as an offer to open the devices which will 
be used. Attaching such a communication to the alternative proposal, 
with its compulsory “quid pro quo” features, would be likely to lead 
to the collapse of the talks under circumstances very unfavorable for 
us. Secretary Gates urged that the Principals recommend to the Pres-
ident that the nuclear aspects of the research program go forward, if 
the Soviets do not accept our proposal. Mr. Dillon said that the state-
ment of our intention to go ahead with the testing program might be 
attached to our “fall- back position” offer. He re- emphasized his view 
that the U.K. would consider this a reasonable approach. Secretary Gates 
and Mr. McCone stated it appears that the U.K. basic objectives in these 
negotiations are different from ours. They even appear to be agreeable 
to a comprehensive treaty without adequate controls. Secretary Gates 
agreed that the caveat might be left out, as long as the Administration 
has a clear position on its own objective.

After a discussion, it was decided not to make an informal 
approach to the Joint Committee at this time as to either of the alterna-
tives. Secretary Gates and Mr. McCone recommended that the proposal 
be advanced in Geneva as soon as possible, in order to avoid a Soviet 
walk- out accompanied by an announcement that “We’ll never test 
again.”

Mr. Dillon proposed that we first advance the alternative proposal 
now, devote our best efforts to obtaining it acceptance, and second, 
if this fails, go back to the Joint Committee in August with a request 
for a joint resolution enabling us to put forward the original pro-
posal, together with a caveat about intention to go ahead on our own. 
Mr.  Sullivan suggested that the House Foreign Affairs Committee also 
be consulted. Mr. McCone expressed belief that it would be preferable 
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to make the second move without seeking Congressional authority, 
because of the possibility that some of the members of the Committee 
might remain away from Washington and that those who come back 
might again refuse to give favorable consideration. Mr. Dillon sug-
gested that the second move, if necessary, might be made before the 
August session begins. Mr. McCone conceded that there is an element 
of chance in the second move; but he urged that, in view of the danger 
of leaks to the press, we go ahead as rapidly as possible. He cautioned 
against expanding the inspection concept beyond the permissible lim-
its set by the Joint Committee. He recalled that the Joint Committee had 
been unusually concerned about showing drawings or blueprints to 
the Soviets.

Mr. McCone expressed his understanding that, in the event the 
original proposal is eventually advanced, it will be accompanied by 
a caveat phrased as originally proposed by Secretary Gates. Mr. Dil-
lon suggested that extensive thought be given to the domestic political 
implications before setting a nuclear detonation date for inclusion in 
the caveat. Secretary Gates said that the President and Vice President 
must certainly be consulted as to this question, but if they do not con-
sider the move unwise, we should include a very strong statement. 
Mr. Dillon replied that consideration should even then be given to the 
form of presentation of the proposal. Inserting a date might give the 
Soviets the opportunity to break up the Conference with a big propa-
ganda blast. Mr. Kohler agreed that inclusion of a date would ensure an 
adverse reaction.

Secretary Gates reiterated that there would be no question of con-
sidering that an ultimatum or a threat is involved here. We are merely 
trying to go ahead with explosions for research proposes, to improve 
the capabilities of the system. Mr. Dillon pointed out that there seemed 
to be some experimentation for military purposes involved. Mr. McCone 
denied this. The tunnel linings which had been constructed would have 
the purpose of providing information useful for civil defense. It has 
nothing to do with weapons development. Mr. Dillon pointed out that 
military application could be made of the results. Secretary Gates and 
Mr. McCone insisted that, at a time when the Soviets are firing rockets 
into the Pacific, no one should object to that. Mr. Dillon said that the 
problem was not so great if the results of all the experimentation were 
made generally available. Secretary Gates said this would be the case. 
Mr. McCone noted that the tunnel could simply be filled in if the prob-
lems this experiment would create were too great.

In answer to a question by Mr. McCone, Mr. Farley mentioned that 
Sir Michael Wright had suggested that, in order to make the pooling 
proposal more palatable to the Soviets, the pool might be used for both 
research devices and peaceful uses devices, so that the Soviets could 
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have a rationale for agreeing to contribute to it. Mr. McCone expressed 
opposition to this since some Plowshare devices are of such sophisti-
cated design that they cannot even be shared with the U.K.

The Principals agreed to pass their recommendations to the Presi-
dent on July 7.

PARTICIPANTS OF MEETING OF PRINCIPALS ON NUCLEAR TEST  
NEGOTIATIONS HELD JULY 6, 1960

Department of State:
Acting Secretary Dillon
EUR—Mr. Kohler
S/AE—Mr. Farley
S/AE—Messrs. Sullivan, Spiers, Gotzlinger
SOV—Mr. Dubs

Department of Defense:
Secretary Gates
Mr. Knight
General Fox
Mr. Lanier

White House:
Dr. Kistiakowsky
Lt. Col. Eisenhower
Mr. Gordon Gray
Mr. Keeney

AEC:
Chairman McCone
General Starbird
Dr. English

CIA:
Mr. Dulles
Dr. Scoville
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580. Telegram 219 to London1

Washington, July 9, 1960, 2:45 p.m.

219. Please deliver following message from President to Prime 
Minister. Advise date and time delivery.

QUOTE: July 9, 1960
Dear Harold:
I have been giving considerable thought to the handling of the 

nuclear detonations in the seismic research program. This program is 
essential if we are to reach an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
testing of the kind you and I proposed on March 29, and if the morato-
rium which we are prepared to agree to is to provide us answers on the 
underground detection problem.

We have explored here, and with your people, various ways of 
dealing with the safeguards for these nuclear detonations. One possi-
bility is a pool approach whereby devices of the U.K., the U.S., and the 
USSR would be used on a reciprocal basis. Another approach would 
be an offer by the United States to open its seismic research devices to 
inspection by representatives of the U.K. and the USSR. Either approach 
would, as you know, require Congressional authorization.

With respect to the first proposal it is probable that the Soviets will 
reject it inasmuch as they have already stated that they have no inten-
tion of using nuclear explosions in seismic research. In spite of this I feel 
it is important that we put the pool idea forward as a proposal. It will 
be another evidence of our desire to find a cooperative solution. A fur-
ther reason that I believe it is desirable to put this forward is the strong 
feeling expressed by certain members of the Congress that a safeguards 
arrangement should be reciprocal. Having made this proposal, we 
would then be in a better position to obtain Congressional support for 
the second course of action. I have concluded that we should not put 
forward this proposal accompanied by any sort of warning of possible 
unilateral action in the event of Soviet rejection.

If the Soviets reject the pool proposal in spite of our best persua-
sion, we plan to offer to open devices used in the United States seis-
mic research program for examination by the United Kingdom and the 
USSR. This proposal would also be put forward without a warning of 
possible unilateral action in event of Soviet rejection. Implementation 
of this proposal would of course be subject to Congressional action 

1 Source: Transmits letter to Macmillan from Eisenhower on opening nuclear weap-
ons for seismic research to inspection. Secret; Presidential Handling. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 711.5611/7–960.
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which I could request in August if the Soviets show any likelihood of 
accepting.

However, should the Soviets reject this reasonable proposal or 
should they delay their response for an unreasonable period it would 
be our intention to announce that we are proceeding with the U.S. seis-
mic research program and that we intend to invite United Nations or 
other international observation of these experiments. If this proposal 
does not satisfy the Soviets I doubt that there is anything we can devise 
which would, and under those circumstances I believe our action in 
going ahead would be widely understood and supported.

As for timing, it is our objective to put forward these proposals and 
be prepared in the event of Soviet rejection or undue delay to make the 
above mentioned announcement sometime during August.

To protect our negotiating position we are limiting knowledge of 
the second proposal and our future intentions to the smallest possible 
group.

With warm personal regard,
As ever,
Dwight D. Eisenhower UNQUOTE

Herter

581. Memorandum From Beckler to Goodpaster1

Washington, July 14, 1960

SUBJECT

Plowshare Study Proposal

When the Science Advisory Committee met with the President 
on July 11th there was discussion of the Plowshare program, particu-
larly with respect to the matter of radioactivity and its economic con-
sequences. The Committee recommended that a critical study of the 
problem be undertaken by the National Academy of Sciences.

Attached is a general description of what is intended to be included 
in the proposed study. The description is based on a discussion with Dr. 

1 Source: Transmits description of Plowshare study proposal. Confidential. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Dr. Kistiakowsky.
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Kistiakowsky immediately prior to his departure for Europe, but he has 
not had an opportunity to see the final language.

D.Z. Beckler

Enclosure

Proposed Study

K– C– 10334 July 14, 1960

Proposed Study on 
Radioactivity Associated with Project Plowshare

It is proposed that, on behalf of the President, the Special Assistant 
for Science and Technology request the National Academy of Sciences/
National Research Council to undertake a classified study of the radio-
activity associated with use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
(Project Plowshare). The purpose of this study would be to provide a 
basis for government planning concerning Project Plowshare.

The study would be focused on the critical evaluations of the 
world- wide and local fallout and the ground contamination involved 
in specific applications of nuclear explosions proposed in Project Plow-
share. The study would also make general estimates of the direct and 
indirect economic effects resulting from precautions against radioac-
tivity contamination. In addition, the study would estimate the dura-
tion and magnitude of the research and development effort required to 
reduce the radioactive contamination involved in various applications.

The study would not attempt to evaluate either the overall com-
parative economic worth of the proposed applications of Project Plow-
share or the psychological aspects of the problem resulting from either 
the favorable reaction to U.S. technological strength or the unfavorable 
reaction to fear of radioactivity contamination and the association of 
the project with nuclear weapons development.

The study would be completed by September 10, 1960 in a form 
suitable for a briefing for the President. (It must be recognized, how-
ever, that the late starting date and the problem of obtaining the ser-
vices of competent people during August make this completion date 
uncertain.) The cost of conducting such a study is estimated at some 
$25,000 to $50,000.
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582. Memorandum From Henderson (IO) to Merchant1

Washington, July 19, 1960

SUBJECT

Background for Your Meeting with Lord Hood on Disarmament

The Acting Secretary and Ambassador Lodge, in a meeting with 
the President agreed in principle that we take steps to convene a meet-
ing of the Disarmament Commission about the middle of August—
preferably earlier rather than later. We had hoped to have a meeting 
of the Disarmament Commission shortly after the Soviet walkout from 
the 10- nation Committee on Disarmament meetings in Geneva which 
would have been limited to a call on the USSR to resume negotiations. 
We had not envisaged that the Commission would become involved in 
the details of the substance of disarmament, nor would it concern itself 
with the transfer of the disarmament negotiations to a forum other than 
the 10- nation group. The passage of time has changed the situation, 
and the limited kind of DC meeting we had in mind no longer appears 
profitable.

It has been our expectation and that of our allies that there would 
be at least one meeting of the Disarmament Commission before the next 
General Assembly. The primary issue among our allies is whether or 
not the meeting should be immediately before the Assembly convenes 
and pro forma in nature or whether it should be called earlier and a more 
substantive discussion of the issues be allowed to take place. On July 
15 Mr. Wilcox called the British, Canadian, Italian and French represen-
tatives in and informed them that we now believe a meeting by mid- 
August of the Disarmament Commission was most desirable. We have 
now had responses to our proposal. The Canadians feel that the earlier 
a meeting of the DC is convened the better; the Italians are willing to 
go along with a mid- August meeting but do not appear to feel strongly 
about the date; the British feel that the disadvantages of a mid- August 
meeting outweigh the advantages and prefer a later meeting which, at 
one point, they described as possibly late August or early September; 
the French prefer to hold no meeting of the Disarmament Commission 
and are adamantly opposed to a meeting prior to September 15.

While there are advantages and disadvantages which are cited 
below for a mid- August meeting, we believe the advantages outweigh 

1 Source: Background briefing for Merchant’s meeting with Hood on position on 
timing of a meeting of the U.N. Disarmament Commission. Confidential. 2 pp. NARA, 
RG 59, Central Files, 600.12/7–1960.
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the disadvantages and that we should make further efforts to persuade 
the French and British to our point of view.

Briefly stated, the advantages of a meeting by mid- August are as 
follows:

1. By that time the Soviet Government may have responded to 
our note of July 2 concerning the Communist bloc walkout from the 
10- nation meeting in Geneva and again made clear that they do not 
intend to resume negotiations in that forum in the near future.

2. There is an obligation to report to the Disarmament Commission 
on the 10- nation Conference and it is likely that some members of the 
Commission would resent what they might consider a deliberate effort 
to avoid meaningful discussion and action if the meeting is called just 
prior to convening the General Assembly. In addition, a late session of 
the Commission would interfere with the preparations which each del-
egation must make prior to convening the General Assembly session 
and might for this reason alone be resented.

3. Finally, fixing a precise and early date for convening the Dis-
armament Commission might place some pressure on the French to 
move toward agreement with us on a revised disarmament plan. Such 
agreement would, of course, give us a much stronger position in a sub-
stantive discussion in the Disarmament Commission and the General 
Assembly, a position much less possible of exploitation for divisive 
purposes by the USSR.

On the other hand, there are serious difficulties. The principal one 
is a possibility that agreement will not be reached on a revised disarma-
ment plan and we will thus be susceptible to Soviet divisive efforts. In 
addition, the question of the usefulness of the 10- nation Committee 
probably will be challenged by the Soviet Union and its associates, 
and the difficult question of the composition of another group may be 
raised (we have raised the question of composition with our allies but 
we have not as yet received their views as to how to handle this issue 
should it be raised).

We are doubtful that the French or even the British can be per-
suaded of the advantages of a meeting of the Disarmament Commis-
sion by mid- August but in view of the agreement in principle on such 
a meeting between the Acting Secretary, Ambassador Lodge and the 
President, we believe we should make one more effort at your level 
before reconsidering this course of action. We had urged our allies 
to respond favorably to our proposal well before July 20 so that our 
request for a meeting of the Disarmament Commission could be made 
coincidental with the withdrawal of the bulk of our negotiating mission 
in Geneva which will begin on that date.
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583. Letter From Herter to McCone1

Washington, July 20, 1960

Dear John:

At the President’s request, I am sending you herewith a copy of a 
presentation entitled “Nuclear Test Ban Negotiations” recently made to 
the President by his Science Advisory Committee.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter

Enclosure

Presentation Prepared by the Science Advisory Board

Washington, July 12, 1960

Nuclear Test Ban Negotiations

Mr. President, we are concerned over the possibility that the 
nuclear test ban negotiations will end in failure under circumstances 
which may cause a substantial portion of world opinion to place the 
blame for the failure on the United States. We would, therefore, like 
to discuss two technical problems which could endanger our position 
before world opinion if these negotiations fail. These problems are the 
use of nuclear explosions for seismic research (Project Vela) and for 
peaceful purposes (Project Plowshare).

There are many important unsettled issues in the Geneva nego-
tiations. On some of these issues both sides have presented positions 
which are being actively debated; on other issues one side or the other 
has not yet taken a position (The United States for example has not 
presented a position on the length of moratorium or the high altitude 
coverage of the Treaty). The technical issue concerning the use of nuclear 
explosions in the seismic research program to improve the control system 
is not in itself sufficiently critical that it should control the outcome of the 
negotiations.

1 Source: Conveys copy of presentation by the Science Advisory Board entitled 
“Nuclear Test Ban Negotiations.” Confidential. 7 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone 
Papers, Testing.
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We believe that the program for improving means of seismic detec-
tion of nuclear explosions which is now being pursued vigorously in 
this country is most desirable. Nevertheless, one must anticipate that 
the technical results of this program will not change the nature of the polit-
ical decision which will have to be faced by the U.S. Government after a 
two year period. The technical basis for such decisions will, of course, 
be stronger. There will, however, still be a threshold yield of nuclear 
explosions, probably smaller than at present, below which it will not be 
possible to distinguish explosions from earthquakes. The United States 
will have to make a purely political decision whether to accept the possi-
bility of evasion of a test ban under this threshold, or whether to press for a 
more extensive control system, or whether to resume testing of small weapons. 
In addition, methods of concealment will still exist, and even more powerful 
ones may have been conceived. The United States will still have to weigh 
these factors against the risks and costs to a potential violator, against the net 
military significance of continued nuclear weapons progress, and especially 
against the broad significance of achieving a first step toward more important 
measures of arms control and toward opening up the USSR.

A seismic research program using only conventional chemical 
explosives would contribute a great deal to seismic detection meth-
ods, but would fall far short of the objectives of the presently planned 
research program, particularly in the area of concealment by decou-
pling. Therefore, we recommend that every effort be made to propose at 
Geneva a safeguarding procedure involving the open inspection of obsolete 
U.S. devices whose design is already known to the USSR.

We believe that it is imperative that any nuclear explosions in the 
seismic research program be conducted solely for useful seismic exper-
iments, so that our motives in conducting them cannot be subject to 
question. We are concerned, therefore, both by the possibility that such 
an early date will be picked for the first nuclear explosion that its scien-
tific value will be drastically reduced and by present plans for the use 
of the so called LOLLIPOP site which has extensive and obvious mili-
tary weapons effects tests built into tunnels in the immediate vicinity 
of the shot point.

Should attempts to arrive at a mutually agreed upon safeguard-
ing procedure fail, we do not consider that the promise of the seismic 
research program toward clarifying the political issues is sufficient 
to warrant unilateral use of nuclear explosions. Under such circum-
stances, we recommend that the seismic research program be restricted 
at this time to chemical explosions. We believe that should the U.S. resume 
unilateral nuclear explosions, it should be only for valid military reasons. It 
would be unfortunate if weapons testing were resumed as a result of 
a program which itself was conceived to remove obstacles from the 
treaty to cease such tests.
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The use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (Project Plow-
share) presents a less immediate but more difficult problem than their 
use for seismic research. Although some exploratory work can be done 
in this field with both chemical explosives and obsolete nuclear devices, 
ultimate economic utilization of nuclear explosions for peaceful uses 
depends on the most advanced thermonuclear weapon design. The 
question of safeguarding procedures for these nuclear explosions will 
have to be faced both in drafting treaty provisions and in preparing for 
Plowshare nuclear explosions planned for next year. On the one hand, 
we cannot subject advanced devices to Soviet inspection in the foresee-
able future; and, on the other hand, we cannot insist that the treaty be 
drawn to permit this project to proceed in an unrestricted fashion with-
out creating an almost unlimited means of evading a ban on nuclear 
weapon development.

The Plowshare projects have several common features:

(a) they aim to accomplish, at a hoped for large economic advan-
tage, objectives most of which could be achieved by ordinary means.

(b) they are long range, requiring further studies and test explo-
sions before the actual tasks can be begun.

(c) they involve many new safety considerations which affect the 
engineering and economics of the projects.

We have no doubt concerning the soundness of the basic underly-
ing physical principles. On the other hand, a realistic evaluation of the eco-
nomic balance between nuclear and ordinary accomplishment of the projects 
has not been made. Such an analysis cannot be made until the economic 
significance of the radioactivity controls required in Plowshare under-
takings is understood. Even if technically radioactivity proves control-
lable, a serious public relations problem remains. There does not appear 
to be any economic or scientific reason why such a program should be 
pursued in haste. We are concerned, therefore, that the proponents of 
this project may be overly optimistic over its immediate prospects, and 
that this project could be oversold by them in much the same manner as 
were fusion reactors and aircraft nuclear propulsion. A critical review 
by an unbiased competent group is essential before decision to push 
this program is taken.

While a soundly prosecuted Plowshare program might be of value 
to U.S. prestige, we are concerned with the probable adverse public reac-
tion to potential radiation exposures, however small, and also with the 
inevitably widespread doubt concerning U.S. motives. We note in this 
connection that Mr. Vishinsky in November 1949, when announcing the 
first successful Russian nuclear tests to the United Nations, explained 
the explosions as having been carried out for just such peaceful eco-
nomic purposes as are envisaged under the Plowshare program.
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Under these circumstances, the United States may have difficulty 
justifying to world opinion, or to our own people, either unilateral 
initiation of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes or insistence on 
treaty provisions which would appear to permit nuclear weapon devel-
opment, if these courses of action were to result in the breakdown of 
the Geneva negotiations and (or) in the resumption of nuclear weapons 
testing.

We conclude reluctantly that an effectively controlled nuclear weapons 
test ban will necessarily involve some restrictions to an optimum program of 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, unless such a program can be con-
ducted openly.

584. Letter From Wadsworth to Herter1

Geneva, July 21, 1960

Dear Chris:

Many thanks for your nice letter of July 16. You are quite right that 
things have picked up considerably, but our information from Wash-
ington is that there are still a few important things which are stalled.

I agree with you that if things looked as though we were close 
to agreement in early August, the Conference should probably keep 
driving ahead. However, given the existing rigid position of the Soviet 
Union on all matters over the last several weeks, I am sure that this will 
not happen.

Cabot and I have had some conversation on the subject of your 
second paragraph, and Doug Dillon and I also skirted around the sub-
ject delicately while he was here. Although I would, of course, like to 
carry this negotiation to a successful conclusion for all kinds of rea-
sons, I still think that I would prefer to come back to New York in the 
event that Cabot goes on the ticket. This, of itself, is a question of nec-
essary timing, which I wish we could discuss quietly together. Perhaps 
after the Convention we can work out some kind of an arrangement of 

1 Source: Exchange of three letters on state of negotiations and possibility that Wad-
sworth will replace Lodge. Personal and Confidential. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, Herter 
Papers, Letters- 1960.
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communication between you and Cabot, on the one hand, and Geneva 
on the other.

As to personal and health considerations, there is no doubt but 
that, if I have to come back to New York, we will have to have a very 
definite rest period before plunging into preparations for the General 
Assembly. This might mean that mid- August could turn out to be a 
little late for departure from Geneva.

Thanks again for your warm understanding—I appreciate it more 
than I can say.

Sincerely yours,

James J. Wadsworth

Attachment

Letter From Herter to Wadsworth

Washington, July 16, 1960

Dear Jerry:

It seems for some reason that our personal correspondence by mail 
becomes outdated by the rapidity with which events are moving. When 
you wrote me on July 1, you were obviously very discouraged as to 
the turn the negotiations had taken, but I gather from recent wires that 
things have picked up considerably. However, I have the feeling that 
we are not out of the woods as yet.

I do hope that the negotiations will be recessed in the middle of 
August, unless it looks as though you were very close to completing an 
agreement. A new factor has entered the picture insofar as you yourself 
are concerned in that Cabot Lodge may very possibly be nominated for 
Vice President on the Republican ticket, in which case we might well 
feel that you should take over in New York with the beginning of the 
September session. I will, of course, be in very close touch with you on 
this just as soon as our information is a little clearer.

In the meanwhile, take care of yourself and feel free to keep on 
sending me your own personal views.

Best to you both,
As always,

Christian A. Herter
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Attachment

Letter From Wadsworth to Herter

Geneva, July 1, 1960

Dear Chris:

Thanks so much for your nice letter of June 28. In one way, it makes 
me feel much better; in another way, quite apprehensive. I am wonder-
ing if people other than yourself who are struggling with this question 
realize what the inevitable steps will be if we cannot come up with a 
reasonable safeguard provision for these Project Vela explosions. Per-
haps they don’t care, but I would be surprised if this is the case.

One thing is sure: If we fail to come up with reasonable safeguards, 
and if we fail to come up with positions on the various other things like 
moratorium, composition of the Control Commission, etc., we will not 
have the same kind of finale as the Disarmament talks.

On the contrary, it will be the United States which will be in the 
position of not being able to defend itself before public opinion. I agree 
with the British that the major saving factor in the ten- nation debacle 
was the fact that Fred Eaton had a piece of paper ready to put on the 
table. If we don’t put all of our pieces of paper on the table, we will 
not have that advantage. In addition to this, I am quite sure that public 
opinion would side with the Russians in their insistence that adequate 
safeguards be placed around research explosions in order to demon-
strate that we are not seeking weapons development material.

This is a frightful dilemma, and I don’t envy you people who have 
to make the decision. If it comes to a “finale” for this Conference, you 
have (1) no Conference, (2) no coordinated research program, (3) no mor-
atorium, (4) no treaty, (5) no control, and (6) the $64,000 question as to 
resuming tests. If tests are resumed, even for research, you face the inev-
itability of world- wide development of weapons. You have the Soviet 
declaration that they would test in all elements, thus leading to more 
public outcry which will be blamed on us because we were the first to 
test. What would this sequence of events do to us in the United Nations 
and the Western Alliance? Against this is the national security argument.

As I indicated above, I know you are thoroughly aware of all of these 
things, but I am just wondering if the other people who might oppose 
executive declassification fully realize where this would inevitably lead.

In the meantime I will be awaiting more cheerful news with as 
much patience as I can muster.

Harty joins me in best to you and Mac.
Sincerely yours,

James J. Wadsworth
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585. Record of Telephone Conversation Between Eisenhower and 
Herter1

July 21, 1960, 5:30 p.m.

5:30—the President telephoned from Newport with regard to his 
proposed press statement on disarmament. The President said he was 
bothered about this failure to have the British and French go along. 
THE SECRETARY said we have been working on it very hard for the 
last ten days. THE PRESIDENT said what he was getting at was if we 
go ahead and if we don’t get their support, then what? THE SECRE-
TARY what happens is that Lodge files the letter requesting the meet-
ing with the SYG and the SYG then has to poll the entire membership 
of the UN and has to get 42 members supporting the call of the Disar-
mament Commission, and the Secy said he thinks when it is actually 
put on the table the British will go along but they won’t go along to 
co- sponsor the call for the meeting at this time. THE PRESIDENT said 
the Secretary better send a message to the British and French to the 
general effect we are very sorry they couldn’t co- sponsor but we felt it 
was necessary to put it on and see what the majority of the UN would 
feel. THE PRESIDENT said what worries him is if we get something of 
vital importance and we have ignored the British and French view on 
this—The President said as he understood it the difference was just a 
matter of timing—then when we want something that is really import-
ant, they say to the hell with us. THE SECRETARY said we have had 
at least four separate sessions with them on this; that the Canadians 
are keen and so are the Italians; but rather than split the Five Western 
Powers in the sponsorship of this, we felt it was better the U.S. call for 
the meeting since we could not have the co- sponsorship of all the other 
Four. THE PRESIDENT said if the Secretary feels this is important he 
will approve it, but said he thinks the Secretary should say to the British 
and French that we thought it was necessary to go ahead because of 
“special considerations” but we are sorry they couldn’t see their way 
clear to cosponsor. THE PRESIDENT said he takes it, however, they 
are not opposed, except to the question of timing. THE SECRETARY 
said he has a feeling when the chips are down they may go along. THE 
PRESIDENT said he had doubts they would, and said we haven’t many 
good friends in the world and when we slap them in the face it is bad, 
so the President said he would be careful to explain it. THE PRESI-
DENT said he would not spell out the “special considerations” but they 

1 Source: U.S. request to UN Secretary- General to convene the Disarmament Com-
mission. No classification marking. 1 p. Eiserhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls 
and Miscellaneous Memos.
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could guess them. THE PRESIDENT said he would tell Jim Hagerty 
to put this statement out in half an hour to give the Secy time to send 
cables to the British and French.

586. Letter From Eaton to Herter1

Geneva, July 25, 1960

Dear Chris:

I have submitted separately for the record a classified report on the 
Geneva disarmament talks but since it runs to some 14 pages, I want 
to sum up here more briefly comments and recommendations on what 
strike me as the essential points emerging from the Conference.

1. It’s clear that we never got down to the stage of concrete and 
business- like negotiations on disarmament with the Soviet side. From 
our own point of view, the Conference was more a matter of continu-
ing, backstage negotiation with our Allies, particularly France, on how 
far the United States was willing to alter its basic disarmament position 
to counter Soviet initiatives in this field.

2. We made an honest effort to find some genuine negotiating 
ground with the Soviets. However, the Soviet break on June 27 con-
firmed what had become obvious almost from the start, namely—that 
the Soviets came to Geneva with an all- or- nothing program they knew 
could not be negotiated with the West. At no time in Geneva was there 
any indication that the Soviets were prepared to discuss any disarma-
ment matters which had a possible chance of acceptability to us. They 
knew this, and therefore at no time did they contemplate a serious 
negotiation.

3. I am not prepared to speculate at length about the conditions 
under which the Soviets might have been willing to talk seriously in 
Geneva, or whether they came here in March with the primary inten-
tion of using the Conference for Communist propaganda and political 
warfare against the West. Regardless of their intentions, however, every 
statement and act in and out of the Conference appeared designed for 
propaganda and to win world opinion. I am not at all sure they suc-
ceeded in this, particularly in view of the poor timing of their break. 

1 Source: Sums up ten-nation disarmament conference. Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, 
Central Files, 396.12–GE/7–2560.
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Nothing short of major substantive concessions from us of a character 
damaging to Free World security would have been likely to change the 
Soviets’ basic propaganda approach to the Conference.

4. Fruitful discussion of disarmament with the Soviets will only 
take place in bilateral talks. There must be fullest consultation with our 
Allies giving consideration to their views, their national interests and 
aspirations, but the decision must rest with us. Use might be made of 
NAC to facilitate this process. While bilateral negotiation will be politi-
cally difficult now, it will become far more difficult and perhaps impos-
sible as time goes on.

5. One of the biggest problems facing us on the Allied side is how 
to resolve our basic differences with the French on disarmament, which 
ran through the whole Conference. The French position on early control 
and elimination of delivery vehicles is intended primarily as pressure 
on us. It counters our proposal to stop fissionable production before 
the French have really started, and serves notice that we should not 
expect to retain the bulk of our nuclear weapons and delivery means 
while the bulk of our nuclear weapons and delivery means while the 
French have none. By appealing to world opinion as a plausible avenue 
to disarmament, the French delivery vehicle proposal is intended to 
soften the difficult position in which the French would find themselves 
if they should refuse to go along with any agreement we might make 
with the Soviets in the nuclear field. It is probable that the only way out 
of our difficulty with the French would be to assure them that we will 
find a way to support their efforts to become a nuclear power. Failing 
this, French acquiescence to a common Western Plan will be obtained, 
if at all, only by the prospect of the tabling by the other four powers of 
a common paper before some public session, as in the UN.

6. A related major problem concerns the position and tactics we 
should adopt to handle the disarmament issue during the next phase 
in the UN. I feel strongly that, if any paper is to be tabled in the UN, 
we should seek flexibility by tabling a US Plan which the NATO 
 governments would welcome and generally endorse without being 
committed—either our June 27 plan or better yet its modified version, 
US/WP/09 (Rev. 5). This would give us a better opportunity to move 
into possible bilateral discussions in the future than if we were commit-
ted to either a Five- Power or Four- Power Plan from which we could not 
vary without the consent of our partners. My guess is that the British, 
Canadians, and Italians would prefer our tabling a plan unilaterally 
to isolating the French publicly. Furthermore, if we should do this, the 
French might not feel impelled to air their differences with us publicly 
by tabling their own markedly different proposals.
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7. As far as the Soviets are concerned, we can expect them to make 
renewed efforts to get UN approval of their approach to general and 
complete disarmament in order to set the framework for any new 
round of negotiations. They will probably seek to enlarge the composi-
tion of the Ten- Nation Committee perhaps by the inclusion of Commu-
nist China and India. The outcome of maneuvering in the UN during 
the next few months will be important, and we certainly must do our 
best to forestall Soviet moves which could have crippling effects on the 
future Western negotiating position.

8. If serious negotiation is to be undertaken in the future, it is 
important that the US not state a public position in detail until after the 
negotiations have commenced and it becomes apparent that the Com-
munists are prepared for serious talk. The public position we will con-
stantly be called upon to declare must be in general terms, sufficiently 
specific to be serious but sufficiently flexible and consonant with our 
basic security needs to permit detailed negotiation when such becomes 
feasible. Although this is difficult, the latest US proposal, in good meas-
ure, meets the requirement.

9. In view of Soviet disarmament initiatives designed for wide 
mass appeal, there may understandably arise pressures for US response 
in kind. The US should never design a disarmament proposal or plan 
with an eye to propaganda. Once the elements of the plan are deter-
mined, however, it should be put in clear and forceful language to 
enhance its public appeal. In the long run we will be best served before 
world opinion by straightforward espousal of reasonable and practical 
measures which we ourselves are fully prepared to carry out. Any US 
proposal must be consonant with US security. This does not mean that 
US security may not well require important controls, reductions and 
perhaps eventual elimination of national armaments and forces, but the 
proposal must require that the first measures to be taken shall be rea-
sonably verified before we are committed to further obligations which, 
if not honored by other states, would endanger our security.

10. In formulating a disarmament position, there is a natural ten-
dency to focus on our present security and political posture. This is 
understandable, since we can not predict with assurance what the 
future will hold. However, we can be sure that during the several years 
time it would take to work out and put into effect any substantial disar-
mament measures, there will be important changes in the present situ-
ation. For example, our weapons systems may call for a quite different 
deployment from that of today. It may not be necessary to maintain 
substantial forces on the European continent or elsewhere abroad. Fur-
thermore, as their own situation changes, our Allies may not welcome 
our presence to the extent they do today. I do not mean to suggest that 
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this will necessarily be the case, but such considerations should be 
taken into account in designing the future disarmament proposals.

Sincerely,

Frederick M. Eaton

587. Official Report of the U.S. Delegation to the Conference of the 
Ten- Nation Committee on Disarmament1

Geneva, March 15–June 28, 1960

OFFICIAL REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION TO 
THE CONFERENCE OF THE TEN- NATION COMMITTEE ON 

DISARMAMENT

I. BACKGROUND

The Conference of the Ten- Nation Committee on Disarmament 
held 48 sessions in Geneva between March 15, 1960 and June 28, 1960. 
The committee recessed between April 29 and June 7.

The committee originated as a result of an initiative of France, the 
United Kingdom, the United States and USSR. The Foreign Ministers of 
these countries, in a communique of September 7, 1959, declared that:

“As was announced on August 5, 1959, prior to the closing of the 
Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Geneva, the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States of America, France, the United Kingdom, and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics discussed possibilities by which further 
negotiations on the question of disarmament could be most effectively 
advanced. Agreement has now been reached among the Governments 
of the United States of America, France, the United Kingdom, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to set up a committee to consider 
disarmament matters. Understanding has also been reached that the 
participants in the disarmament committee will be the United States 
of America, France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Poland, and Ruma-
nia, subject to the agreement of all the named states.

“The United Nations Charter recognizes that disarmament matters 
are of world- wide interest and concern. Accordingly ultimate responsi-
bility for general disarmament measures rests with the United Nations. 

1 Source: No classification marking. 14 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
396.12–GE/7–2660.
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The setting up of the disarmament committee in no way diminishes or 
encroaches upon the United Nations’ responsibilities in this field. In 
setting up the committee the special responsibility resting on the great 
powers to find a basis for agreement is taken into account.

“The four governments conceive of this committee as a useful 
means of exploring through mutual consultations avenues of possible 
progress toward such agreements and recommendations on the limita-
tion and reduction of all types of armaments and armed forces under 
effective international control as may, in the first instance, be of par-
ticular relevance to the countries participating in these deliberations. 
Furthermore, it is the hope of the four governments that the results 
achieved in these deliberations will provide a useful basis for the con-
sideration of disarmament in the United Nations.

“It is the intention of the four governments that United Nations 
Disarmament Commission will be kept appropriately informed of the 
progress of the deliberations of the committee. For this purpose the four 
governments have agreed that the committee will present reports on its 
work to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and through it 
to the United Nations General Assembly and the Security Council. As 
a first step in this direction, they have requested the Secretary General, 
in accordance with Resolution 1252–D (XIII), to convene the Disarma-
ment Commission during September 1959 if feasible, in order that the 
members may be fully informed of the nature and purpose of the dis-
armament committee.

“The four governments will consult with the United Nations Sec-
retary General with respect to providing appropriate facilities to the 
newly established committee. They expect that the committee will 
begin its work early in 1960 in Geneva.”

The General Assembly on November 20, 1959, adopted Resolution 
1378 (XIV), in which it called upon governments to make every effort to 
achieve a constructive solution of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament. The same resolution requested the Secretary General to 
make available to the ten- nation committee for thorough consideration 
the U.K. declaration of September 17, 1959, the Soviet declaration of 
September 18, 1959 and other proposals or suggestions made, as well as 
the records of the plenary meetings and the meetings of the First Com-
mittee at which the question of general and complete disarmament was 
discussed. The General Assembly also expressed the hope in this Reso-
lution that “measures leading towards the goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control will be worked out 
in detail and agreed upon in the shortest possible time.”

II. THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE

A. Before the Recess of April 29

At the opening session of the conference on March 15th the Soviet 
bloc renewed its support of the plan presented by Chairman Khru-
shchev to the United Nations General Assembly on September 17, 1959.
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The plan called for complete and general disarmament to be car-
ried out, within a four- year period, in three stages. Stage one proposed 
significant reductions in the field of conventional armaments and 
armed forces. The second stage called for the complete disbandment of 
all remaining armed forces and the elimination of all foreign military 
bases. The final stage proposed the total elimination and/or destruc-
tion of all means of waging war, including abolition of all military insti-
tutions, courses and organizations.

The Allied plan was formally submitted at the second session of 
the Conference. As an ultimate goal the preamble of the plan looked 
toward a secure, free and peaceful world disarmed under effective 
international control where disputes would be settled in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter. To attain this objec-
tive the plan proposed three stages. The first and second stages detailed 
specific measures of disarmament which, in the first instance, would 
serve to stabilize the existing military environment. These two stages 
set forth basic measures to: guard against surprise attack or accidental 
war; halt future production of fissionable material for weapons pur-
poses; reduce existing nuclear weapons stockpiles; bring about begin-
ning balanced reductions in conventional arms and armed forces and 
initiate steps toward assuring the peaceful use of outer space. The third 
or final stage outlined far- reaching measures of disarmament. These 
aimed at the elimination of armaments to levels required only for inter-
nal security purposes and the build- up of an international enforcement 
system backed by universally accepted rules of law.

During the first three weeks of the negotiations each side probed 
the position of the other side.

The Soviet bloc, in asking the Allied powers to elaborate on their 
program, argued that the Allied plan did not provide for the total elim-
ination of all means of warfare and did not embody concrete measures 
which, within a fixed time period, would lead to general and complete 
disarmament. They claimed that it was not responsive to Resolution 
1378 (XIV) of the United Nations General Assembly.

The Allies, in turn, noted that the Soviet bloc, while having stated 
its willingness to embark upon a program of complete and general dis-
armament, omitted any reference to specific measures by which this 
objective could be reached; its plan had unrealistic time limits and 
avoided control measures in the early stages. In particular, the Allies 
cited the fact that it detailed no specific measures which would lead to 
the first essential requirement—that of halting the arms race and secur-
ing a generally stable military situation.

Midway through the conference’s first round, it became apparent 
that neither side was prepared materially to change its basic position.
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At this juncture, the Soviet bloc took a new tack. On April 11, the 
Soviet representative tabled, ostensibly to find a way out of the appar-
ent stalemate, a document entitled “Basic Principles of General and 
Complete Disarmament”. This stated that general and complete disar-
mament should: include the disbanding of all armaments and armed 
forces; be achieved in a sequence of three stages within four years; be 
implemented under international control; result in states having only 
internal security forces of an agreed size; and not be interrupted by any 
condition not covered in the treaty. In addition, a so- called “concrete 
measure” was proposed. To back up an agreement on principles by a 
deed, the bloc suggested that states possessing nuclear weapons should 
“solemnly declare” that they would not be the first to use them.

The Soviet bloc’s “General principles” document was a step back-
ward rather than a step forward. It was nothing more than a rephrased 
version of objectives contained in the Khrushchev plan. As to the pro-
posed measure of renouncing first use of nuclear weapons, the West’s 
view was that uncontrolled paper proclamations of intent which in no 
way would assure world stability or security were unacceptable.

At this point, the conference seemed to be stymied. In an effort to 
break the apparent deadlock, the Allies, on April 26, presented to the 
conference a “statement on conditions” for disarmament. It was hoped 
that such a statement would overcome the intransigence on the Com-
munist side and permit negotiations to proceed on specific measures.

The statement declared that the disarmament process and any agree-
ment finally reached must fulfill the following conditions: disarmament 
must be carried out in stages and as rapidly as possible, but with no fixed 
timetable; nuclear and conventional measures must be balanced in the 
interest of equal security for all countries; disarmament measures must 
be effectively controlled to ensure full compliance; and disarmament mea-
sures must be negotiated progressively according to the possibility of their 
early implementation and effective control. The statement concluded that 
the final goal of a program of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control must be to achieve the elimination of weap-
ons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, and the reduction and 
limitation of all types of forces and weapons to levels required only for 
internal security and the fulfillment of obligations under the U.N. Charter.

While the Communist countries did not specifically reject the West-
ern paper, their reaction offered no encouragement to the Allied hope 
that the conference could turn toward a discussion of specific measures.

The conference recessed on April 29 in anticipation of the meeting 
of Heads of Government.

At the last session the Soviet bloc reiterated its determination to 
seek, as the first prerequisite of the conference, agreement on general 
principles for complete and total disarmament.
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For its part, the West made it quite clear that unless and until the 
Soviet bloc was prepared to negotiate and agree on a number of specific 
disarmament measures, the conference’s prospects for success were dim.

The Allies had hoped that through general probing this first round 
would indicate possible areas of common interest for negotiation. This 
unfortunately was not the case.

B. After the Conference Reconvened on June 7

Upon the resumption of the conference on June 7, the Soviet Del-
egation submitted the paper, Basic Clauses of a Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament, which had been transmitted by the Soviet 
Union to the Western governments on June 2, as well as to some 80 odd 
additional nations, and which revised the earlier Soviet proposals of 
September 18, 1959. The Soviet Delegation maintained that these new 
proposals represented an attempt to meet some of the views expressed 
by the Western Delegation prior to the recess.

The Soviet Delegation was told that the Western Delegations and 
their governments would carefully study the Soviet proposals in the 
hope that they might represent a serious desire to negotiate.

The work of the conference thereafter consisted primarily of two 
endeavors, first a renewed effort by the Western Delegations to have 
the Soviet and other Eastern European delegations discuss the concrete 
measures of disarmament as set forth in the Western proposals of March 
16, and secondly attempts by the Western delegations to obtain clarifi-
cations regarding the new Soviet paper, in order to facilitate study of 
these proposals by Western governments.

Our efforts to get the Soviet delegation to discuss specific practical 
measures of disarmament that would enable the world to make a start 
toward the goal of general and complete disarmament were unsuccess-
ful. In spite of the fact that we invited the Soviet Delegation to choose 
any one of the measures in the March 16 paper as a basis for initial 
discussion, the Soviet Delegation persisted in refusing to discuss these 
proposals or the inspection requirements for each. The excuse used was 
to charge that the March 16 proposals were essentially proposals for 
control without significant measures of disarmament.

The Western effort to obtain clarification of the Soviet proposals of 
June 2 was made by a series of questions which were put to the Soviet 
Delegation. Only some of these questions were answered during the 
course of the discussions and the answers were unsatisfactory. The ques-
tions on control which were submitted by the French Delegation were 
answered evasively. The Soviet and other Eastern European delegations 
spent most of their time making propaganda speeches charging that the 
Western delegations were avoiding substantive responses to the new 
Soviet proposals and were displaying a negative and inflexible attitude.
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In spite of the evasiveness of many Soviet answers to questions, it 
became clear that the new Soviet paper was primarily a change in for-
mat from the earlier September 18 proposals, and that most of the unre-
alistic and unacceptable concepts of that earlier document remained. 
Various changes which the Soviet Delegation maintained had been 
made in the September 18 paper in order to meet Western views proved 
in fact to be illusory or tied to impossible conditions.

Thus, for example, the Soviet Delegation maintained that moving 
a proposal for elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles from the last 
to the first stage of a disarmament program was in response to views 
expressed by the French Delegation, whereas in fact the Soviet pro-
posal would have required the free world to commit itself as a first step 
to destroy within a matter of months its essential means of collective 
self- defense.

Similarly, the discussions showed that Soviet indication of a possi-
ble willingness to abandon its previous insistence on a four- year time 
table for complete disarmament was merely the abandonment of this 
particular figure but not of the impractical principle upon which it is 
based, that a fixed time table for the entire complex disarmament pro-
cess must be agreed on before any steps can be taken to halt the arms 
race. As a corollary position the Soviet Union continued to insist that 
a time table for complex and radical disarmament measures be agreed 
to without the benefit of any joint studies to determine the problems or 
even feasibility of implementing each measure.

With regard to the critical question of control and inspection, there 
appeared to be little change in the Soviet position even though the 
Soviet paper of June 2 devoted more space to the subject than did the 
Soviet paper of September 18. The discussions showed that the Soviet 
Delegation was unwilling to accept even in principle that international 
inspectors would have the right to determine if clandestine installa-
tions existed in excess of agreed amounts; the Soviet position would 
limit the inspectors merely to counting these particular installations or 
forces that a government declared it was eliminating.

Finally, the responses made by the Soviet Delegation to some of 
the questions put to it made it apparent that a fundamental difference 
between positions remained. The position expressed by the Soviet Del-
egation was that the whole range of general and complete disarmament 
must be negotiated in detail in the Ten Nation Conference and then sub-
mitted to a world conference where all the nations of the world would 
have to approve a complex world- wide treaty before any actual meas-
ures to halt the arms race could be instituted. This approach would, of 
course, foredoom the world to endless discussion and no action could 
be taken to get the disarmament program started while negotiations 
were continuing on later stages.
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The U.S. Delegation indicated to the Soviet Delegation the general 
nature of our concerns about the above indicated Soviet positions. The 
U.S. Delegation had also indicated in earlier meetings those elements 
of the June 2 paper which appeared to represent some slight movement 
toward a more rational approach to disarmament, such as the Soviet 
recognition, at least in principle, of the need to develop improved 
peace- keeping arrangements within the United Nations to assure the 
security of nations as national forces are progressively reduced, and the 
apparent recognition of the need to study at an early stage the arrange-
ments necessary for the cessation of production of fissionable material 
for use in weapons.

Notwithstanding the serious and fundamental faults in the Soviet 
paper which the discussions in the conference had revealed, and despite 
the fact that the Soviet Delegation had refused to discuss the allied pro-
posals of March 16, the U.S. Representative returned to Washington for 
consultations during the week of June 19. The Soviet Representative, Mr. 
Zorin, was informed by the U.S. Representative that he was returning to 
Washington to discuss the various views that had been presented during 
the discussions since the recess. During these Washington consultations 
a revised U.S. proposal was prepared. This new paper was based on the 
same sound basic principle of that of the Western proposals of March 16, 
namely, that we should proceed with earlier measures of disarmament 
and then discuss the details of later and more difficult stages of general 
and complete disarmament. The new U.S. paper did, however, clarify and 
amplify certain of the proposals put forth in the Western delegations on 
March 16 and it contained modifications which reflected views expressed 
by our allies and certain of those expressed by the Soviet Union. Thus, its 
purpose was to provide a fresh basis for advancing the negotiations.

The U.S. Representative informed Mr. Zorin before the meeting of 
June 27 that discussions in Washington had been fruitful and that the 
U.S. Delegation would table a new paper within the next few days, fol-
lowing consultations with allied delegations.

In the light of these facts, the subsequent action of the Soviet and 
other Eastern European delegations during the meeting of June 27 in 
withdrawing from the conference clearly demonstrated that their gov-
ernments were not interested in serious negotiations but rather were 
concerned only with propaganda.

The action of the Polish Representative who was acting as Chair-
man of the meeting was unprecedented in the annuals of international 
conferences. The Polish Representative refused to permit Western rep-
resentatives who had been inscribed to speak the opportunity to make 
statements, recognizing only communist representatives. He then 
attempted the illegal procedure of declaring the meeting and confer-
ence ended. His departure from the room required the United Kingdom 
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Representative to take the chair for the remainder of the meeting. The 
U.S. Delegation, in view of the actions by the communist delegations, 
tabled the new U.S. paper (TNCD/7). It was not possible, of course, to 
present the paper as a Five Power document, since none of the Allied 
delegations had had time fully to consult with their governments.

The Conference held one subsequent meeting on June 28 in order 
to give the communist delegations an opportunity to reconsider their 
arbitrary withdrawal. The communist delegations, however, did not 
attend the June 28 meeting. The Conference adopted the following 
communique at the end of the meeting:

“The forty- eighth meeting of the Conference of the Ten- Nation 
Committee on Disarmament was held in the Palais des Nations, 
Geneva, on 28 June 1960, under the chairmanship of the representative 
of the United Kingdom.

“The Conference requested the United Nations Secretariat to for-
ward all records of the Conference to the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission, and, through it, to the General Assembly and the Security 
Council.

“The Conference decided that the verbatim record of the forty- 
eighth meeting should be made public as soon as possible.

“The Conference adjourned at 11:10 AM.”

The United States Delegation, together with the delegations of 
Canada, France, Italy and the United Kingdom remained on in Geneva 
in order to be available in the event the governments of the communist 
delegations reconsidered their actions and decided to resume negotia-
tions. The failure of the communist governments to return their dele-
gations to the Ten Nation Conference, however, created a situation in 
which further useful work by the Conference was impossible.

The United States Delegation expresses its regret that the commu-
nist governments have, by their actions, prevented successful nego-
tiations on disarmament. The importance to the world of the task of 
halting the arms race and of achieved balanced and staged disarmament 
remains unchanged by recent communist actions in the Conference.

It is important that the United States continue its efforts to seek 
safeguarded disarmament agreements that will reduce the danger of 
war and permit the devotion of a greater portion of man’s creative 
capacity to the construction of a better world for all peoples. It remains, 
however, for the communist governments, and particularly the Soviet 
Union, to decide that they are more interested in serious practical nego-
tiation than in propaganda before this hope can be realized.

III. CONFERENCE ORGANIZATION

A. Secretariat

As a result of consultations with the Secretary General of the 
United Nations, all facilities and services for the conference were 
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provided by the United Nations Secretariat under the direction of Dr. 
Draga N. Protitch, who was present as the personal representative of 
the Secretary General.

B. Rules of Procedure

Prior to the first private meeting of the conference, agreement was 
reached on the following document (TNCD/INF. 1):

“Agreement on Procedural Arrangements

Agreement has been reached by the representatives of the ten 
Nations on the following matters. Modifications may be made by 
agreement of the ten Nations.

1. Nature of Meetings

All meetings will be private, except when agreed otherwise by the 
ten Nations.

2. Time of Meetings

There will normally be one meeting per day at 10:30 AM Mon-
days through Fridays. If experience proves that this time creates dif-
ficulties for any Delegation the matter may be raised again for further 
discussion.

3. Publicity and Communique

Publicity by or on behalf of the conference will be limited to the 
communique following each meeting. The draft communique will be 
prepared by the Chairman of the day and approved by the ten Nations. 
It will normally refer to the chairmanship of the meeting, any new doc-
uments tabled, agreements reached and the time of the next meeting. 
Delegations reserve the right to brief the press as regards their own 
positions.

4. Languages and Records

The languages of the conference will be English, French and Rus-
sian and there will be simultaneous interpretation into each of these 
languages. The right is reserved for delegations to request consecutive 
interpretation, but wherever possible advance notice of the request 
should be given to the Secretariat. Verbatim records will be furnished 
in the three languages.

5. Seating and Chairmanship

Delegations will be seated in English alphabetical order and chair 
will be taken in rotation by the ten Delegations in English alphabetical 
order.”
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C. Agenda of the Conference

No formal agenda was proposed or agreed upon. In addition to the 
documents transmitted to the committee by General Assembly Resolu-
tion 1378 (XIV), the committee had before it the following documents 
tabled during its deliberations:

Message of greetings from the Chairman of the Council of Min-
isters of the USSR, N.S. Khrushchev, to the Ten- Nation Committee on 
Disarmament. (TNCD/1 of 15 March 1960)

A message by President Eisenhower to Ambassador Eaton for the 
Conference of the Ten- Nation Committee on Disarmament. (TNCD/2 
of 15 March 1960)

A Plan for General and Comprehensive Disarmament in a Free and 
Peaceful World submitted by Canada, France, Italy, the United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America on 16 March 1960. (TNCD/3 of 16 March 1960)

Proposal by the Delegations of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, 
the Polish People’s Republic, the Rumanian People’s Republic, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Republic of Czechoslo-
vakia, submitted to the Ten- Nation Committee on Disarmament on 8 
April 1960 (TNCD/4 of 8 April 1960)

Proposal by the delegations of Canada, France, Italy, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America, concerning principles and conditions for general and com-
plete disarmament under effective international control, submitted to 
the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament on 26 April 1960. (TNCD/5 
of 26 April 1960)

Proposals by the Soviet Government submitted to the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament on 7 June 1960 (TNCD/6/Rev. 1 of 8 June 
1960)

Program for General and Complete Disarmament under Effective 
International Control submitted by the delegation of the United States 
of America to the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament on 27 June 
1960 (TNCD/7 of 27 June 1960)

IV. UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE CONFERENCE

United States Delegation:
 Ambassador Fredrick M. Eaton, Chairman, U.S. Representative 
Mr. Charles C. Stelle, Minister, Deputy U.S. Representative

ADVISERS
Mr. Alexander Akalovsky, Department of State
Mr. N. Spencer Barnes, Department of State
Mr. Jeremy Blanchet, Department of State
Rear Admiral Paul D. Dudley, U.S.N. Senior Military Advisor, 

Department of Defense
Mr. F. Richards Ford, III, Department of Defense
Mr. G. McMurtrie Godley, Department of State
Mr. Robert E, Matteson, Department of State
Mr. Alan G. Mencher, Department of State
Captain Willard deL. Michael, U.S.N., Department of Defense
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Mr. D. F. Musser, Atomic Energy Commission
Mr. John M. Stuart, Jr., Public Affairs Officer, American Consulate 

General, Geneva
Mr. Robert G. Sturgill, Department of State
Lt. Colonel Harry E. Taber, U.S. Army, Department of Defense
Mr. Malcolm Toon, Department of State
Mr. Henry S. Villard, Minister, U.S. Representative at the European 

Office of the United Nations
Mr. Lawrence D. Weiler, Department of State
Colonel Thomas W. Wolfe, U.S.A.F., Department of Defense

SECRETARY OF THE DELEGATION

Mr. Virgil L. Moore, U.S. Resident Delegation and Consulate Gen-
eral, Geneva

V. OTHER DELEGATIONS PARTICIPATING IN THE CONFERENCE

1. Delegation of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria… (4 members)
2. Delegation of Canada… (5 members)
3. Delegation of the Czechoslovak Republic… (11 members)
4. Delegation of France… (19 members)
5. Delegation of Italy… (10 members)
6. Delegation of Polish People’s Republic… (8 members)
7. Delegation of Rumanian People’s Republic… (9 members)
8. Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics… 

(17 members)
9. Delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North-

ern Ireland… (20 members)
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588. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of Geneva 
Test Group1

Washington, August 2, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

See attached list

The Secretary opened the meeting by reading Under Secretary Dil-
lon’s memorandum of conversation of the last meeting of the Principals 
with the President on July 7.

Chairman McCone stated that, as agreed at the July 6 meeting, 
AEC had consulted members of the Joint Committee to inform them 
of the alternative fallback position which was under consideration 
and to informally ascertain their views. Mr. Dwight Ink, who han-
dles legislative liason, had consulted five or six key members of the 
Joint Committee during a recent trip on which he had accompanied 
them. Without exception they opposed the fallback position violently. 
Mr. Ink’s appraisal was that if the fallback position was presented to 
Congress through normal channels, there would not be a single vote 
for the proposal on either side of the aisle in either House. If the Pres-
ident should use the device of securing prior endorsement by both 
presidential candidates and by the leadership of both political parties, 
the chances of passage would still not be greater than 50–50. Chairman 
McCone said that he recognized that our job is to reach sound policy 
decisions and seek to influence Congress rather than to second- guess 
them. He realized also there was danger in basing an appraisal upon 
Congressional reaction to a hypothetical question rather than one actu-
ally before them for decision. Nevertheless, he thought Congressional 
reaction was a legitimate factor to consider in policy decisions and 
wanted to emphasize the negative effect upon that reaction which the 
Soviet proposal of 3 inspections had produced. There was much feeling 
that such a ridiculous proposal in the face of the scientific facts was 
an indication of lack of seriousness about the negotiations as a whole. 
Under Secretary Douglas commented that the question of 3 inspections is 
not directly related to the main question of safeguards.

1 Source: Instructions to U.S. delegation to test ban negotiations. Secret. 7 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, White House Office Files Additional Records of the Office of the Special 
Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel- Disarmament- NT- Policy, 1960.
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The Secretary, in reviewing other action that had been taken pur-
suant to the July 7 decision, recalled that the President had informed 
Prime Minister Macmillan of the course of action we had then con-
templated, including the fallback position. There had been no official 
response from the Soviets to the proposal which was advanced in the 
conference on July 12. Tsarapkin had made a strong speech outside 
the  conference condemning the proposal and using stock propaganda 
phrases, but he had not yet stated an official position. Meanwhile, he 
had put forth a proposal for 3 inspections to be applied above and 
below the threshold. He has pressed us for a declaration on a length 
of the moratorium. He may be seeking tactically to link the quota and 
moratorium questions. The Secretary recalled that the initial morato-
rium proposal of March 29 had been linked not to the quota but to two 
preconditions, namely, the conclusion of threshold treaty and agree-
ment upon a coordinated research program. The Secretary was not sure 
that his view was fully shared by Under Secretary Dillon, but he per-
sonally considered that the original preconditions should be met before 
a moratorium would get us off on a tangent, and he did not see why 
we should agree on a moratorium before agreeing on the action to be 
taken by way of research during the moratorium. Both the U.S. and UK 
Delegations in Geneva had proposed that we get our positions on the 
table in the near future. The Secretary indicated that he had questions 
about this procedure. He would be reluctant to go to Congress on the 
fallback position until the Soviets had responded to our proposal, but 
he agreed that we could not let the Soviets delay a response indefinitely.

There was one aspect of the research program which he would like 
to see clarified, mainly that of the LOLLIPOP event. The Secretary read 
the letter of July 22 from Secretary Gates and raised the question of how 
urgent and important the proposed effects tests were considered to be. 
General Loper said that we had never had tests of underground pres-
sures generated by close- in bursts. In building silos for underground 
missiles, in particular, we had to rely on extrapolation in the absence of 
such data. LOLLIPOP would be the first and perhaps the only shot we 
would conduct in granite, so we wanted to use it for this purpose. The 
Secretary asked whether we would be conducting the VELA program 
today except for the hope of achieving a test agreement through such 
a program. Chairman McCone said that we would, even if the negotia-
tions break down, seek improvement of our knowledge of detection 
capabilities, although probably by using different devices in a some-
what different series of explosions. Even if there were no negotiations 
in progress, we would at least instrument our Plowshare and weapons 
tests to give us seismic data as well. Under Secretary Douglas, addressing 
himself to the Secretary’s question as to the urgency of the tunnel lining 
tests, said it would be hard to maintain such tests are urgent to a matter 
of weeks or months. Our construction program for hardened bases is 
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already far down the road. It is true, however, that it is proceeding on 
the basis of limited experience. The Secretary observed that this then is 
not a controlling factor on the speed of moving ahead. Under Secretary 
Douglas said such information would be reassuring, but we have pro-
ceeded so far without any great question as to this aspect of the prob-
lem. General Loper said the designs for basic construction would not be 
affected, but the tunnel tests would give us better estimates as to their 
vulnerability. The same would be true of our evaluation of the effects of 
various weapons on Soviet bases in relation to differing with varying 
CEP’s. The Secretary asked whether we would make all the informa-
tion derived from such tests public. Under Secretary Douglas said yes. 
Chairman McCone said that Secretary Gates, in the meeting of July 7, 
had affirmed this, stating that all the information was of a fundamental 
scientific nature useful for both military and civil defense purposes. The 
Secretary asked how much information this would give the Russians. 
General Loper said it was hard to hold this kind of information classi-
fied, as Civil Defense people need this information badly, for example, 
in evaluating the use of subway tunnels for emergency transportation 
or shelter areas. Under Secretary Douglas said that since the LOLLIPOP 
event would be in granite, results would not be directly applicable to 
any missile site construction that is contemplated. General Loper said it 
would, however, add to our general knowledge of the question.

The Secretary said there was the immediate question of instructions 
to send Ambassador Wadsworth. In this connection, he failed to see the 
reason for making a recess proposal now. Under Secretary Dillon said it 
was simply a matter of the three delegations being exhausted. Mr. Far-
ley said that our delegation had been instructed not to agree to either 
the beginning or the duration of a recess. The consensus was that it 
would probably be for about a month. Chairman McCone recalled that 
the March 29 announcement regarding our willingness to have a mor-
atorium had been based on two preconditions and agreement had not 
been reached on either. It hardly seemed appropriate to recall the del-
egation or to agree to a recess under these circumstances. The Secretary 
said the principal unresolved issues include moratorium, quota and 
composition of the Control Commission. He felt the quota and the Con-
trol Commissions questions should be resolved first, but he would have 
no objection to putting in a statement that we intended a moratorium of 
a year or eighteen months, provided it was made clear that the matter 
would not be discussed further unless agreement had been reached on 
other matters. We should also send instructions that there should be 
no recess until the Soviets had responded to our safeguards proposal, 
and we in turn had had an opportunity to respond with our counter-
proposal. We should send instructions that the moratorium question 
should not be negotiated while these matters were outstanding.
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Chairman McCone referred to the telegram reporting on Narayanan’s 
conversation with Tsarapkin and noted that in the process Narayanan 
had, in effect, revealed our fallback position. He read the telegram 
to the group and noted that if we advanced the fallback position, we 
might find ourselves confronted by a situation that would give us prob-
lems on the Hill. The Secretary said it made no sense to conduct these 
experiments for seismic improvement if the negotiations had blown up. 
The Soviets say that they would be free to test anywhere. Accordingly, 
we should not confine ourselves to seismic improvement shots if the 
negotiations end. Under Secretary Dillon said the first question was what 
we would tell Wadsworth. We should press for a reply before granting 
any recess. We should decide what to do if the Soviets come back with 
an answer along the lines of the Narayanan telegram. Presumably, we 
should go to the fallback, but we cannot go to Congress unless either 
the Soviets have accepted our July 12 proposal, which is impossible, or 
we are able to tell Congress of our fallback position and that we need 
this authority in order to conduct an essential program and that we 
will fire the first shot at a specified time. There was not a chance of the 
Soviets accepting our fallback proposal before an August recess. Chair-
man McCone said this amounted to saying that the whole matter must 
go over to the next Administration. Under Secretary Dillon said we must 
either do that or be prepared to announce, we are going to make a shot. 
He considered it best, from the standpoint of dealing with the Soviets, 
to state a fallback position and set a date on which the program would 
begin, but this might not prove feasible since the President did not 
seem very keen about issuing such an ultimatum. The alternative is to 
let things drag on until after the elections. The Secretary said we should 
put the alternatives to the President. If we are to break the negotiations 
at our own initiative, we must issue an ultimatum and announce a date 
for the first shot. He had no enthusiasm for talking about the morato-
rium until this matter was settled. Chairman McCone said the quota of 3 
against all the scientific background we have presented is so ridiculous 
as to raise the question of whether the Soviets have any sincerity at all. 
The Secretary said that the present self- imposed moratorium, of course, 
is in the Soviets’ interest, and accordingly is in their interest to drag out 
the talks. Under Secretary Dillon said we should recall that if we break 
off this time of the year, we get a debate in the General Assembly and 
possibly a resolution asking us not to proceed with the nuclear deto-
nations. Under Secretary Douglas asked whether anybody had thought 
of our taking our own initiative in the UN with a resolution banning 
atmospheric tests. Under Secretary Dillon said he didn’t think that 
would work. The resolution would promptly be amended to include 
all tests. Testing is an emotional rather than a rational issue on which 
the UN would be marshalled against us. If we decide to act against UN 
sentiment, we should take action first and let the UN deplore it rather 
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than announcing action, being confronted by a UN resolution and then 
acting in defiance of it.

The Secretary said he was planning to instruct Wadsworth that there 
should be no reference to the moratorium until the safeguards issue 
was settled. Under Secretary Douglas said he would approve such an 
instruction. Under Secretary Dillon asked what we would do when the 
Soviet answer comes. Should we decide now or have another meeting. 
It was generally agreed that we should decide later. Chairman McCone 
recalled, returning to the question of instructing Ambassador Wad-
sworth, that the March 29 moratorium proposal had two conditions: 
agreement upon a threshold treaty and upon a coordinated research 
program. We should not agree to a recess until these matters are agreed, 
but we should indicate that we would sit for only so long. We might 
state that the moratorium would go with a two year program to be 
announced as beginning on a given date. Under Secretary Dillon said he 
was not sure whether all of this would be satisfactory from a domes-
tic standpoint. He welcomed Chairman McCone’s idea, however, that 
we should not tie the ultimatum to one shot but to the VELA program 
as a whole, since this would be a better public relations posture. The 
Secretary said we should draft immediate instructions to Wadsworth 
that no recess should be agreed until the safeguards matter was cleared 
up; then in a separate paper we should put the alternative courses of 
action regarding safeguards to the President. Chairman McCone agreed 
we should not recess until the research question is resolved. The VELA 
program is being undertaken in the light of our hopes for agreement. If 
there is no such hope, we should change our plans and employ differ-
ent devices in order to get maximum benefit from the shots.

Turning to the question of high altitude controls, The Secretary 
thought the alternatives were whether to lay a proposal on the table 
for a complete control ban or for the threshold in outer space. He did 
not wish to pursue a technical briefing on a proposed control system, 
however, unless he could be assured the recommendations were sci-
entifically sound and generally agreed. Under Secretary Dillon said he 
 wondered whether we need take a position on outer space at all in 
Geneva, since technical certainty is not possible in this rapidly evolving 
field. Any position we take now could only embarrass us three years 
hence. Tabling a position would just put a new question before the con-
ference which could open months of debate. The chances for getting an 
agreement on the underground aspects of control were so slim that we 
need not open the outer space question. The Secretary added that the 
outer space component would add hundreds of millions of dollars to 
the cost of the system. Chairman McCone said that in the high altitude 
area we would again be taking very inconclusive scientific evidence 
as a basis for national policy and repeating the mistake of 1958 if we 
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reached a decision now. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that from a political stand-
point Under Secretary Dillon’s comment seemed entirely reasonable. 
From a strictly scientific standpoint, the uncertainties of the under-
ground situation were much greater than the uncertainties of a high 
altitude detection system. We know very little about the transmission 
of the signals through the complex structures of the earth, but we know 
a great deal about the transmission of such signals through empty space 
and about the instruments for recording them. As regards high altitude, 
there are only two uncertainties: first, that of background radiation and 
secondly, those of engineering the detection satellites now under con-
struction in which we had a reasonable degree of confidence. There 
is a much more solid basis for confidence in the high altitude compo-
nents of the system than in the underground. The Secretary asked what 
is the danger of the Soviets getting valuable information from tests at 
millions of kilometers as compared to the danger of their getting such 
information by testing below the threshold or by underground conceal-
ment. Under Secretary Douglas said that for our part we have no interest 
in tests at such great distances. Dr. Kistiakowsky said such a test would 
give information as to whether a device actually went off, but other 
diagnostics would be much more difficult in outer space than under-
ground. The Secretary asked if the high altitude question isn’t some-
thing better left to the Control Commission in view of present technical 
uncertainties. Chairman McCone said there is a good technical reason 
for deferring decisions on it since it would require at least two years 
of development to know much about it. The Secretary commented that 
he was still attached to the pre- launch inspection approach. Mr. Irwin 
noted there were serious technical difficulties in this approach as well. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky observed that some of these difficulties related to our 
reluctance to permit close inspection of vehicles to be launched. He said 
there was still another alternative: that we could speak of a threshold 
in outer space not as a ceiling in terms of altitude but in terms of signal 
strength which was the way we had defined the underground thresh-
old. Detection capabilities of the system recommended by the experts a 
year ago would be a megaton at at least a hundred million miles and a 
kiloton at shorter distances. The Secretary raised the question of what lan-
guage could be used in the treaty to describe these various alternatives. 
Mr. Irwin said we could devise language for either of the three alterna-
tives: 1) an altitude ceiling, 2) a threshold in terms of signal strength, or 
3) a complete ban in which we would accept whatever uncertainties are 
involved. There was general agreement that the question should not 
be decided at the present time, that an immediate instruction should 
be sent to Geneva regarding the recess and silence as to the duration of 
the moratorium along lines already discussed, and that a further paper 
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should be drafted for Presidential consideration of alternative courses 
of action on the safeguards problem.

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Transmits statement by the General Advisory Committee to the Atomic 
Energy Commission on “U.S.S.R. Capability in Weapons Development During the Test 
Moratorium.” No classification marking. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, AEC, Vol. II.
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589. Letter From McCone to Goodpaster1

Washington, August 2, 1960

Dear Andy:

Attached please find a statement prepared by the General Advi-
sory Committee to the Atomic Energy Commission on the subject of 
“USSR Capability in Weapons Development During the Test Morato-
rium”. This statement was prepared as a result of this statutory com-
mittee’s discussion of the subject at their meeting in Washington on 
July 26–28, 1960.
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The reports of the several briefings mentioned in the statement, 
including Dr. Bethe’s memorandum, will be made available to you 
should you desire to have copies of them.

For your information, I am also furnishing a copy of the GAC state-
ment to the following: Secretary Herter, Secretary Gates, Mr. Dulles, 
Dr. Kistiakowsky, and Mr. Gray.

Sincerely yours,

John A. McCone

Attachment

 Statement Prepared by the General Advisory Committee to the 
AEC

Washington, July 29, 1960

USSR CAPABILITY IN WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT  
DURING THE TEST MORATORIUM

The Committee continued to examine the problem presented at its 
May meeting on USSR Capability in Weapons Development During the 
Test Moratorium. Representatives of the Division of Military Applica-
tion, the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, the Livermore Laboratory, 
and the Central Intelligence Agency presented excellent briefings on 
the numerous aspects of the general problem. At the request of the 
Committee, Dr. H. A. Bethe provided a memorandum entitled “Esti-
mate of USSR and USA Capabilities of Weapons Development”. The 
Committee greatly appreciates Dr. Bethe’s efforts in the preparation of 
this carefully considered statement. As a result of these briefings, Dr. 
Bethe’s memorandum, and accompanying discussions, the Committee 
submits the following comments.

The General Advisory Committee is convinced that it is techni-
cally possible for the USSR to conduct, without serious risk of detec-
tion, significant weapons tests under the current test moratorium. We 
are fearful that under these circumstances the USSR may be able to 
surpass the United States in nuclear weapons performance. The Com-
mission should recognize that continuation of the current situation 
increases the risk that the United States advantage will be overcome. 
We must take vigorous action to break the current deadlock either by 
securing a test- ban agreement with adequate inspection safeguards or 
by resuming testing under such conditions as not to contaminate the 
biosphere.
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590. Memorandum of Conversation Among Principals of the 
Geneva Test Group1

Washington, August 11, 1960

SUBJECT

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations

PARTICIPANTS

See list on page 6

The Secretary stated that the purpose of the meeting is consideration 
of the proposed course of action, and certain alternatives presented 
therein (Attached). In connection therewith, it would be advisable to dis-
cuss the Congressional aspects of our fallback position on safeguards. 
The Secretary expressed particular concern about the fact that the 
House of Representatives is expected to be in session only two weeks. 
In order that restrictions against opening devices for inspection may be 
lifted, both Houses would have to act on a joint resolution.

In answer to the Secretary’s question, Mr. McCone explained the 
mechanics of committee procedure in connection with such a resolu-
tion. In view of the jurisdiction of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
over matters involving restricted data, it may be expected that a new 
resolution, just as the resolution of last month, would be assigned by the 
leadership to the Joint Committee. Secretary Gates commented that at best 
the Committee will decide to take no action on a new Administration 
request. The Secretary said, his information indicates that favorable action 
can be expected only after a major effort. Mr. McCone recommended that, 
before proposing the fallback position as outlined in the course of action, 
we should work it out with Congress, consulting both the Joint Com-
mittee and the House Foreign Relations Committee. Informal contacts 
with Congress have resulted in an appraisal of a 50% chance that desired 
action may be obtained, provided there is vigorous Administration sup-
port. It is difficult to predict, however, how Congress would act when the 
time comes. Secretary Gates commented that the White House is now most 
reluctant to approach Congress on any new matter since, it is believed, 
Congress will be most likely to take no action, and thus embarrass the 
Administration. He expressed belief that this attitude will be reflected in 
the decision on the course of action. The Secretary asked about possible 
alternatives. Mr. McCone responded that the Commissioners of the AEC, 
who have responsibility under law, have voted against declassification. 

1 Source: Discussion of resumption of testing. Secret. 8 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secre-
tary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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The Secretary inquired as to the possibilty of limited declassification. He 
recalled the President’s reluctance to submit matters to the Joint Com-
mittee, and wondered if Executive declassification, followed by reclassi-
fication, would provide a feasible answer. Mr. McCone asked that limited 
declassification, under executive order of the President, would extend 
only to the end of the President’s term.

Mr. McCone stated that, in giving second thought to the matter, he 
has serious reservations about advancing the fallback position in Geneva. 
He expressed belief that the President and the Vice President, who are 
very much concerned about making possible the Plowshare peaceful 
user program, will hesitate to advance a position which will greatly 
endanger that program. Plowshare devices are too sophisticated to be 
opened; a demand to open them may follow from our fallback position 
on research devices. He also expressed anxiety about increasing obstacles 
to progress in the Russian position. He recalled an informal conversation 
of June 23 between Tsarapkin and Wadsworth in which the former ada-
mantly opposed the commencement of a research program before the 
treaty is signed. He also criticized the Soviet proposal calling for three 
annual inspections, and the remark allegedly made to a New York Times 
reporter that this proposal is not negotiable. He doubted Soviet sincer-
ity in seeking agreement. The Secretary recalled that, at the Camp David 
discussions, President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan envis-
aged that the start of the research program would not be long delayed, 
and that the moratorium would be in at the same time as the research 
program. Mr. Farley explained that, while the Soviets may not partici-
pate in a research program by conducting programs of their own before 
signing of a treaty, they do not object to our carrying on such a program 
earlier as long as they are consulted about it and permitted to join in it.

The Secretary stated that a decision to withdraw from the plan to 
advance the fallback position would have to be communicated to the 
British Government right away since we are committed to it. Of course, 
the President must make the final decision. The Secretary agreed that, in 
view of the Congressional situation, an approach to them on the fall-
back position now appears impractical. It is clear, he said, that a politi-
cal decision must now be made on the future of these talks, which have 
dragged on endlessly. He expressed support for the setting of a dead-
line, after which the United States seismic research program would get 
underway. We should not subject ourselves to a protracted delay while 
the Russians consider any safeguards proposal we may make.

The Secretary asked whether Congressional reaction would be 
more favorable if our proposal included a requirement that the Russians 
open any alleged large high explosive detonations to our inspection to 
ascertain that nuclear devices are not used. Mr. McCone replied that 
such inspection would give us needed assurance that explosions up to 
50 KT which are announced or which we detect and cannot identify are 
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not nuclear explosions. This would certainly serve as a reassurance to 
Congress. However, the two principal elements of concern to Congress 
are: 1) the unilateral character of our commitment to open devices, giv-
ing the appearance that we are giving in to Soviet demands; and 2) the 
effect on our allies of such a move. The French, for example, are not 
permitted to inspect devices in the NATO stockpile, which are like the 
devices to be opened for inspection to the Russians. Rep. McConmack 
especially may be expected to express concern over this.

Secretary Gates remarked that it was time to say that we are now going 
ahead with the UK on a seismic research program. Mr. McCone suggested 
that, if there is no prospect of an agreement emerging from the research 
program proposal, we should go ahead with a program of underground 
shots providing information of use for seismic research, but also for Plow-
share and for weapons purposes. A change in devices making possible 
the accomplishment of these added purposes would be practicable.

The Secretary raised the problems involved in withdrawing from 
our commitment to Macmillan to advance the fallback position, in 
devising an effective way of presenting a cut- off date, and in conduct-
ing explosions so as to minimize difficulties in the United Nations. 
Mr. Allen commented that our public posture would be better if the 
UK joined us in testing after any break. Mr. Farley commented the UK 
would probably show understanding for the US need to test, but would 
not join us unless the Soviets resume testing.

Secretary Gates remarked that, if we cannot find an adroit way to 
get out of this situation, any program would in effect be delayed till 
next year. The Secretary referred to the possibility that the President may 
simply decide there will be no nuclear explosions while he is in office. 
He referred the participants to the alternative approach at Geneva and 
in Congress mentioned in Para 3 of the proposed Course of Action, and 
commented that this approach might keep the matter out of the politi-
cal arena. He suggested laying out the alternatives clearly for the Presi-
dent. He should decide on the date on which the research program will 
get underway.

Responding to the Secretary’s question, Mr. McCone said that 
AEC would be ready for a detonation on October 1 which will pro-
duce significant, but not optimum, results. A delay to November 15 
would not be a good idea since intense technical preparations at the 
test site would have to be made during the week of the election, which 
might be seized upon as the cause for various demonstrations by those 
opposing the shot, and because a shot scheduled for a post- election 
date might produce another “voice” seeking to be heard on this matter. 
He responded to Mr. Gray’s question by stating that three explosions 
are planned up to the end of the year, but it is not sure that all will actu-
ally take place within that time period. Gen. Starbird expressed belief 
that at least two explosions can be made ready. Mr. Gray commented 
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that the President has made clear that he alone will be responsible for 
decisions till January 20 next. If he believes that significant results could 
be accomplished, he may well feel differently about permitting these 
shots. Secretary Gates remarked that the technical people believe a better 
job can be done in November, except for the political factor. Mr. McCone 
agreed, but pointed out that there has never been a shot for which the 
scientists did not want more time.

Mr. McCone described the first device scheduled for explosion. 
[text not declassified] Its location is at the bottom of a well, 950 feet deep 
and 36 inches in diameter. A tunnel has been dug from a location 1000 
feet away from the device to a location 250 feet away, with numerous 
branch tunnels. All tunnels contained lining and instrumentation to 
test the shock resistance of the lining material. Total cost of the instal-
lation is four to five million dollars. The results to be obtained will be 
useful for design of hardened bases, for civil defense shelters, and for 
the mining industry. When the information is published, it will prove 
very valuable even to the Soviets. We should take the position that 
this installation has nothing to do with weapons development. Nor 
will there be any fallout. Mr. Allen commented that results would be 
made available to the Soviets whether they attend the explosion or not. 
Mr. McCone said that he would supply to the President full particulars 
regarding the planned explosion.

Secretary Gates, recalling the President’s statement of July 7, expressed 
belief that the President would select the alternative proposal in Para 3 
of the proposed Course of Action. Mr. McCone replied that the statement 
as to a date contained in the proposal hardly qualifies as an ultimatum in 
the sense that the President found objectionable.

Mr. Allen asked about the time required for the final preparations 
for the shot. Gen. Starbird replied that scientists must be summoned 30 
days before the expected date, and practice radio countdowns begin 
two weeks before. Mr. Allen commented that a short lead time is of 
advantage since it minimized the problem of possible [illegible in the 
original] and demonstrations against the planned explosion. The Sec-
retary said that the recent Presidential statement assuring that there 
would be no tests that would contaminate the atmosphere during his 
Presidency would be helpful.

The Secretary remarked that the issues seem to be clearly drawn for 
Presidential determination in the Course of Action paper. Mr. McCone 
suggested the alternative of pressing the pooling proposal once more. He 
referred again to Soviet adamance on a number of issues, and wondered 
whether we should not be equally adamant and press for resolution of 
other issues on our terms. He pointed out that, at the end of the two year 
research program, we still face a two or three year period of installation. 
Mr. Farley remarked that the only way to be adamant is to make plausible 
a threat to resume testing. If we actually resume nuclear detonations for 
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research proposes, we lend plausibility to such a threat. Secretary Gates 
expressed the suspicion that the Soviets may be testing nuclear weap-
ons. It does not seem plausible that they are developing Polaris warheads 
without such tests, he said. Mr. Dulles remarked that we have no indica-
tions that such tests are going on.

Mr. McCone suggested that the Course of Action paper be changed 
by transferring to paragraph 2(a) the provision, now contained in 2(b), 
that our detonations will proceed on schedule and that prompt Soviet 
reply will be necessary if they are to leave themselves enough time to 
arrange for observation.

It was agreed that the Course of Action would be presented for 
consideration at the meeting of the National Security Council, Friday 
morning, August 12.

PARTICIPANTS

2 Defense and AEC alternative to underlined words. [Footnote is in the original. 
Underlined words are printed here in italics.]
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White House
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Attachment

Paper Prepared for the Principals of the Geneva Test Group

COURSE OF ACTION

1. Adopt a planning date of November 15 (October 1)2 for the first 
nuclear detonation in the seismic research program.

2. Authorize Wadsworth to state that, on studying the Soviet 
response to the pool proposals, the United States has decided, subject to 
Congressional authorization, to open its devices for U.K.-Soviet exam-
ination and thus end the debate regarding arrangements for the neces-
sary nuclear detonations. The U.S. seismic research program of about 



2152 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

two years substantially as outlined by our scientists in May at Geneva, 
is scheduled to get under way on November 15 (October 1)3.

(a) In so stating he would attach the condition that the Soviet Union 
agree that any devices employed for seismic research on its own terri-
tory will be opened on a reciprocal basis. He would also recall our pre-
vious proposal (attach the further condition)3 that any alleged large high 
explosive detonations for either industrial or seismic research purposes 
be opened to U.K. and U.S. observers to ascertain that nuclear devices 
are not used. He would also state that the devices would be open for 
visual and manual observation by the U.K. and USSR, that U.K. and 
Soviet scientists can be present when the device is detonated, that U.K. 
and Soviet seismic instrumentation as necessary and agreed can be installed 
(that Soviet and U.K. scientists can observe all U.S. instruments)3, and 
that all data obtained will be made available to the U.K. and Soviets; 
this forthcoming approach if well publicized should make it difficult 
for the Soviets to make major issues of the details of these arrange-
ments, on which they have insisted on prior agreement;

(b) Wadsworth will make clear that our detonations will proceed on 
schedule and that prompt Soviet reply will be necessary if they are to leave 
themselves enough time to arrange for their observation and installation 
of necessary and agreed seismic instrumentation that they may propose.

(c) Wadsworth will continue to press for resolution of outstanding 
issues as called for in the March 29 Eisenhower- Macmillan communi-
que, including an adequate quota of on- site inspections, the composi-
tion of the control commission, control post staffing, voting matters, and 
arrangements for the use of nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes. 
In this connection the U.S. would continue to make it emphatically clear 
that the Soviet offer of 3 inspections is totally inadequate and unaccept-
able, and should restate its position that the level of inspections must 
bear an appropriate relationship to the number of unidentified events 
and to the capabilities of the system.

(d) Provided the coordinated research program goes ahead as 
scheduled on November 15 (October 1) and remaining issues are solved 
and a treaty signed, the U.S. would agree to a moratorium on nuclear 
weapons tests below the threshold from date of signature of the treaty 
for the remaining portion of the two- year research program we have 
outlined.

3. A joint resolution would be submitted to Congress during the 
August session, preferably after receipt of evidence of intent on the part 
of the Soviets to reach agreement, but if necessary before receiving a 
Soviet reply.

If statement of a specific date in 2 above has an undesirable appear-
ance of ultimatum, which the President on July 7 wished to avoid, Wad-
sworth might modify his approach slightly by saying simply that we 
were proceeding with our preparations urgently without mentioning a 
specific date until a Soviet reaction was received; but we would advise 

3 Defense and AEC alternative to underlined words. [Footnote is in the original. 
Underlined words are printed here in italics.]
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Congress privately that we were determined to go ahead regardless of 
the Soviet answer and were making our preparations accordingly.

Upon Presidental approval of the above course of action, Con-
gressional consultations should be undertaken promptly and should 
include Congressional leadership and Foreign Affairs and Foreign 
Relations Committees in addition to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. (After Congressional consultations, and only if they indicate 
that favorable Congressional action on the fallback proposal is proba-
ble,)4 it would also be necessary immediately to send a letter to Prime 
Minister Macmillan, who expressed reservations regarding any unilat-
eral U.S. action and will have to be persuaded of the necessity for such 
a decisive course of action. If necessary because of serious objections 
from the Congress of Macmillan, the above course of action would be 
reconsidered with the President.

4 Defense and AEC proposed addition. [Footnote is in the original. Underlined 
words are printed here in italics.]

591. Position Paper Used by Herter at 455th NSC Meeting1

August 12, 1960

PROPOSED COURSE OF ACTION IN GENEVA  
NEGOTIATIONS ON NUCLEAR STRATEGY

1. Adopt a planning date of ___________ for the first nuclear deto-
nation in the seismic research program.

2. Authorize the U.S. Representative to state that, on studying the 
Soviet response to our pool proposal, the United States has decided, 
subject to Congressional authorization, to open its devices for U.K.- 
Soviet examination and thus end the debate regarding arrangements 
for the necessary nuclear detonations. The U.S. seismic research pro-
gram of about two years substantially as outlined by our scientists in 
May at Geneva, is scheduled to get under way on ____________.

(a) We would attach the condition that the Soviet Union agree that 
any devices employed for seismic research on its own territory will be 

1 Source: Proposed course of action in test ban negotiations. Secret. 4 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, NSC Staff Papers, Disaster File, Disarmament.
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opened on a reciprocal basis. We would also state that the devices would 
be open for visual and manual observation by the U.K. and USSR, that 
U.K. and Soviet scientists can be present when the device is detonated, 
that U.K. and Soviet seismic instrumentation as necessary and agreed 
can be installed (we will make clear that our detonations will proceed 
on schedule and that prompt Soviet reply will be necessary if they are 
to leave themselves enough time to arrange for their observation and 
installation of agreed instrumentation), and that all data obtained will 
be made available to the U.K. and Soviets. This forthcoming approach, 
if well publicized, should make it difficult for the Soviets to make major 
issues of the details of these arrangements, on which they have insisted 
on prior agreement;

(b) We will continue to press for resolution of outstanding issues as 
called for in the March 29 Eisenhower- Macmillan communique, includ-
ing an adequate quota of on- site inspections, the composition of the 
control commission, control post staffing, voting matters, and arrange-
ments for the use of nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes. In this 
connection the U.S. would continue to make it emphatically clear that 
the Soviet offer of 3 inspections is totally inadequate and unacceptable, 
and should restate its position that the level of inspections must bear 
an appropriate relationship to the number of unidentified events and to 
the capabilities of the system.

(c) Provided the coordinated research program goes ahead as 
scheduled on ___________ and remaining issues are solved and a treaty 
signed, the U.S. would agree to a moratorium on nuclear weapons tests 
below the threshold from date of signature of the treaty for the remain-
ing portion of the two- year research program we have outlined.

3. A joint resolution would be submitted to Congress during the 
August session, preferably after receipt of evidence of intent on the part 
of the Soviets to reach agreement, but if necessary before receiving a 
Soviet reply.

(If statement of a specific date in 2 above has an undesirable appear-
ance of ultimatum, which the President on July 7 wished to avoid, our 
approach might be modified slightly by saying simply that we are pro-
ceeding with our preparations urgently without mentioning a specific 
date until a Soviet reaction was received; but we would advise Con-
gress privately that we were determined to go ahead regardless of the 
Soviet answer and were making our preparations accordingly.)

Upon Presidential decision as to a course of action, there should be 
prompt Congressional consultations as appropriate and communica-
tion with Prime Minister Macmillan, who was advised of our intention 
of going to a fallback position but expressed reservations regarding any 
unilateral U.S. action to commence nuclear detonations.



Arms Control and Disarmament 2155

592. Memorandum From Farley to Dillon1

Washington, August 12, 1960

SUBJECT

Recent Developments in the Negotiations for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weap-
ons Testing

Safeguards in Connection with Seismic Research Program

On August 2, the Soviet delegation declared that the United 
States proposal on inspection of the interior of nuclear devices opens 
up the possibility of working out a mutually acceptable formulation 
of safeguards provisions, but rejected the concept of tripartite pooling 
of devices. The Soviets reiterated their proposal of June 15, calling for 
examination of internal and external construction and of drawings of 
devices used in any research explosions carried out by the U.S. or the 
U.K. (Tab A)

On August 11, the Principals gave consideration to a Course of 
Action paper dealing with authorization to advance the fallback posi-
tion, and recommended its submission, in revised form, to the National 
Security Council on the following day. (Tabs B and C)

The matter was discussed with the President at a meeting of the 
National Security Council on August 12.

Package Proposal on Organizational Matters

We instructed our delegation to explore informally with the other 
delegations a possible package settlement of organizational issues. In 
the context of such a package, the United States would be prepared to 
accept a Control Commission based on parity between the West and 
the Soviet bloc, consisting of four representatives from each of these, 
and three representatives of uncommitted states. Except as now other-
wise specified in the treaty, the Commission would decide all organiza-
tion matters by majority vote. Chiefs of control posts, and personnel of 
inspection teams in the territories of original parties would be selected 
by the Administrator from nationals of the other side. Chiefs of con-
trol posts, and personnel of inspection teams in the territories of other 
parties would be selected from members of the staff able to function 

1 Source: Update on test ban negotiations. Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/8–1260.
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with full objectivity in the state concerned. Observers on special air-
craft flights would not be nationals of any country in whose territory 
the event under investigation may have occurred and, where such an 
event may have occurred on territory of an original party, the observers 
would be nationals of the other side. In accordance with the general 
parity concept, the budget would be set by equal contributions from the 
Soviet Union on one hand, and the United States and United Kingdom 
on the other. The United States would be prepared to agree to require-
ment for adoption of the budget as a whole, by unanimous agreement 
of the three original parties.

After obtaining U.K. concurrence, Ambassador Wadsworth pre-
sented the package proposal at an informal meeting of August 10. In 
the course of discussion, Mr. Tsarapkin expressed the personal opinion 
that a 4–4–3 Control Commission is reasonable, but saw some difficulty 
in the provisions on staffing and budget contributions.

Sir Michael Wright has pressed our Delegation strongly to table 
the package proposal, in order to complete the formal introduction 
of the western position. He has also urged consideration of a fallback 
position concerning inspection teams, observers and deputies. We have 
instructed our Delegation not to accede to the British request since 
tabling is expected to make it easier for Tsarapkin to pick and choose 
parts of the package he will accept and parts he will reject.

Moratorium on Testing Below the Threshold

Since the Camp David announcement of United States and United 
Kingdom willingness to institute a voluntary moratorium of agreed 
length on tests below the threshold, provided that a treaty is signed and 
a coordinated research program arranged, the Soviet delegation has, 
at ten plenary meetings and a number of informal meetings, pressed 
the Western delegations to state the moratorium duration they envis-
age. Ambassador Wadsworth has urged that he be authorized to state 
an initial position, citing tactical advantages which would be derived 
therefrom. We have instructed the Ambassador to withhold such a 
proposal at this time on the ground that it might enable the Soviets to 
divert the focus of discussion from the research program and remain-
ing treaty issues.

On August 10, Sir Michael Wright pressed our delegation strongly 
on the desirability of tabling a proposal, in order to complete the formal 
introduction of the western position.

Annex I, “Detection and Identification System”

The U.S. Delegation has tabled a revised draft of Annex I, contain-
ing a description of components, operations and criteria to be employed 
in detecting and identifying events which could be suspected of being 
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nuclear explosions, and an installation schedule. We are awaiting Soviet 
response.

The revised draft does not include provisions for the installation of 
a high altitude detection system. At a meeting of Principals of May 2,  
it was decided to make no decision at this time as to the alternative 
proposals on such a system, viz., a complete test ban in outer space 
based on controls recommended by the Experts’ Conference of 1958; a 
treaty ban up to 50 KM, with or without a moratorium on tests above 
that altitude.

On August 11, after criticizing the United States’ installation sched-
ule for “not preserving the equality of the sides in each stage of installa-
tion”, the Soviets presented their own text, differing principally in that 
it sets 15 control posts on the territory of the Soviet Union, instead of 21, 
as contained in the U.S.–U.K. version, and in that it seeks to establish 
a number of control posts in such southern hemisphere locations as 
Australia and Oceanic Islands in the first phase of installation, rather 
than in later phases. This phase would be extended from three years, as 
proposed by the U.S.–U.K., to four.

Parties Article

On July 26, the United States delegation tabled a revised draft article 
on parties to the treaty containing provisions for adherence or accession of 
other states or authorities. (Tab D) In their response of August 4, the Sovi-
ets objected (1) to the use of the term “states or authorities”, and expressed 
strong preference for the term “states”; (2) to the distinction between 
states invited to join by the Commission, and those whose accession the 
Commission finds to contribute to the achievement of the purposes of 
the treaty; and (3) to the necessity for Commission action on accession of 
parties. They charged that these provisions are unprecedented in treaty 
usage and would discriminate against certain parties.

Recess

The U.K. delegation has informally urged a recess, and the Soviet 
delegation has indicated approval. At a meeting of Principals of 
August 2, it was decided that the United States should not agree to a 
recess until the matter of safeguards in connection with the research 
program is cleared up. Following a meeting of the National Security 
Council on August 12, the delegation was instructed to seek to arrange 
for a recess of 3 to 4 weeks beginning soonest.

Quota of On- Site Inspections

On July 26, the Soviet delegation presented a proposal calling for 
a quota of up to three annual inspections on the territory of each origi-
nal party, for events above or below the threshold. (Tab E) Ambassador 
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Wadsworth responded that the Soviet figure falls short of meeting the 
minimum requirements for effective deterrence.

TABS
TAB A: SUPNU 1262
TAB B: Memorandum for General Goodpaster, and Proposed 

Course of Action, August 11, 1960
TAB C: Uncleared Memorandum of Conversation, Meeting of Prin-

cipals, August 11, 1960
TAB D: Draft Article on Parties to the Treaty (GEN/DNT/102)
TAB E: SUPNU 1250

593. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, August 15, 1960

OTHERS PRESENT

Chairman McCone, General Goodpaster

Mr. McCone noted that he would be leaving for the discussions 
with Macmillan and the British on test suspension negotiations later 
the same day. Mr. McCone said that checks that had been made with 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy made it clear that a shift to our 
“fall- back postion” regarding Soviet inspection of nuclear devices used 
in our seismic experimentation program would cause a great deal of 
trouble in the Congress. The President said he understood from Mac-
millan’s latest letter that he would like to see us go to our fall- back 
position.

Mr. McCone said that the Soviets evidently knew about our fall- 
back position at the time we put forward our proposal regarding recip-
rocal inspection arrangements. He didn’t know who had passed this 
information to them, but noted that it must have been our negotiators 
in Geneva, or the British, who had been informed about it. In any case, 
they turned down the reciprocal system and demanded what amounted 
to unilateral concession by the United States.

The President told Mr. McCone that he thought he and Under Sec-
retary Merchant should simply tell the British that we have so many 

1 Source: Preparation for McCone’s discussions with Macmillan. Secret. 2 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, Whitman File, Diary Series. Drafted on August 19.
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political problems in regard to this matter during the next 2½ months 
that he did not feel it is possible to prepare the way for the proposal 
now. He did not, however, want to be in the position of breaking up 
the negotiations. He commented that this would be a shock to world 
opinion, adding that world opinion can be held quite strong along lines 
to which people are accustomed, but can become unstable and “shat-
tered” under the shock of surprise, as for example the U–2 affair. The 
President added that he did not want Macmillan to think that we are 
playing fast and loose with him in having mentioned a fall- back posi-
tion in July and then not putting it forward now.

Mr. McCone recalled that the check made with the Congress indi-
cated that they would not clear the fall- back position. The President 
thought that after the election, an incoming President might have a 
good chance to get something like this through. He added that he con-
siders the Atomic Energy Act unconstitutional in the powers it accords 
to the JCAE. He thought perhaps he would put forward the proposal 
and let Congress turn it down—and added that he might conceivably, 
in those circumstances, go ahead and do what he proposed and defy 
Congress to take action against him.

Mr. McCone said there is one point he intends to stress to Macmil-
lan and that is that there is a tremendous difference between the United 
States and the USSR at Geneva, and that any talk of having narrowed 
these differences to something quite small is entirely erroneous. The 
President commented that he would be glad to take any treaty reduc-
ing military weapons if there is a proper quid pro quo and if adequate 
inspection to verify performance is provided. Mr. McCone recalled that 
the Soviets have offered three inspections a year and that practically 
speaking this is equivalent to none at all. He said Dr. Killian has held 
that a number in the order of seventy- five is a minimum.

Mr. McCone next commented that he had agreed that Ambassador 
Lodge, in making his speech on disarmament, should suggest that we 
and the Russians each put 30,000 kgs. of U–235 into escrow under inspec-
tion. He referred to planning a few years ago on the subject of atomic 
weapons and noted that our annual production today is many times 
what was estimated to be the total requirement just a few years ago.

The President asked that Mr. McCone extend his personal regards 
to Prime Minister Macmillan when he saw him.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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594. Memorandum From Dillon to Eisenhower1

Washington, August 22, 1960

SUBJECT

Disarmament Reorganization within the Department of State

You will recall that last fall you initiated steps to strengthen the 
organization of the U.S. Government for dealing with disarmament 
matters. You decided that it was logical to place the responsibility for 
leadership of this new effort in the Department of State. On April 22, 
Secretary Herter reported to you orally that we would move ahead with 
the establishment of a focal point for disarmament activities, in a new 
organization reporting directly to him but with relative autonomy and 
staffed in part with personnel from other agencies. Since then, with the 
assistance of the White House Staff, we have been actively seeking an 
outstanding public figure to head the organization. In the meanwhile 
we have been proceeding with our plans.

On or about September 1, the Department of State plans to estab-
lish formally a United States Disarmament Administration. In addition 
to an intensified program of study and research, the new administra-
tion will be responsible for formulating policies with respect to the lim-
itation and control, by international agreement, of armed forces and 
weapons of all kinds and will progressively assume responsibility for 
the direction and support of international negotiations in this field. 
A more complete statement of the functions of the Administration is 
enclosed.

Secretary Herter has kept the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, and your Scientific Advisor informed of these developments 
and he is confident of their understanding and support. Nevertheless, 
given the importance of this move and realizing your great interest in 
the subject, Secretary Herter thinks it would be most helpful if you could 
express your views on the new project in a letter to him and to these key 
officials. I am enclosing suggested letters for your possible use.

It might also be useful for our international relations if you or the 
White House were to make a public announcement in connection with 
the establishment of this organization. The exact form of the announce-
ment would, of course, be reviewed in the light of circumstances existing 

1 Source: Establishment of U.S. Disarmament Administration within the Department 
of State. No classification marking. 6 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 600.0012/8–2260.



Arms Control and Disarmament 2161

at the time of its release. It could take the form of (or include) release of 
the letter which you would send to Secretary Herter.

With the establishment of the United States Disarmament Admin-
istration and at the time Mr. James J. Wadsworth enters on duty as 
United States Representative to the United Nations, it would be appro-
priate to terminate his designation as United States Representative 
on Disarmament. The designation was made by letter from Secretary 
Dulles with your approval on February 27, 1956. With your approval, 
Secretary Herter will take the appropriate formal steps, in the next few 
weeks. You may at that time wish to express appreciation of Mr. Wad-
sworth’s significant services in his former capacities.

/S/ Douglas Dillon
Acting Secretary

Enclosure 1

Paper Prepared in the Department of State

Functions of the New  
United States Disarmament Administration

The mission of the Administration will be to assist the Secretary of 
State in leading and coordinating the effort of the United States govern-
ment in formulating, negotiating and implementing policies in the field 
of control and limitation, by international agreement, of armed forces 
and weapons of all kinds, including agreements to safeguard against 
surprise attack and to lessen the danger of war by miscalculation. This 
mission, which will be carried out with the cooperation of the other 
interested parts of the government and with the assistance, where nec-
essary, of experts and consultants under contract will include, inter alia, 
the following functions in the arms control field:

A. Development, review, analysis, evaluation and coordination of 
plans, policies and programs, and research in connection therewith, 
where necessary;

B. Coordination, and where appropriate, commissioning or assist-
ing in the conduct of research and development activities in such mat-
ters as systems of limitation, inspection and control;

C. Formulation and coordination of U.S. positions for use in nego-
tiation at international conferences, including analysis of the proposals 
of other countries; preparation of instructions to delegations, taking 
account of established procedures and responsibilities for U.S. partic-
ipation in the U.N; provision, where appropriate, of members of U.S. 
delegations; and maintenance of contact with representatives of foreign 
governments;
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D. Stimulation, coordination with and, where appropriate, finan-
cial support of such U.S. activity as is carried on by non- governmental 
agencies;

E. Planning, cooperation with, and assistance in public informa-
tion programs designed to keep foreign and domestic public opinion 
accurately informed of U.S. policies;

F. Planning and coordination of U.S. participation in such arrange-
ments for monitoring and inspection as may be required under interna-
tional agreements to which the United States may be a party.

Enclosure 2

Suggested Letter from the President to the Secretary

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I have read and approved your memorandum concerning the steps 
you are taking, pursuant to plans I initiated last fall, to create a United 
States Disarmament Administration to strengthen leadership and coor-
dination of the manifold activities of the United States government in 
the field of arms limitation and control.

I agree that this Administration should be staffed with personnel 
drawn from other agencies and from outside government as well as 
from the Department of State, thus assuring the blending of skills essen-
tial to the highly complex work in which it will be engaged. I expect 
that, as in the past, you will continue to coordinate the participation of 
the other agencies in this program.

In addition to coordinating or conducting an intensified program 
of study and research, the new organization will be responsible for for-
mulating policies with respect to disarmament, including the limitation 
and control, by international agreement, of armed forces and weapons 
of all kinds and for direction and support of international negotiations 
on these subjects.

The Disarmament Administration will permit the United States to 
marshal the best available political, technical and scientific skills in a 
continuing campaign to discover practical means for easing the bur-
den of armaments, lessening the dangers of war by miscalculation, and 
winning a just and durable peace.

I am requesting the heads of all other interested agencies to give 
you full and continued support in developing an effective organization 
and in building a strong and imaginative policy.

My own devotion to this endeavor is deep and abiding. The well- 
being and safety of our country and of the world may be significantly 
advanced by your efforts. I shall support you in every way I can.
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I am sending letters related to this one to the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of CIA, 
and to my Special Assistant for Science and Technology.

Enclosure 3

Suggested Letter From Eisenhower to Multiple Recipients

Suggested Letter from the President to:
The Secretary of Defense
The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission
The Director of the Central Intelligence Agency
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

Pursuant to the plans which I initiated last fall, the Secretary of 
State has established the United States Disarmament Administration to 
strengthen leadership and coordination of the manifold activities of the 
United States Government in the field of arms limitation and control.

This Administration will be responsible to the Secretary of State 
and will be staffed with personal drawn from other agencies and from 
outside government as well as from the Department of State, thus 
assuring the blending of skills essential to the highly complex work in 
which it will be engaged.

In addition to coordinating or conducting an intensified program of 
study and research, the new organization will be responsible for formu-
lating policies with respect to disarmament, including the limitation and 
control, by international agreement, of armed forces and weapons of all 
kinds and for direction and support of international negotiations on these 
subjects. As in the past, the Secretary of State will continue to coordinate 
definition of these policies with you as appropriate to your responsibilities.

The Disarmament Administration will permit the United States to 
marshal the best available political, technical and scientific skills in a 
continuing campaign to discover practical means for easing the bur-
den of armaments, lessening the dangers of war by miscalculation, and 
winning a just and durable peace.

I am confident that your agency will give full and continued sup-
port to the Secretary of State in developing an effective organization 
and in building a strong and imaginative policy.

My own devotion to this endeavor is deep and abiding. The well 
being and safety of our country and of the world may be significantly 
advanced by its efforts. I shall support it in every way I can.

I am sending letters related to this one to the Secretary of State and 
to other agencies and Departments with responsibilities in the field of 
arms control.
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595. Memorandum From Farley to Herter1

Washington, August 27, 1960

SUBJECT

Developments in Connection with the Negotiations for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapons Testing, August 12–27, 1960

Recess

At a meeting in London of Chairman McCone and Under Secretary 
Merchant with Minister of State Ormsby- Gore and Sir Roger Makins, it 
was agreed that a recess of approximately four weeks’ duration would 
be desirable, and the delegations were instructed to approach the Sovi-
ets on this basis. It was further agreed that, during the recess, there 
would be U.S.–U.K. coordination to develop tactics for the post- recess 
period and that this should take place in good time to permit review of 
positions by the principals of both sides (TAB A and TAB B).

The Soviets readily acceded to our informal proposal, and the con-
ference was recessed from August 22 to September 27, after the West-
ern delegations put on record a restatement of major differences and 
stressed the need for a more flexible Soviet attitude.

In the past week, there have been two meetings of the interde-
partmental working group for the purpose of outlining positions for 
a report to the principals and coordination with the U.K. Mr. Charles 
Stelle and Mr. David Popper are expected to arrive on August 28 and 
September 7, respectively, for the purpose of taking part in interdepart-
mental consultations and consultations with British political and tech-
nical people beginning September 7.

Nuclear Detonations in Connection with Seismic Research Program

At the London meeting, the British readily accepted our expla-
nation as to our inability to proceed with the fallback position. They 
expressed the opinion, however, that any proposal short of unilateral 
disclosure of devices would not be acceptable to the Soviets, that no 
marked progress can be made in the negotiations without putting for-
ward a new position on safeguards, and that we could not go ahead 
unilaterally with seismic research shots without causing a breakoff in 
the conference. They feel that, aside from safeguards, the question of 
decoupling shots is the only serious outstanding issue on the research 

1 Source: Update on test ban negotiations. Secret. 4 pp. NARA, RG 59, Central Files, 
700.5611/8–2760.
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program, and it is an issue on which the Soviets will not be in a strong 
position.

The British tried unsuccessfully to obtain assurances that we do 
not intend to schedule a nuclear shot until the next administration. We 
pointed out that the basic position remains as stated by the President 
on December 29, 1959, but that we have no intention of announcing a 
test during the recess or immediately afterwards. (TAB A and TAB B)

The President replied to the Prime Minister on August 26, pointing 
out the impossibility of obtaining congressional approval now for the 
fallback position and expressing the intention to consult further on the 
safeguards problem. (TAB C)

Moratorium on Testing Below the Threshold

At the meeting of August 12, the Soviets repeated that the duration 
issue is the most important before the conference and put forward once 
more a proposal of four to five years. Responding generally, the U.K. 
delegate called for a moratorium sufficiently long to allow research to 
show results and to allow discussion of these results.

In the London discussions, it was agreed that it would be desir-
able to put forward our position on duration of a moratorium after the 
recess, along the lines that it should be no longer than the time required 
for the research program (2 years) plus a few months (3–6) to assess 
results. (TAB A and TAB B)

Package Proposal on Organizational Matters

Although plenary discussion failed to reveal any Soviet movement 
on staffing issues, Soviet deputy representative Usachev, in a dinner 
conversation, expressed conviction that “a deal was possible” on the 
package proposal which had been informally presented by Ambassa-
dor Wadsworth on August 9. He interpreted Moscow’s rapid agree-
ment to recess as a sign that quick and serious consideration is to be 
given the package.

Annex I, Detection and Identification System

Further informal technical discussion has taken place on reconcili-
ation of the Soviet and the Western approach on phasing of installation 
of the system. The Soviet counter proposal of August 11 had revealed 
substantial agreement with our concept, but had suggested a rear-
rangement of the installation schedule in the southern hemisphere and 
15 control posts on the territory of the Soviet Union instead of 21. Pro-
vision is made for formation of inspection groups only after entry into 
operation of Phase I control posts.

Soviet deputy representative Usachev told Mr. Popper that discus-
sion could be based on the current U.S. draft of the Annex, rather than 
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on the old Soviet version, and that there is general similarity of views 
on phasing. He implied that there are relatively few serious obstacles in 
connection with the Annex.

Quota of On- Site Inspections

At numerous pre- recess plenary meetings, debate has continued 
on the approach as to inspection of the two sides, the Western delega-
tions stressing the paramount importance of technical considerations in 
determining a quota and the Soviets defending their politically based 
offer of three annual inspections, applicable to events above or below 
the threshold. The Soviets attempted to prove that a technically based 
quota would result in five times as many inspections on the territory of 
the United States as in the Soviet Union. They proposed that auxiliary 
aids be included in the treaty, so as to reduce drastically the number of 
unidentified events.

In the London discussions, Mr. Ormsby- Gore agreed that we 
should be “stern” on the inspection quota. He expressed belief that the 
Soviets would compromise on a figure, but not above ten. He won-
dered whether it would be feasible to carry out more than ten annual 
inspections. (TAB B)

AFTAC has prepared an estimate, showing average seismic activ-
ity in the U.S. to be one to one and a half times as great as in the Soviet 
Union and slightly more than that in territory under jurisdiction of 
Great Britain.

Parties Article

Usachev stated informally that the Soviets are adamant in their 
insistence on automatic accession of nth parties and on use of the term 
“states” in place of “states or authorities” in identifying parties in the 
text of the article.

High Altitude Detection

General, but inconclusive, discussion took place at the London 
meetings. The interdepartmental working group agreed that a briefing 
be arranged for the British on or about September 9.

Budget Contribution Shares

The concept of West- Soviet parity of budget contributions is con-
tained in our organizational package. The U.K. has informally presented 
to us its views on ratio of contributions between it and the United States 
and on the share to be borne by nth countries. The British could accept 
a 12:38 ratio, as compared with the United States, and proposed that 
ultimately 25% of the total costs of the organization should be borne by 
countries other than the original three. We had previously expressed 
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our opinion that such countries could not be expected to bear more 
than 10% of annual operating costs.

-  -  -  -  - 

As Tab D to this memorandum there is also attached a report of an 
informal US–UK Delegation Meeting in Geneva, August 22, 1960.

596. Report of Working Group to Committee of Principals1

August 31, 1960

Report of Working Group to Committee of Principals on  
Preparations for Resumption of Nuclear Test Negotiations

The Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests 
will resume on September 27 in Geneva. Preparations on both politi-
cal and technical aspects of the negotiations are under way and staff 
level consultations with the U.K. have been arranged in Washington 
beginning September 7. A report will be made to the Principals on these 
preparations and consultations during the week of September 12.

We expect to propose the following general approach in discus-
sions with the U.K.:

1. Pending further consultations and decisions regarding the dates 
and arrangements under which the U.S. will conduct its first nuclear 
detonation in connection with project Vela we should reaffirm our 
readiness to proceed on the basis of the safeguards proposal advanced 
July 12 and reaffirm the White House statements of December 29 and 
May 7 regarding nuclear explosions. We should likewise press for 
Soviet acceptance and lay the groundwork by full explanations in the 
conference for public understanding of the necessity for the program of 
seismic research we have proposed.

2. Pursuant to the recent discussions in London we will take the 
position at an early appropriate time after resumption of negotiations 
that the moratorium referred to in the Eisenhower- Macmillan commu-
nique of March 29 be effective upon treaty signature for the remaining 
portion of the two year seismic research program (which will begin 

1 Source: Preparations for resumption of nuclear test negotiations. Confidential. 
2 pp. Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Testing.
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when announced by the U.S.) plus a period of three to six months to 
review results of the program.

3. We will upon resumption press for a resolution of the complex 
of technical issues relating to the number of inspections, the number 
and location of control posts, the treaty article on on- site inspection, the 
phasing of installation of control posts and Annex I on the Detection 
and Identification System. Preparations are under way on key issues in 
this field which are listed as TAB A. An AFTAC review of the technical 
aspects of these issues is attached as TAB B.

4. We will seek U.K. agreement to press in informal negotiations 
outside the conference the package of organizational issues as autho-
rized NUSUP 968 (TAB C) to determine the price the Soviets would be 
willing to pay for a 4–4–3 parity arrangement in the Control Commis-
sion. In consultations with the U.K. during the recess we will stress 
that we consider it of the utmost importance that there be no deviation 
from present Western staffing positions on chief of posts and staffing of 
inspection teams and observers on special aircraft flights during these 
informal negotiations.

5. We hope to reach agreement with the U.K. during the forthcom-
ing consultations on a definition of nuclear detonations.

6. We will during the recess begin exploration with the U.K. of the 
technical aspects of the high altitude question without prejuding the 
position the U.S. will finally take with respect to it.

7. If the general approach outlined above is followed upon resump-
tion of negotiations it will be necessary to strengthen the technical side 
of the U.S. and U.K. delegations during the period immediately follow-
ing resumption.

597. Letter From Herter to Gray1

Washington, September 14, 1960

Dear Gordon:

I was most happy to receive your comments of September 13 on 
the suggested letter from the President and the statement of functions 

1 Source: Approves Gray’s proposed amendments to statement of functions for the 
new U.S. Disarmament Administration. No classification marking. 6 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, State Department.



Arms Control and Disarmament 2169

of the new U.S. Disarmament Administration. I am in general agree-
ment with your suggestions and have asked that appropriate changes 
be made in the two documents in the light of such comments as we 
receive from the agencies concerned.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter

Attachment

Letter From Gray to Herter

Washington, September 13, 1960

Dear Chris:

I inclose a rather hastily prepared set of comments with respect to 
the suggested letter from the President and the statement of functions 
of the new U.S. Disarmament Administration which you sent to me 
with your letter of September 9. I submit these for whatever they may 
be worth to you.

With warm regards, I am,
Sincerely,

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Enclosure

 Paper Prepared in the Office of the Special Assistant to the 
President

September 13, 1960

The two documents seem to raise two major questions:
First, does the President really intend to delegate to the Secretary 

of State and the U.S. Disarmament Administration the making of ulti-
mate policy decisions? It would appear desirable to make it clear that 
the President reserves to himself policy decisions.

Second, do the documents as written provide for essential mean-
ingful Department of Defense participation. The same question might 
be raised about AEC participation.
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(A revision of the last sentence of paragraph 3 in the suggested 
letter from the President might substantially meet the problem of the 
first question and be helpful with respect to the problem involved in 
the second question. This sentence could read as follows: “As in the 
past the Secretary of State will continue to coordinate definition of these 
policies with you as appropriate to your responsibilities before obtain-
ing Presidential approval.”)

My other comments are:
1. As to the suggested letter, in the first paragraph should not the 

word “safeguarded” be inserted before “arms limitation and control”?
In the fourth paragraph should there not be some reference to mil-

itary skills? The word “technical” may include people familiar with 
military technology, but does this not ignore the strategic military 
considerations?

2. As to the statement of functions:
Should not the necessity of Presidential approval be somewhere 

referred to in the first paragraph?
In the second sentence of the first paragraph should not the last 

line read: “inter alia, assisting the Secretary of State in the following 
functions in the arms control field.”

Finally, would it not be desirable to involve the Director of the U.S. 
Information Agency in some way in this enterprise?

Enclosure

Letter From Herter to Gray

Washington, September 9, 1960

Dear Gordon:

As you know, the Department of State has today issued a press 
release announcing the establishment of the United States Disarma-
ment Administration.

To help launch this new organization, it has been proposed that the 
President set forth its purpose in a letter to the heads of agencies who 
are most closely associated with the United States Government’s disar-
mament activities. A copy of this proposed letter is attached.

I am also enclosing a statement of the functions of the United 
States Disarmament Administration on which I would appreciate your 
comments. The functional statement will be incorporated in appropri-
ate Department of State announcements and will, undoubtedly, be used 
in Congressional presentations.
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I think it would be desirable if the Presidential letter could be 
issued and subsequent Department of State announcements on the new 
Administration be made within the next two or three days. I would, 
therefore, appreciate your urgent consideration of the attachments.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,

Christian A. Herter

Attachment 1

Suggested Letter From Eisenhower to Multiple Recipients

SUGGESTED LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT TO:

The Secretary of Defense
The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission
The Director of the Central Intelligence Agency
The Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

Pursuant to the plans which I initiated last fall, the Secretary of 
State has established the United States Disarmament Administration to 
strengthen leadership and coordination of the manifold activities of the 
United States Government in the field of arms limitation and control.

This Administration will be responsible to the Secretary of State 
and will be staffed with personnel drawn from other agencies and from 
outside Government as well as from the Department of State, thus 
assuring the blending of skills essential to the highly complex work in 
which it will be engaged.

In addition to coordinating or conducting an intensified program 
of study and research, the new organization will be responsible for for-
mulating policies with respect to disarmament, including the limitation 
and control, by international agreement, of armed forces and weapons 
of all kinds and for direction and support of international negotiations 
on these subjects. As in the past, the Secretary of State will continue to 
coordinate definition of these policies with you as appropriate to your 
responsibilities.

The Disarmament Administration will permit the United States to 
marshal the best available political, technical and scientific skills in a 
continuing campaign to discover practical means for easing the bur-
den of armaments, lessening the dangers of war by miscalculation, and 
winning a just and durable peace.

I am confident that your agency will give full and continued sup-
port to the Secretary of State in developing an effective organization 
and in building a strong and imaginative policy.
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My own devotion to this endeavor is deep and abiding. The well 
being and safety of our country and of the world may be significantly 
advanced by its efforts. I shall support it in every way I can.

I am sending letters related to this one to the Secretary of State and 
to other agencies and Departments with responsibilities in the field of 
arms control.

Attachment 2

Paper Prepared in the Department of State

Functions of the New  
United States Disarmament Administration

The mission of the Administration will be to assist the Secretary of 
State in leading and coordinating the effort of the United States govern-
ment in formulating, negotiating and implementing policies in the field 
of control and limitation, by international agreement, of armed forces 
and weapons of all kinds, including agreements to safeguard against 
surprise attack and to lessen the danger of war by miscalculation. This 
mission, which will be carried out with the cooperation of the other 
interested parts of the government and with the assistance, where nec-
essary, of experts and consultants under contract will include, inter alia, 
the following functions in the arms control field:

A. Development, review, analysis, evaluation and coordination of 
plans, policies and programs, and research in connection therewith, 
where necessary;

B. Coordination, and where appropriate, commissioning or assist-
ing in the conduct of research and development activities in such mat-
ters as systems of limitation, inspection and control;

C. Formulation and coordination of U.S. positions for use in nego-
tiation in international conferences, including analysis of the propos-
als of other countries; preparation of instruction to delegations, taking 
account of established procedures and responsibilities for U.S. partic-
ipation in the U.N.; provision, where appropriate, of members of U.S. 
delegations; and maintenance of contact with representatives of foreign 
governments;

D. Stimulation, coordination with and, where appropriate, finan-
cial support of such U.S. activity as is carried on by non- governmental 
agencies;

E. Planning, cooperation with, and assistance in public informa-
tion programs designed to keep foreign and domestic public opinion 
accurately informed of U.S. policies;

F. Planning and coordination of U.S. participation in such arrange-
ments for monitoring and inspection as may be required under interna-
tional agreements to which the United States may be a party.
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598. Memorandum From Twining to Eisenhower1

Washington, September 15, 1960

SUBJECT

Arms Control Proposals and Your Speech at the United Nations, 22 September 1960

1. I have reviewed an early draft by the State Department Staff of 
a speech which you might make to the United Nations General Assem-
bly and consider that certain basic aspects of the approach proposed in 
the arms control area would have serious implications relative to the 
security of the United States. The draft I saw probably will be revised. 
However, I feel that the following comments, which are addressed to 
the early draft, should be considered in formulating the arms control 
section of the speech you plan to make:

a. I question the view reflected in the speech that in a time of 
increasing tensions, as at present, the United States should feel com-
pelled to increase the attractiveness to the Soviets of U.S. disarmament 
proposals by offering the Soviets one- sided military advantages. To do 
so, would be dangerously misleading to people throughout the world. 
The Soviets could only interpret this approach as a sign of weakness on 
the part of the United States and a sign of U.S. uncertainty about fulfill-
ing its world- wide commitments.

b. I don’t mean to imply that we should refuse to entertain new 
ideas, but it does seem clear that in the arms control field we can’t 
expect to out- match the Soviets in offering fancy gimmicks for their 
propaganda appeal. Out interests surely lie in sticking to a responsible 
arms control program based on sound principles and realistic regard 
for the facts of international life.

c. Rather than the arms control approach taken in the draft speech, 
I believe that the United States should make clear that the unrenounced 
and frequently repeated Communist objective of world domination is 
the prime reason for the present level and deployment of U.S. armed 
forces and armaments.

d. With respect to arms control proposals, I believe that the United 
States should reiterate its interest in and willingness to negotiate inter-
national arms control agreements, and should demonstrate that the 
Soviets have consistently sabotaged all efforts in this direction through 
their repeated threats against and attacks on other peoples, their con-
tinued use of negotiations strictly as propaganda exercises and their 
refusal to negotiate in the 1960 Geneva disarmament conference, high-
lighted by their walk- out from that conference. In this connection, far 
greater stress than is now given in the draft should be placed on the 
Soviet penchant for secrecy as an obstacle to arms controls.

1 Source: Views on a draft speech on disarmament. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, Administrative Series, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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e. The United States should then restate—not renounce, as the draft 
speech implies—its 27 June 1960 disarmament proposals and invite par-
ticipation in renewed negotiations on these proposals. As you no doubt 
recall, these proposals received your approval shortly before they were 
tabled in Geneva. To discard the 27 June 1960 proposals, as would be 
the case if we were to come forward now with what, in effect are new 
proposals, would—in addition to being a sign of great weakness—play 
into Soviet propaganda charges used to justify the Communist walk- 
out at Geneva in June 1960.

f. The arms control proposals in the draft speech are contrary to 
U.S. Basic National Security Policy in that they do not provide for bal-
anced and phased disarmament. For example, the arms control pro-
posals contained in the draft advocate the reduction of nuclear military 
capabilities without requiring substantial conventional disarmament, 
thus potentially impairing U.S. nuclear capabilities while leaving 
Sino- Soviet conventional capabilities unimpaired. The following are 
additional examples of proposals contained in the draft considered 
undesirable:

(1) One proposal asks the United Nations to “call on nations to 
engage in no military activities” on celestial bodies. This would be an 
uncontrolled ban, probably binding on the United States, but not on the 
USSR. A major principle of U.S. policy is that disarmament measures 
must be controllable and controls must be operative; this proposal is 
contrary to this principle and could establish a dangerous precedent. 
Also, this proposal could and probably would lead to additional U.N. 
resolutions such as ban the bomb, liquidate overseas bases, and elimi-
nate means for delivering nuclear weapons.

(2) Another proposal asks that an “urgent study be initiated” in 
connection with control of nuclear delivery systems. This proposal, pre-
sented out of the context of the 27 June U.S. program, unduly empha-
sizes this aspect of the program in keeping with the Soviet desire to 
place the control of nuclear delivery means in Stage One.

(3) The proposals concerning nuclear weapons, aside from being 
undesirable because they are not tied to conventional disarmament, 
invite the ninety- odd nuclear have- nots, who have no capability and 
no responsibility for preserving the security of the Free World, to nego-
tiate and pass resolutions on arms controls for U.S. nuclear weapons. 
In addition, the proposal to close nuclear production plants one- by- one 
is undesirable because it is offered without requiring verification to 
assure that new plants are not being established on the territory of the 
Sino- Soviet Bloc.

(4) The United States cannot agree to terminate “nuclear” produc-
tion, as is proposed in the speech This would encompass tritium with-
out which many of our existing or remaining nuclear weapons would 
quickly become ineffective. For this reason, the U.S. proposals have only 
suggested termination of the production of “fissionable” materials.

(5) The speech deals inadequately with Soviet aggression over 
international waters and with the problem of obtaining the release of the 
RB–47 crewmen; also, it hands the initiative in this matter to the Soviets. 
The major points to be stressed are that a continuation of Soviet aggres-
sive acts over international waters is a bar to peaceful negotiations; that 
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the continued illegal imprisonment of the RB–47 crewmen is a constant 
reminder of the fact of Soviet aggression; and that the RB–47 crewmen 
must be released immediately to afford any hope that Soviet brigand-
age over international waters will be stopped and, therefore, any hope 
that negotiations might be fruitful.

(6) The section on arms control fails to specify that nuclear and 
non- nuclear arms controls must be balanced and that “general disar-
mament” must be under effective international control.

2. I believe that specific arms control measures listed in the draft 
speech, should be redrafted to conform to the U.S. proposals of 27 June 
1960, which are the latest arms control proposals which have been fully 
coordinated within the Government and approved by the President 
The arms control proposals contained in the draft speech have not been 
so coordinated. They represent a drastic departure from the concept of 
balanced and phased arms control measures at all times under effective 
international verification and inspection, as reflected in the 27 June pro-
posals, and would have serious security implications.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur fully in the views expressed 
above.

N.F. Twining
Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff

599. Memorandum From Parsons (FE) to Merchant1

Washington, September 20, 1960

SUBJECT

Possible addition of Communist China to 10- Nation Disarmament Commission

My reactions from the strictly Far East viewpoint to a U.S. proposal 
to add the Federal Republic of Germany and Communist China to the 
10 nation Disarmament Group are as follows:

1. It has long been the United States position that Communist 
China must indeed be included in any effective disarmament scheme 
but that until it is determined that the U.S.S.R. will agree to such a 
scheme rather than merely making propaganda, it would be premature 

1 Source: Possible addition of Communist China to Ten- Nation Disarmament Com-
mission. Secret. 3 pp. NARA, RG 59, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 559, CF 1772.
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to bring in the Chinese Communists whose interest it is to exploit disar-
mament only to expose the imperialists, i.e. propaganda. We think our 
present stance is still sound and serviceable.

2. This position has the merit of minimizing pressures upon us as 
regards United Nations representation. If we think it important here 
and now to bring the Chinese Communists into the disarmament 
negotiations, we would be urged to concede that their presence in the 
United Nations would be important too. We could justify a seeming 
inconsistency in this regard if we could say we had evidence of a favor-
able Chinese Communist position on disarmament but our evidence is 
just to the contrary.

3. If Mr. Khrushchev for reasons related to his dispute with the 
Chinese Communists makes a big pitch to get them into the United 
Nations, I do not think we could one day go all out to oppose this and 
then turn around and propose adding them to the 10 nation group. The 
sophisticated nations might understand but they are in the minority.

4. If Chinese Representation problem goes routinely, point 2 applies 
less obviously but nonetheless importantly, I think.

5. In so far as the exacerbation of Soviet- Chinese Communist rela-
tions is concerned, I could argue for throwing the monkey wrench 
either way. On balance I feel that they are more likely to stick together 
if they are at the same table than if one is sulking in outermost Peiping. 
Also, if they are at the same table, the Russians will no longer feel a 
partial responsibility and will tell us to deal directly with the Chinese 
Communists.

6. In the Far East any apparent change of United States attitude 
toward the Chinese Communists arouses apprehension. Indeed, even 
the invitation to Khrushchev to come here a year ago caused conster-
nation. The Thai are already jittery and critical as you know because 
we have been allegedly less anti- Communist and firm in Laos than we 
should have been. The Vietnamese and others in some degree share this 
concern.

7. I am afraid that this proposal would appear to many as a gim-
mick, none too sincere, at the expense of a substantive policy to which 
we have long consistently adhered. If some one else were to propose 
this, some of my misgivings would be removed but I would still sus-
pect that we would be opening one or more boxes of Pandora with 
no clear sight ahead as to how to put the contents back under the lid 
or lids. There is little doubt that if present the Chinese would aggres-
sively seek to blackmail the “imperialists” and try to divide them. 
We would be dealing across the table with two arch- obstructionists 
instead of one.
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8. Incidentally, Chou- en- lai has said he would not take part in any 
disarmament conference involving countries, which have not recog-
nized Communist China.

9. Finally, I am told the Department is putting the final touches on 
a Disarmament paper which rejects the idea of bringing the Chinese 
Communists into the group.

Copies to:

IO—Mr. Wilcox
S/AE—Mr. Farley
CA—Mr. Martin

600. Memorandum From Farley to Herter1

Washington, September 23, 1960

SUBJECT

Today’s Soviet Disarmament Proposals

I have compared the Soviet proposals on disarmament introduced 
today in the General Assembly with the proposals of June 2.

The only change of any significance is the shift of the proposal for 
reduction of U.S. and Soviet armed forces to 1.7 million, from para. 2 of 
the second stage to para. 2 of the first stage. Corresponding paragraphs 
concerning the duties of inspectors and other control measures have 
been shifted from para. 3 of the second stage to the end of para. 8 of the 
first stage.

The present sub- paragraphs III (f) and (g) have been moved up 
from their former locations in para. 3 of the second stage and para. 8 of 
the first stage respectively.

Other changes are even more trivial. They consist of:
(a) modifying the lead- in language to refer to the governments of 

states “participating in negotiations on disarmament” rather than “mem-
bers of the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament set up in 1959”.

1 Source: Analysis of new Soviet disarmament proposals. No classification marking. 
2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 559, CF 1772.
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(b) Deleting the underlined words in the following phrase from 
sub- paragraph III (d): “each party to the Treaty will undertake to give 
the inspectors and inspection teams timely and unrestricted access 
within its territory.

(c) Adding the word “scientific” to “peaceful purposes” everytime 
the launching of rockets is referred to.

cc—

Mr. Merchant
Mr. Bohlen
Mr. Smith
Mr. Kohler
Mr. Berding
Mr. Wilcox
Ambassador Wadsworth

601. Memorandum of Conference with the President1

Washington, October 2, 1960

OTHERS PRESENT

Prime Ministers Menzies and Macmillan; Ambassador Beale, Lord Home,  
Mr. de Zulueta, Secretary Herter, General Goodpaster

The President, after greeting Prime Minister Menzies, said he 
could not understand why the rest of the world had not reacted with 
shock and resentment to the resolution by the five neutral nations 
calling upon Khrushchev and himself to meet. He was especially sur-
prised at Nehru joining in this, since Nehru certainly understands the 
Communist tactics. However, Nehru had said that his mind was con-
fused regarding the situation that has developed. The President said 
he does not have much use for the others (Nkrumah, Nasser, Tito and 
Sukarno).

Mr. Menzies said that it is an old trick of Nehru’s to sit silent, not 
giving his views on matters up for discussion, in order to embarrass the 

1 Source: Resolution of five neutrals calling for a U.S.- Soviet summit. Secret. 2 pp. 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries.
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other man. He recalled that Sukarno had objected to a summit meeting 
of four people, noting that he was now joining in proposing a summit 
meeting of two people.

The President said that he has been working hard on a reply to 
the five neutral leaders. The key point is that the problems are not 
problems of the United States and the USSR alone, but affect the 
whole of humankind. Mr. Menzies noted that in Cabinet meetings, 
when he has a problem it seems impossible to solve, a good tech-
nique is to refer it to a committee. He thinks the action of the neutral 
leaders is of this character—If Hammarskjold, as well as the Western 
nations, were going to be kicked around in the UN, then he thought 
those doing the kicking should be allowed to go ahead and break up 
the UN, since there would be no point in pretending that we have 
anything of value in those circumstances. The President concluded by 
saying that there is one Khrushchev recommendation he favored and 
that is to get the United Nations out of New York City. Having the 
United Nations there imposes a great burden on a free country, with a 
free press that people like Khrushchev and Castro can exploit for their 
own purposes.

Lord Home brought up one additional point—Khrushchev wants 
to add five “Neutrals” to the Disarmament Committee which now 
consists of ten members. He said his thought was to say that the Sovi-
ets may propose the addition of five, but we would like to add five 
also. Lord Home said it would be very difficult and undesirable to 
vote against the addition of Mexico, the UAR and one or two of the 
other nations proposed by the Soviets. Mr. Herter pointed out that the 
twenty- member committee would be getting quite unwieldy and dis-
cussion brought out that it is not desirable to approach this problem on 
a two- party basis.

A.J. Goodpaster
Brigadier General, USA
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602. Memorandum of Conversation1

SecDel MC/110 New York, October 7, 1960, 1:10 p.m.

SECRETARY’S DELEGATION TO THE FIFTEENTH SESSION  
OF THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY  

New York, October 3–7, 1960

PARTICIPANTS

1 Source: Disarmament at the United Nations. Secret. 2 pp. NARA, RG 59, Secre-
tary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

United States
The Secretary of State
Mr. Max V. Krebs

United Kingdom
Lord Alexander Home
Mr. I. A. Samuel (Private Secretary)

SUBJECT

Disarmament

The Secretary opened the conversation by asking Lord Home how 
Prime Minister Macmillan’s second conversation with Khrushchev had 
gone. The Foreign Secretary said almost the entire conversation had 
been devoted to disarmament with Khrushchev adding a new element 
in suggesting a special session of the General Assembly in February or 
March 1961 to take up only disarmament. Macmillan countered that 
he thought some progress could be made in Committee I during the 
General Assembly. He made no commitment regarding Khrushchev’s 
suggestion. Lord Home went on to say that Khrushchev is expected to 
speak tomorrow when the Assembly discusses adoption of the agenda, 
and may advance his line regarding disarmament at that time.

Lord Home said that British tactic will be to refuse to be drawn into 
any general discussion of disarmament in the plenary. He questioned 
how long Boland would allow Khrushchev to go on with any statement 
on disarmament noting that the vote in the Committee on referral of 
disarmament to Committee had been better than a two- thirds majority. 
The Secretary said that in several of his talks with representatives of 
smaller nations he found them all in agreement with the idea of taking 
up disarmament in Committee first. As far as he was concerned Lord 
Home said he planned to leave on the morning of the 8th and would 
come back to New York only if the General Assembly got involved in 
the disarmament item and then only for a few days. He did indicate he 
might return to take part if the item came under serious consideration 
in Committee I.
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Continuing, Lord Home said Macmillan had tried to get Khru-
shchev into discussion of controls and inspection, but that Khrushchev 
had shied away. The Foreign Secretary said that in a talk with Moch 
yesterday he had raised the question of DeGaulle’s proposals on con-
trol of means of delivery. Moch had said there had been a misunder-
standing of French intentions in this regard and that they had intended 
only inspection of the means of delivery in the first stage.

In reply to Lord Home’s question the Secretary said the only other 
item which had been under consideration by the U.S. for possible 
advancement into the first stage was the matter of nuclear missiles. 
The Secretary added, however, that we had run into difficulty since 
this would involve submarines and other naval vessels as well as any 
aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons.

603. Letter From Eisenhower to Kistiakowsky1

Washington, October 25, 1960

Dear Dr. Kistiakowsky:

Pursuant to plans which I approved last fall, the Secretary of 
State has established the United States Disarmament Administration 
to strengthen leadership and coordination of the manifold activities of 
the United States Government in the field of safeguarded disarmament 
and arms control.

This Administration will be responsible to the Secretary of State 
and will be staffed with personnel from the interested U.S. Government 
departments and agencies, together with personnel recruited from out-
side Government where appropriate, thus assuring the blending of 
skills essential to the highly complex work in which it will be engaged.

In addition to coordinating or conducting an intensified pro-
gram of study and research, the new organization will be responsible 
for formulating recommendations for policies and basic positions for 
consideration within the U.S. Government with respect to effective 
disarmament and arms control, and for direction and support of inter-
national negotiations on these subjects. As in the past, the Secretary of 

1 Source: U.S. Disarmament Administration. No classification marking. 3 pp. Eisen-
hower Library, Records of the President’s Science Advisory Committee, U.S. Disarma-
ment Administration.
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State will continue to coordinate these policies with you as appropriate 
to your responsibilities.

The Disarmament Administration will permit the United States 
to marshal the best available skills applicable to the field in a con-
tinuing campaign to develop practical means for attaining effective 
disarmament and arms control agreements, for easing the burden of 
armaments, for lessening the dangers of surprise attack, or of war by 
accident or miscalculation, and for promoting a just and durable peace.

I am confident that your agency will give full and continued sup-
port to the Secretary of State in developing an effective organization 
and in building a sound and imaginative disarmament and arms con-
trol policy.

My own devotion to this endeavor is deep and abiding. The well- 
being and safety of our country and of the world may be significantly 
advanced by its efforts. I shall support it in every way I can.

I am sending letters related to this one to the Secretary of State and 
to other agencies and departments with responsibilities in the field of 
arms control.

Sincerely,

Dwight D. Eisenhower

Attachment

FUNCTIONS OF THE U.S. DISARMAMENT ADMINISTRATION

The mission of the Administration will be to assist the Secretary of 
State in formulating disarmament and arms control policies and basic 
positions consistent with national security for consideration within 
the U.S. Government, and in negotiating international agreements 
in this field. This mission, which will be carried out in cooperation with 
the other interested parts of the government, and with the assistance, 
where necessary, of experts and consultants under contract, will include 
assisting the Secretary of State in the following functions:

A. Development, review, analysis, evaluation and coordination 
of plans, studies, policies and programs, and research in connection 
therewith;

B. Maintenance of up- to- date information on all studies and 
research and development activities which are being carried on, both 
inside and outside the government, in support of the United States 
governmental effort in the disarmament and arms control field; devel-
opment of a long- term cooperative program for such studies and activ-
ities; and undertaking or commissioning such studies or activities as 
may be appropriate in the light of the long- term program;
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C. Formulation and coordination of policies for the guidance of 
U.S. delegations to international negotiations;

D. Maintenance of contact on disarmament, arms control and 
related matters with the representatives of foreign governments;

E. Planning for, cooperation with, and assistance in public infor-
mation programs designed to keep foreign and domestic public opin-
ion accurately informed of U.S. policies;

F. Development in cooperation with the other interested U.S. agen-
cies of plans for U.S. participation in such arrangements for control and 
inspection as may be required under international disarmament and 
arms control agreements.

604. Memorandum From Herter to Persons1

Washington, November 16, 1960

Dear Jerry:

You may recall my telling you that we should reach a decision 
soon with regard to the continuation of the Nuclear Test Suspension 
discussions in Geneva. On the basis both of Soviet statements and the 
current slow pace of their responses in Geneva it seems unlikely that 
they will be prepared to make any substantial negotiating moves or to 
seek seriously any resolution of remaining differences until they know 
whether a new administration is prepared to offer them a better deal on 
the outstanding issues. If a satisfactory resolution of remaining issues 
is not now likely, it would not seem to be in the U.S. interest to make 
concessions or offer compromises at a time when instead of enabling us 
to determine whether agreement is possible they might serve only to 
reduce our bargaining position for the final effort to reach agreement. 
Just as the prospects of agreement seem slight at present, so also do 
the prospects of breaking off negotiations or proceeding with nuclear 
research explosions in December on terms favorable to the West. In 
this connection it would be particularly difficult at this time to secure 
the assent of Congressional leaders to the fallback position on opening 
nuclear devices (without which the U.K. would not support us in initi-
ating nuclear research shots).

1 Source: Proposes recess in test ban negotiations. Confidential. 2 pp. Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Presidential Transition Series.
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In light of these factors it would seem advisable to seek a recess 
in the negotiations in the latter part of this month and to propose that 
negotiations reconvene in February. Since a firm reconvening date 
would be set we foresee no likelihood that a recess would have any 
serious repercussions in the UN. Prior to a recess we should maintain 
essentially our present positions with such elaborations and develop-
ments on relatively minor aspects as can be handled through the nor-
mal day to day instructions.

Before consultation with the British and the Soviets on this matter, 
I think it would be well to advise Clark Clifford of what we propose to 
do. My guess would be that he would approve.

Christian A. Herter

605. Memorandum From Persons to Clifford1

November 18, 1960

Memorandum of Information for Mr. Clark Clifford Furnished  
to me by the Secretary of State

SUBJECT

Nuclear Test Suspension Discussions in Geneva

You may recall my telling you that we should reach a decision 
soon with regard to the continuation of the Nuclear Test Suspension 
discussions in Geneva. On the basis both of Soviet statements and the 
current slow pace of their responses in Geneva it seems unlikely that 
they will be prepared to make any substantial negotiating moves or to 
seek seriously any resolution of remaining differences until they know 
whether a new administration is prepared to offer them a better deal on 
the outstanding issues. If a satisfactory resolution of remaining issues 
is not now likely, it would not seem to be in the U.S. interest to make 
concessions or offer compromises at a time when instead of enabling us 
to determine whether agreement is possible they might serve only to 
reduce our bargaining position for the final effort to reach agreement. 
Just as the prospects of agreement seem slight at present, so also do 

1 Source: Conveys Herter’s memorandum on recess in test ban negotiations. Confi-
dential. 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Presidential Transition Series.
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the prospects of breaking off negotiations or proceeding with nuclear 
research explosions in December on terms favorable to the West.

In light of these factors it would seem advisable to seek a recess 
in the negotiations in the latter part of this month and to propose that 
negotiations reconvene in February. Since a firm reconvening date 
would be set, we foresee no likelihood that a recess would have any 
serious repercussions in the UN. Prior to a recess we should maintain 
essentially our present positions with such elaborations and develop-
ments on relatively minor aspects as can be handled through the nor-
mal day to day instructions.

Before consultation with the British and the Soviets on this matter, 
I think it would be well to advise Clark Clifford of what we propose 
to do.

The above information is the type that I would think would be 
given to Senator Kennedy’s State Department designee, but I am pass-
ing it on to you pending the naming of this official.

Wilton B. Persons

606. Letter From Gray to Herter1

Washington, November 30, 1960

Dear Chris:

In a letter to you dated November 19, 1960, copies of which were 
sent to each of the Principals, the Secretary of Defense recommended 
that United States policy on Arms Control be set forth in a single NSC 
document.

I heartily endorse the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense 
which, as I understand it, proposes only the codification in a single doc-
ument of existing policy on arms control.

At present, United States policy on Arms Control is recorded in 
two NSC policy documents. It is set forth, but only in the very broad-
est terms, in a single paragraph of Basic National Secretary Policy 
(Paragraph 52, NSC 5906/1). It is also set forth in NSC 112, which was 

1 Source: Endorses Gates’ proposal for single NSC document on U.S. arms control 
policy. Secret. 5 pp. Eisenhower Library, White House Central Files, Records of the Office 
of Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, Arms Control.
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approved on July 19, 1951 and which still remains unrescinded on the 
NSC records.

On July 22, 1960, I raised in the NSC Planning Board the question 
as to whether there should not be an up- to- date policy statement on the 
control of armaments. At that time the State Department representative 
stated that the Department would consider the possibility of develop-
ing a draft statement of current policy on the subject. I am advised that 
the State Department has not as yet undertaken to prepare such a pol-
icy statement.

Because paragraph 52 of NSC 5906/1 is cast in such general terms 
and because NSC 112 is over nine years old, I strongly urge the prepa-
ration of an up- to- date policy codification on arms control, suitable for 
submission to the National Security Council and approval by President 
Eisenhower.

I should suppose that the Committee of Principals would recom-
mend such a paper and that the Interdepartmental Working Group 
for Disarmament would be the logical body to prepare a draft for this 
purpose.

Sincerely,

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

Enclosure

Note From Gray to Lay

Washington, November 25, 1960

Mr. Lay:

I agree with Mr. Gates that there should be a single document set-
ting forth the U.S. Arms Control Policy. You will recall that we had such 
a codification project on the books many months ago.

I think we should give every possible impetus to this.

Gordon Gray
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Enclosure

Letter From Gates to Herter

Washington, November 19, 1960

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff on several occasions have pointed out the 
need for a formally approved comprehensive United States policy on 
Disarmament and Arms Control and for an official current statement 
of the United States position in order to provide definitive guidance 
(a) for the formulation of future United States proposals and (b) for 
our representatives in international negotiation and discussion on this 
subject. Current United States Basic Policy on Arms Controls, set forth 
in Paragraph 52—NSC 5906/1, is stated in very broad terms, and, while 
adequate for general guidance, requires clarification in the interests of 
common interpretation and understanding among the various govern-
mental individuals and working groups concerned with the subject of 
disarmament.

With the foregoing in mind, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were requested 
to submit their views regarding the principles which should govern 
U.S. arms control policy and regarding specific measures which the 
United States might propose which would be in consonance with that 
policy. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have now submitted their recommen-
dations. Except for minor modifications, principally in format, these 
recommendations are contained in the inclosure hereto and its annex, 
which I have reviewed and consider to be suitable for adoption. The 
position recommended (annex to the inclosure hereto) takes into con-
sideration and is consistent with the Program submitted by the United 
States to the Ten-Nation Committee on June 27, 1960. The policy recom-
mended (inclosure hereto) is comprehensive, and in my view, soundly 
based.

I believe it to be desirable that the arms control policy be set forth 
in a single NSC document to which the current U.S. arms control posi-
tion should be appended. As in the case of other NSC documents, they 
should be kept current as revisions may occur from time to time. In 
the view of the possibility of an early resumption of international arms 
control negotiations, I believe it particularly important to establish an 
approved comprehensive U.S. arms control policy and the current U.S. 
position quite soon. Accordingly, I suggest that the proposed policy and 
United States position be referred to the Interdepartmental Working 
Group for Disarmament for review, with instructions to submit their 
final report to the Principals not later than November 10, 1960, with the 
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view of early approval by the President. Such final action would serve 
the dual purpose of formally recording U.S. arms control policy, which 
should govern the formulation of United States proposals now and in 
the future, and of setting forth the current U.S. position on an interna-
tional disarmament program.

A copy of this letter is being transmitted to each of the Principals.
Sincerely yours,

Thomas S. Gates

607. Memorandum From Gray to Herter and Gates1

Washington, December 14, 1960

MEMORANDUM FOR

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense

I am directed by the President to request that the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Defense prepare a codification of U.S. Policy on 
Arms Control in a single document which would become a part of the 
National Security Council record.

If I or any members of the NSC staff can be of any assistance I trust 
you will let me know.

Gordon Gray
Special Assistant to the President

1 Source: Directs preparation of a codification of U.S. arms control policy in a single 
document. No classification marking (Top Secret enclosure). 2 pp. Eisenhower Library, 
White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, Arms Control.
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Attachment

Letter From Haskins to Gray

November 29, 1960

Mr. Gray:

Attached is a proposed draft letter to the Secretary of State, second-
ing the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense for a codification of 
U.S. policy on arms control in a single NSC document.

I am afraid that I share Bob Amory’s estimate as to the unlikeli-
hood that such a document can be prepared by January 20, let alone by 
December 10.

The JCS draft enclosed with the letter from the Secretary of Defense 
seems scarcely a recapitulation of agreed existing policy. It states, for 
example:

“The U.S. negotiations effort must ensure that in the post- arms 
control agreement era the U.S. will be able to maintain at any stage an 
adequate response to the entire spectrum of the remaining Sino- Soviet 
Bloc threat; namely, an evident, secure nuclear retaliatory capability 
and an evident, flexible capability for military operations short of gen-
eral nuclear war.”

If you do wish to give every possible impetus to achieving a codifi-
cation during this Administration, I suggest that you ask the President 
to raise the matter in the presence of Secretaries Herter and Gates and 
request them to produce an agreed codification for adoption in the NSC 
by a day certain.

Charles A. Haskins
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608. Memorandum From Lay to the NSC1

Washington, December 16, 1960

SUBJECT

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

REFERENCE

NSC 5725/1

The enclosed Report by the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of State on the implementation of NSC 5725/1, for the 
period July 1, 1959 through October 15, 1960, is transmitted herewith 
for the information of the National Security Council.

James S. Lay, Jr.
Executive Secretary

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence

Enclosure

Progress Report by the Atomic Energy Commission

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

PROGRESS REPORT BY THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON THE STATE OF  
IMPLEMENTATION OF NSC 5725/1—PEACEFUL USES  
OF ATOMIC ENERGY—FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 1959 
THROUGH OCTOBER 15, 1960

1. This report summarizes major developments and problem areas 
for the period of July 1, 1959, through October 15, 1960, in the programs 
implementing NSC 5725/1, “Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy”, dated 
December 13, 1957.

1 Source: Transmits report on implementation of NSC 5725/1, “Peaceful Uses of 
Atomic Energy.” Confidential. 23 pp. NARA, RG 59, S/S–NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 
5725.
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2. During the reporting period, the United States maintained its 
leadership in fostering peaceful uses of atomic energy and assisting 
the programs of other countries and international organizations in this 
field. This leadership was demonstrated convincingly at the Third and 
Fourth General Conferences of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
in Vienna in September 1959 and 1960.

3. At the 1959 Conference, the United States recommended a bal-
anced expansion of Agency activities, much of which has been incor-
porated in IAEA programs, particularly in technical assistance to lesser 
developed countries.

4. In 1960, despite the continued opposition from important neutral 
and Soviet Bloc countries, progress was made toward a major U.S. objec-
tive, that of the Agency fulfilling its statutory responsibility of establish-
ing and administering an international system of safeguards to assure 
against diversion to military purposes of materials and facilities supplied 
by or through the Agency or placed under its jurisdiction. (See “Interna-
tional Agency”, paragraphs 21–32, and “Safeguards”, paragraphs 11–19.)

5. In nuclear power development abroad, technical problems and 
general education in delivered prices of fossil fuels caused stretchouts 
and modifications in most major programs. The U.S. domestic program 
has been unaffected as fossil fuel costs have been and remain relatively 
stable.

6. It has been recognized that competitive power will be difficult to 
attain in the United States. There is confidence, however, that the short- 
term goals of the U.S. 10- year program ending in 1968 will be achieved 
and that the diversity and magnitude of the U.S. reactor development 
effort will provide continued leadership in this area. (See “U.S. Power 
Development”, paragraphs 50–60.)

7. In 1960, U.S. cooperation was extended to three countries not 
previously associated with the Atoms for Peace program. These were 
Indonesia (research Agreement for Cooperation effected) and Finland 
and Yugoslavia, assistance to the latter two being made possible by the 
U.S.–IAEA agreement. (See paragraph 26.) Also, financing of work in 
this country in direct support of the Canadian heavy water moderated 
power reactor development was a significant expansion of cooperation 
with our Canadian ally. (See paragraph 54.)

8. Other events include the successful organization, in October 
1959, along lines proposed by the United States, of the Inter- American 
Nuclear Energy Commission (IANEC) and orderly development of its 
program without opposition at the second IANEC meeting in Brazil in 
July 1960 (Cuba not represented); increasing requests from countries and 
international organizations for U.S. experts and consultants (48 supplied 
in the reporting period); and success of the comprehensive Atoms for 
Peace exhibits in India and the United Arab Republic.
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9. The U.S.S.R. so far has confined its own Atoms for Peace program 
primarily to the Soviet Bloc countries. Some aid has been given to Iraq 
(exchange of missions), Yugoslavia (a research reactor), Indonesia (offer 
of reactor and technicians) and the United Arab Republic (training and 
a research reactor). The Franco- Soviet agreement signed April 2, 1960 
is limited largely to exchanges of scientists somewhat along the same 
lines of the US–USSR program.

10. There always is the possibility that the Soviet Union may add 
more substantial aid in the nuclear field to its current economic and 
technological offensive against the Free World. There are reports that 
the U.S.S.R. will offer to supply on attractive credit terms and with “no 
strings attached” (e.g., safeguards) a large power reactor to India which 
is in the market for such a facility.

SAFEGUARDS

11. After long consideration, the IAEA Board of Governors in April 
1960 approved provisionally and referred to the Fourth General Con-
ference, a proposed system of Agency administered safeguards. The 
proposed policies and procedures are acceptable to the United States 
and were strongly endorsed by U.S. representatives in the Board and at 
the September 1960 Conference.

12. During the Conference debate, at our request, eight nations 
went on record as favoring consultation with the United States with 
a view of transferring to Agency administration the safeguards pro-
visions of their present bilateral agreements with the United States. 
Negotiations to accomplish such a transfer will be undertaken with the 
countries involved.

13. It is recognized that the Agency system, if implemented by the 
IAEA Board at its January 1961 meeting, is only a first step toward the 
goal of a comprehensive internationally administered control system 
that would be applicable to all types of materials and facilities where 
there is the possibility of diversion for military purposes. The proposed 
controls would apply only to reactors of up to 100 megawatts thermal 
power and are not applicable to facilities such as chemical processing 
plants or large power reactors.

14. In recognition of the evolutionary nature of the Agency system, 
the 15- power resolution, initiated by the United States and adopted 
by the Conference, provides that the Board of Governors shall report 
to the Sixth Conference in 1962 on the results of experience gained, as 
well as technological developments so that operation of Agency safe-
guards may be reviewed and evaluated.

15. To provide a field laboratory for the Agency procedures and 
to demonstrate that international inspection is not an unwarranted 
infringement on national sovereignty, the United States at the Fourth 
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Conference unilaterally offered to place under IAEA inspection two 
research, one experimental power, and one small power reactor—all 
representative of the types of facilities that would be covered under the 
proposed Agency system. The U.S. offer was well received and a proj-
ect agreement is being worked out to put it into effect.

16. At the 1960 Conference, India and the Soviet Bloc continued 
their strong opposition to the proposed system. A large majority of 
members, however, rejected a five- power resolution initiated by India 
which would have had the effect of emasculating the proposed system 
and delaying its installation. Instead, by a better than two- to- one vote, 
the Conference adopted the 15- power resolution which returned the 
safeguards document to the Board for implementation and instructed 
the Board to take into account the views expressed during the debate.

17. It is anticipated, however, that the Soviet Bloc, India and other 
neutral states will continue their opposition to proposed safeguards 
system during the January 1961 Board discussions and, even if passed, 
may not join in its application.

18. (The President was informed on October 31, 1960 of rights 
and sanctions available to the United States to recover reactor fuel fur-
nished by this country in event a recipient nation failed to comply with 
provisions of the Agreement for Cooperation under which the material 
was made available.)

19. U.S. preparation for the January 1961 Board meeting will be 
directed toward obtaining maximum support for the proposed Agency 
system and for a common position among other supplier nations to 
apply comparable safeguards to their bilateral transactions. Should 
these objectives fail to be achieved, the United States must re- assess its 
safeguards position, taking into account both actual developments and 
the requirements of national security.

20. As of this date, under bilateral agreements, U.S. safeguards are 
applicable to 62 facilities in 23 countries. Inspections are continuing on 
normal schedules without incident. Materials being controlled, as of 
September 30, 1960 amount to more than 20, 000 kilograms of uranium 
fuel and 365 tons of heavy water.

21. Meanwhile, Euratom has activated its safeguards operation 
and inspections by three- man teams of different nationalities are pro-
ceeding. No objections have been encountered either to the inspections 
or the nationality of the personnel. A master inventory of materials and 
facilities subject to Euratom controls is being prepared.

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY

22. Despite statutory and financial handicaps, the Atomic Energy 
Agency in the past 15 months has made significant progress in 
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competence and in scope of its technical programs. U.S. support of the 
Agency was expanded. Noteworthy was the U.S. effort to encourage our 
bilateral partners to look to the Agency for its future Atoms for Peace 
assistance. To this end, four bilateral agreements were allowed to expire: 
Chile, Colombia, Lebanon and Pakistan.

23. Six other bilaterals expiring in 1960 or 1961 (Argentina, Brazil, 
Republic of China, Greece, Israel, and Portugal) were extended for only 
two years with a view to encouraging these countries to seek future 
assistance from the Agency. The same was true for a three- year exten-
sion of the U.S. agreement with the Philippines.

24. The United States continued to be the largest financial contrib-
utor to the Agency. During calendar year 1960, the United States will 
provide not less than half of the voluntary budget and 32.43 per cent 
of the assessed budget. (See paragraph 28). Other monetary support 
includes $192,000 worth of equipment as gifts in kind to certain mem-
ber nations under the IAEA technical assistance program and $700,000 
for cost- free fellowships.

25. Under a master contract negotiated with the Agency, the United 
States, during the reporting period, placed 12 research contracts for 
work costing $134,000 to be performed in other IAEA Member States.

26. These actions do not mean that the bilateral system of agree-
ments is to be abandoned. The United States has adopted the policy 
of encouraging an increasing number of its bilateral partners to seek 
special nuclear materials and other assistance through the Agency. 
For those countries with which we have substantial joint programs, or 
in cases where political considerations dictate a preference, however, 
the bilateral agreement probably will continue to be the instrument of 
choice.

27. The US–IAEA Agreement for Cooperation, which went into 
force August 7, 1959, made it possible for the United States to use the 
Agency to provide reactors and fuel to Agency members whether or 
not such members had a bilateral agreement with the United States. 
Under this agreement, Finland and Yugoslavia will obtain, through the 
IAEA, research reactors and fuel of U.S. manufacture. In this connec-
tion, the United States awarded a $200,000 grant to Yugoslavia towards 
the purchase of its reactor and an additional $150,000 commitment for 
purchase of U.S. equipment.

28. Accepting the U.S. offer made at the 1959 IAEA General Con-
ference, Agency scientists in 1960 began visits to some unclassified 
U.S. small nuclear power plant projects. At the 1960 IAEA meeting, 
the U.S. offer was extended to include additional projects in the small 
and medium- sized reactor field. Arrangements are being made to place 
Agency visits on a periodic basis. The IAEA technical staff is not large 
enough to permit long- term work assignments to these projects.
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29. Other assistance included the offer to donate up to $50,000 worth 
of nuclear fuel for the Agency- sponsored Finnish reactor project; partici-
pation of 35 U.S. scientists and engineers in many fields as consultants to 
countries requesting them through the IAEA or as members of Agency 
expert panels; and continuation of the program of making a minimum 
of 80 cost- free fellowships for training in the United States available 
through the Agency program.

30. Future financing of the Agency is one of the major problems 
confronting the United States in its continuing effort to make the Agency 
a more effective instrument in dealing with international matters such 
as health and safety, including waste disposal; safeguards; information 
dissemination; etc., and for channeling U.S. nuclear energy assistance to 
underdeveloped nations.

31. The present system of two budgets, one termed “adminis-
trative” and supported by assessments and the other, designated 
“operational”, funded by voluntary contributions is inadequate 
and cumbersome. Voluntary contributions have not been as large as 
expected to the detriment of those Agency activities dependent on this 
source of funds. As of October 1, 1960 it did not appear that payments of 
other members will exceed $500,000 (the goal was $1,500,000 to which 
the United States contributed $500,000). This means that none of the 
$250,000 pledged additionally by the United States on a matching basis 
for contributions in excess of $1,000,000 will be used. Although pledges 
of voluntary contributions have increased in the past two years, the 
Agency faces a difficult problem in obtaining adequate support on a 
regular basis from those Members able to pay more.

32. The present detailed statutory supervision of Agency opera-
tions by the Board of Governors impedes efficient administration of 
Agency programs and often results in undue delays in obtaining non-
policy decisions and approvals. The United States will examine the 
desirability of changes in the Agency Statute, revision of which will be 
considered at the Fifth and Sixth General Conferences in 1961 and 1962, 
that would contribute to solving these problems.

33. A continuing problem at IAEA General Conference is injection 
of political and propaganda issues, principally by the Soviet Bloc, into 
general debate and committee discussions. This is resented particularly 
by some of the scientist- delegates from other member states but no 
practical solution appears at hand.

34. The term of former Representative Sterling W. Cole as Direc-
tor General expires in 1961. The Board of Governors will appoint the 
Director General for the 1962–1966 term in time for approval at the Fifth 
General Conference in September 1961. Although no political commit-
ments, direct or implied, were made when Mr. Cole was chosen, the 
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fact that he was from the “West” may lead to claims that he should 
be succeeded by a Soviet- oriented person. The United States contem-
plates seeking support among non- Soviet Bloc Members for a mutually 
agreed upon candidate for the Director General post.

EURATOM AND ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC 
COOPERATION (OEEC)

35. The deepening impact of economic factors that have produced 
a lessened urgency for nuclear power (see paragraphs 5–6) resulted in 
a setback in the joint US- Euratom effort to encourage European utilities 
to build large- scale nuclear plants in Western Europe. In the first round 
of invitations for plants to be constructed by the end of 1963, only one 
final proposal qualified for benefits of the joint program.

36. This was the 150,000 KWe project in Southern Italy for the Ital-
ian Societa Electtronucleare Nazionale (SENN). Construction is pro-
ceeding and a U.S. manufacturer will supply the boiling- water- type 
reactor. With agreement of all parties involved and no objection from 
the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, this project—
already initiated under bilateral arrangements—was placed under the 
Euratom program.

37. Invitation for two plants, to be completed by December 1965, 
is to be issued shortly by Euratom, with indications that the 150,000 
KW(e) project of the Baden- Wurtenberg consortium in West Germany 
(AKS) and the 210,000 KW(e) joint Franco- Belgian proposal (SENA) 
may be submitted.

38. Eurtom remains of the belief that, over the long term, nuclear 
power will be important in Europe. Its recent study forecast that, by 
1980, the Community would require, in addition to expanded conven-
tional output, some 40,000,000 KW installed nuclear capacity. This same 
study put nuclear power by 1970 at 9,600,000 KW. The 1956 “Target for 
Euratom” envisaged 15,000,000 KW by 1968.

39. The joint US- Euratom research and development program was 
cut back to limit proposals generally to work on the boiling water sys-
tem. This policy will be reviewed after evaluation of proposals received 
for the 1965 reactors. To date, 45 projects totaling $7,800,000 have been 
approved by the Joint US- Euratom Research and Development Board. 
The United States will finance $2,200,000 of this work and Euratom the 
remaining $5,600,000.

40. An Additional Agreement for Cooperation with Euratom came 
into force July 25, 1960 which covers transfer of highly enriched fuel 
and U–233 contained in fuel for use in research and development proj-
ects not connected with the joint program. A perfecting amendment to 
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the Euratom Cooperation Act to permit implementing this Additional 
Agreement will be submitted to the next Congress.

41. Euratom acquired, through lease, the excellent Ispra Center in 
Italy which will become its major research facility. The Community also 
made substantial progress in the use of national laboratories in Member 
States for research projects. Agreements are in force or being negotiated 
for joint or Community work at laboratories in Germany, the Nether-
lands and Belgium.

42. There have been important developments in the area of public 
liability. Signed and awaiting ratification is an OEEC convention set-
ting up to $15,000,000 of private protection as the maximum for each 
nuclear accident with a proviso that no state would require less than 
$5,000,000. Euratom staff is developing a supplement to the OEEC con-
vention which would permit its members, unilaterally, to add govern-
ment indemnity to raise the maximum liability to between $50,000,000 
and $80,000,000 with the possibility that, jointly, the Euratom coun-
tries might take action to bring the total available for public claims to 
approximately $120,000,000.

43. There remain some problems which affect the U.S.- Euratom 
joint program. Among these are the recent Euratom request to lease 
enriched fuel inventories for the joint power reactor projects instead of 
purchasing them on the deferred payment plan; Euratom encourage-
ment of the West Berlin project, BEWAG, which poses technical and 
political problems for the United States; and recurring friction between 
French and Euratom executives.

44. (The International Atomic Energy Agency continued its work 
on drafting public liability conventions which would have world- wide 
application to land based facilities and nuclear- powered ships.)

45. Euratom also has Agreement for Cooperation with the United 
Kingdom and Canada. The former has not resulted in any joint projects 
to date and discussions have tended to range over long- range programs. 
Canada and Euratom have established a joint board to administer a 
five- year $10,000,000 research and development effort on the heavy- 
water moderated reactor system.

46. United States expanded its cooperation with the OEEC and the 
latter’s European Nuclear Energy Agency, through an agreement for 
exchange of data on experimental high- temperature, gas- cooled reac-
tor (DRAGON in England; the Philadelphia Electric- General Dynam-
ics project in this country); consultative assistance to Eurochemic (the 
semi- governmental share- holding company now building a chemical 
reprocessing plant at Mol, Belgium); and to the OEEC experimental 
reactor project at Halden, Norway.
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INTER- AMERICAN NUCLEAR ENERGY COMMISSION (IANEC) 
AND PUERTO RICO NUCLEAR CENTER

47. The new Inter- American Nuclear Energy Commission (IANEC) 
is composed of representatives of the governments of the Organization 
of American States. Its statute, adopted in April 1959, sets up IANEC 
as a coordinating and consultative body in the field of peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy.

48. Several problems emerged from the two IANEC meetings and its 
symposium on industrial applications of nuclear energy, all held during 
the reporting period. Coordination of effort in training, education, and 
research remains the paramount need. The United States, at both IANEC 
meetings, committed itself to increased financial support on a bilateral 
basis to national centers and specialized research and training facilities 
when a comprehensive plan for practical development has been com-
pleted and given IANEC approval.

49. The acute lack of facilities for gathering and interchanging tech-
nical information in Latin- American countries also was demonstrated 
at the symposium. The United States supported resolutions adopted at 
the second IANEC meeting urging development of a coordinated train-
ing program and recommending revision of O.A.S. fellowship, techni-
cal assistance and other applicable programs to promote greater use of 
these programs in the nuclear science field.

50. The Puerto Rico Nuclear Center was strengthened during the 
reporting period with the completion of a small training reactor and the 
dedication of a large research reactor and related laboratory facilities in 
August 1960, and the appointment, effective July 1, 1960, of Dr. John 
Bugher, former Director of the AEC Division of Biology and Medicine, 
as Center Director. Dr. Bugher’s appointment fills the need for putting 
an outstanding Scientific Administrator at the head of the Center.

51. Current objectives are effective recruitment of students from 
Latin America, establishment of strong research programs and achiev-
ing closer relationship with the University of Puerto Rico in planning 
Center and University programs. Approximately 20 Latin- American 
students were enrolled at the Center in the 1959 academic year.

52. With respect to the concept of a cooperative Center to serve 
Asian countries: There has been no revival of interest in the countries 
which were consulted several years ago.

U.S. NUCLEAR POWER AND PLOWSHARE PROGRAMS

53. One objective of the U.S. 10- year power program has been 
changed by the economic factors previously noted (see paragraphs 35– 39).  
The hope that within five years U.S. assistance and progress in our 
program would bring competitive nuclear power to high cost areas in 
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friendly countries, especially in Europe, does not appear likely to be 
realized.

54. The U.S. effort is moving ahead. The 180,000 KW(e) Dresden 
plant near Chicago is in operation and attracting an increasing number 
of foreign visitors. The Yankee 110,000 KW(e) project in Massachusetts 
has gone critical. Plants in operation or under construction will raise 
the total U.S. installed nuclear capacity above the 1,000,000 KW(e) mark 
by 1964. See Appendix “A”, page 20. If other planned plants material-
ize, the total by 1966 would be about 1,500,000 KW(e).

55. During the past year, active negotiations were begun for at 
least three additional large- scale nuclear plants: the proposed 300,000 
to 360,000 KW(e) plants for Southern California Edison and Pacific 
Gas and Electric Companies and studies looking toward a 350,000 to 
500,000 KW(e) project in New York State for which seven utilities are 
organizing a special company.

56. The first phase of a long range AEC study, completed in Fis-
cal Year 1960, indicates that the pressurized and boiling water and the 
organic moderated reactor systems, with reasonable success in pro-
grammed development effort, will meet the near- term goal of competi-
tive power with large scale reactors in high cost U.S. areas by 1963. Also 
for the first time, leading reactor manufacturers are offering to build 
plants in the 300,000 KW range on a fixed price scale.

57. For the long range goal of competitive power in low cost areas 
and with smaller plants, the United States is programming substan-
tial research and development on several advanced reactor systems. It 
is estimated that at least $2 billion will be required for the U.S. Gov-
ernment sponsored nuclear power program in the 1960’s. The bulk of 
the developmental work such as design, construction and operation of 
reactor experiments, and prototypes and general engineering will be 
funded by the Government. Privately financed projects are expected to 
add substantially to the total expenditures.

58. In addition to the U.S. work with Euratom and OEEC (See para-
graphs 31–36, 41) a cooperative program entered into with Canada is 
expected to make substantial contributions to heavy water moderated 
reactor technology. Under this program, the United States will spend in 
this country up to $5,000,000 over a five- year period for research and 
development supporting the Canadian program in this field.

59. Civilian applications are assuming more importance in efforts 
directed at nuclear rocket propulsion (ROVER program) and at devel-
oping small, light- weight auxiliary nuclear power and heat sources 
(SNAP program). Last August, work heretofore carried out separately 
by the AEC and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) was consolidated in a joint Nuclear Propulsion Office.



2200 Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, Volume III, Supplement

60. Although an experimental ROVER graphite reactor tested in 
July 1960 ran for five minutes at about a 90,000 kilowatt power level, an 
effort to develop reactors of high power, higher gas temperatures and 
lower weight is being pursued. The goal is to achieve three to four times 
more power and thrust which would increase payload capabilities.

61. Progress was made in the two approaches to small nuclear aux-
iliary power sources—one using heat from isotope decay and the other 
based on small, compact reactors. Both have been successfully demon-
strated. An experimental power package for a remote weather station 
was completed in Fiscal Year 1960. The U.S. Coast Guard has estab-
lished a requirement for unattended power sources for several types of 
navigational aids.

62. In the nuclear ship program, the N.S. SAVANNAH is nearing 
completion and sea trials are scheduled for the spring of 1961. It will 
use a pressurized water reactor. Longer range development of other 
reactor systems is being carried out but it is not considered likely that 
nuclear merchant ship operation will be economic in the near future.

63. Negotiations are proceeding with the United Kingdom for per-
mission for the NS SAVANNAH to call at Southampton and Tilbury 
(near London) and talks have been held with other European countries. 
Agreement has been reached with the British except for terms of third 
party liability.

64. In Europe interest in nuclear ship propulsion continues high 
despite the present lack of economic incentive. Recently, 11 shipyards 
in Germany were asked by the consortium of government and private 
industry at Hamburg, known as GKSS, to bid on design and construc-
tion of West Germany’s first nuclear ship—to be a 10,000 horsepower 
“floating laboratory” powered by a 30,000 KW organic moderated reac-
tor. Besides other German projects, mostly in the planning stage, stud-
ies are being pursued in Italy, France, Great Britain, the Netherlands, 
and Scandinavian countries.

65. Start of nuclear detonation experiments for peaceful uses 
(Project Plowshare) awaits decision related to negotiations on nuclear 
weapon tests ban. In the reporting period, cratering experiments with 
chemical high explosives have continued. Also, based on a technical 
study, the Panama Canal Company reported on April 29, 1960, that 
if certain preliminary experimentation should be successful, nuclear 
explosions could be used to build a new sea- level trans- Isthmian canal. 
The report urged that these experiments be conducted.

ACTIVITIES UNDER BILATERAL AGREEMENTS

66. Activities carried on under bilateral agreements continued to 
expand. The most notable was the increase in transfer of reactor fuel. 
Most of the 339 kilograms of contained U– 235 (total uranium 10,998 kg) 
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were shipped to other countries in the form of fuel elements manu-
factured in the United States. The total for this reporting period com-
pares with 486 Kg of U–235 (total uranium 9,134 Kg) for all previous 
shipments.

67. This increase reflects the dominant position the United States 
has had in the sale of research and training reactors abroad since most 
of this fuel was for U.S. manufactured facilities. Foreign sales are drop-
ping both in the United States and the United Kingdom, as other coun-
tries acquire the ability to design and construct reactors and as current 
needs are satisfied.

68. No large- scale power reactors were sold either by the United 
States or the United Kingdom in the reporting period. Plans of the 
Franco- Belgian and the Arbeitsgemeinschaft Kernkraftwerke Stuttgart 
(AKS) groups, however, are based on U.S. designed reactors. On Octo-
ber 10, 1960, India invited international bidding on a 300,000 KW(e) 
nuclear plant for the Bombay area. Brazil has announced that invita-
tions for 200,000 KW(e) between Rio and Sao Paulo will be issued in 
1961.

69. Reflecting the adverse economic climate for nuclear power, the 
only group to take advantage of the special deferred fuel payment plan 
offered for reactors that could be completed by 1964 was the Societa 
Electtronucleare Italiana (SELNI), a corporation 85 per cent privately 
owned, with the majority held in Edisonvolta. Its 165,000 KW(e) plant, 
using a U.S. reactor, is to be located in the Ligurian region and will 
serve the Milan industrial complex.

70. Changes in civilian bilateral agreements not previously noted 
include the coming into force of one for power with Venezuela (signed 
October 8, 1958) and two for research with Indonesia and Austria, the 
last- named being an updating of an earlier agreement. Amendments 
expanding the scope of cooperation were effected with Canada, New 
Zealand, and Thailand. The total agreements in force now stand at 
41 with 39 countries, plus those with Euratom and IAEA.

71. The Canadian amendment clarified patent arrangements, pro-
vided for sale lease or loan of special nuclear materials and heavy water 
and extended the duration of the Agreement for Cooperation.

TRAINING

72. Training of foreign nationals in Commission and other U.S. 
institutions continued to increase. During the Fiscal Year 1960, more 
than 1,100 persons from 52 countries participated in formal courses 
(260) or received on- the- job training at Commission facilities (900 esti-
mated). Guidance on opportunities and financial assistance available in 
private industry and U.S. colleges and universities was given to several 
hundred others.
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73. The training program is kept flexible to meet changing needs. 
The first class at the school at Argonne National Laboratory, renamed, 
in 1960, the International Institute of Nuclear Science and Engineer-
ing, entered on much more advanced courses of study. Basic work now 
available elsewhere was dropped in the curriculum revision.

74. The first courses, primarily for foreign students, in various 
phases of reactor technology and operation were completed in this 
reporting period at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, the nuclear ship 
project, and the Shippingport nuclear power plant.

75. Education- and- training continued to be an important and pop-
ular phase of the Atoms for Peace program, particularly in view of the 
increased efforts in technical assistance through IAEA research and 
equipment grants for use by foreign nationals in their own countries. 
Facilities for basic training are improving in quality and expanding 
in number in the more advanced nations. The AEC program will be 
altered as necessary to meet changing conditions.

EXHIBITS AND CONFERENCES

76. The Commission continued, on a selected basis, to support 
financially international conferences and symposia. Fourteen such 
meetings received support between February and October, 1960.

77. Subject to approval of the United Nations General Assembly, a 
Third International Conference on the peaceful uses of atomic energy 
is scheduled tentatively for 1962 or 1963. The United States has taken 
the position that the International Atomic Energy Agency should have 
a major role in this next conference.

78. Major nuclear energy exhibits in New Delhi, India, and Cairo, 
United Arab Republic were most successful. A total of 2,800,000 viewed 
the U.S. exhibit at the New Delhi World Agricultural Fair between 
December 11, 1959, and February 29, 1960. Eleven seminars were held 
there for scientists and students. An operating reactor produced a num-
ber of isotopes some of which were used in experiments performed 
at the exhibit. Other major exhibits planned for the remainder of 1960 
will be held in Pakistan and Argentina. During 1961, major displays are 
scheduled for Lebanon, Brazil, Peru and Venezuela.

79. The United States continued to support the objectives and 
work of the United Nations Scientific Committee on Effects of Atomic 
Radiation.

REACTOR AND EQUIPMENT GRANTS

80. In December 1959, the United States terminated the AEC research 
reactor grant program, effective June 30, 1960. Except for several applica-
tions received just before the deadline which are being evaluated, future 
requests will compete with other aid proposals from the specific country 
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involved and, if granted, be funded by country program appropriations 
rather than from the Atoms for Peace budget.

81. In the reporting period, grants were committed for Turkey, 
Pakistan, and Yugoslavia, bringing the total to 22, of which 6 have been 
paid following completion of the reactor projects (see paragraph 26, 
Yugoslavia).

82. In general, the research reactor grant effort has been a success-
ful phase of the Atoms for Peace program. This is attested in several 
ways: One has been concrete results in terms of research and develop-
ment activities that are beginning to accumulate as these “grants” reac-
tors continue successful operation. Another has been the stimulation 
that these projects provided for nuclear research and training in the 
recipient countries. In most cases, the total amount invested in facilities 
exceeded by many times the $350,000 grant.

83. One of the more successful “grant” reactors is the Munich, Ger-
many project which is doing important work in irradiation of elements 
and materials, experiments with neutron beams and reactor experi-
ments. An Israeli team spent several months at Munich, learning how 
to operate and use the swimming pool reactor, the type that Israel has 
just completed with U.S. grant assistance. (The U.S. company that built 
the Israeli reactor has reported that this project has been the most suc-
cessful of any of its many overseas installations.)

84. Some grant projects have encountered delays which can be 
charged to some extent to lack in the recipient country of proper orga-
nization for design, specification and construction and unrealistic and 
overly optimistic time schedules. The United States, where appropri-
ate, is endeavoring to assist in remedying such situations. In one case 
(Japan) much of the delay of over a year appears to have been due to 
the U.S. manufacturers.

85. In some countries, there will be a problem of using these new 
reactors fully. The United States recommended to the IAEA that this 
factor be taken into account in its technical aid program.

86. Assistance in procurement of equipment is assuming added 
importance because of its value to lesser developed countries. U.S. 
grants are used to meet urgent needs ranging from integrated packages 
of laboratory equipment, including hot cells, to simple teaching tools 
needed in a radioisotopes course. These grants now are being handled 
in three ways: Direct by the AEC; through ICA country programs; and 
by U.S. grants in kind made through the IAEA. State and AEC are re- 
examining the methods of funding equipment grants.

87. In fiscal year 1960, the totals for all three categories of equip-
ment grants were $1,183,000 for 19 grants to 13 countries.
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AEC PARTICIPATION IN US– USSR EXCHANGES

88. A Memorandum of Cooperation was signed in November 1959 
by Chairman McCone of the USAEC and Professor V.S. Emelyanov, his 
counterpart in the Soviet Union. This understanding is incorporated as 
a formal addendum to the US–USSR 1960–61 Scientific, Technical and 
Cultural Exchange Agreement.

89. A modest program of exchanges of visits of US and USSR 
nuclear scientists under the Memorandum has made satisfactory prog-
ress and is being continued. In the reporting period, there have been 
reciprocal visits in the fields of high energy physics and controlled ther-
monuclear research. An exchange of visits in the area of radioactive 
waste disposal is expected to take place shortly as a result of further 
McCone- Emelyanov talks in Vienna in September, 1960.

90. Reports of these visits, as well as technical reports developed as 
a result of the discussions, are being made available to the IAEA. AEC 
is withholding direct exchange of its technical reports with the Soviet 
Union until the latter begins to fulfill its reciprocal obligations in this 
respect.

91. Professor Emelyanov has been urging discussion of possibil-
ities of joint US–USSR projects, especially in waste disposal and high 
energy physics. The United States has responded cautiously because 
it is felt that such developments, particularly in high energy physics, 
should proceed on a broader international base.

92. At a meeting in New York City on September 16, U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. physicists agreed on the desirability of a particle accelerator 
in the energy region above 300 Bev. The U.S. group (private physicists 
not representing the Government) recommended that other countries 
and areas be encouraged to participate in the studies. This possibility 
is under consideration. The understanding calls for channeling any 
joint projects, to the extent that it is possible, through the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.

CONCLUSIONS

93. The six years of operation of the Atoms for Peace program has 
contributed to U.S. foreign policy with a relatively modest expenditure. 
The program brought to millions of people all over the world the reali-
zation of the potential of nuclear energy for peaceful applications.

94. Our effort to share with other nations the fruits of our prog-
ress in this field and our willingness to assist others has identified the 
United States as the world leader in seeking to encourage the develop-
ment of peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The historic United Nations 
conferences in Geneva in 1955 and 1958, initiated by the United States, 
contributed greatly to this image.
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95. The program has resulted in thousands of person- to- person 
exchanges between U.S. nationals and those of most of the nations of 
the world. There have been more than 4,700 visitors from other coun-
tries to U.S. government and private nuclear laboratories, plants, and 
research centers. Some 2,500 foreign nationals have received training in 
nuclear science and technology in the United States.

96. One of the principal objectives of the program has been 
achieved. The International Atomic Energy Agency began operations 
in October 1957 and has grown slowly but steadily in competence and 
prestige. It has been recognized by other international organizations as 
having a leading role and competence in the nuclear field.

97. The Agency has, in less than two calendar years of full opera-
tion (staffing and organization predominated the first year), achieved 
noteworthy success in developing its fellowship program (about 1,000 
awards made). Its publications are recognized internationally, particu-
larly its manuals in the health and safety field. It has developed the abil-
ity to program and carry out large technical conferences and its smaller 
panels of experts have made significant contributions in the field of 
public liability and adoption of pertinent international standards.

98. The IAEA has made substantial progress toward implementing 
one of its most important statutory functions, that of establishing and 
administering an international system of safeguards to assure against 
diversion to military purposes of material designated for civilian use. 
If the safeguards proposal now before the IAEA Board for implemen-
tation is adopted and supplier and recipient nations do not bypass the 
Agency, administration of an international system of controls in the 
civilian area may assist in working out a practical contribution to new 
efforts to reach with the Soviet Union an agreement on a safeguarded 
formula for nuclear arms control.

99. One major goal has not been attained, that of the Agency becom-
ing the chief custodian and broker of source and fissionable materials. 
Two factors are largely responsible: One is that the basic raw material, 
uranium ore, a scarce item in 1953, is now a surplus commodity on the 
world market. The other is that economic civilian uses for large quan-
tities of uranium, particularly in nuclear plants, have not developed as 
fast as had been anticipated.

100. The basic objectives of U.S. policy in the Atoms for Peace effort, 
set forth in NSC 5725/1, continue applicable to programs implement-
ing that policy. Consideration should be given to updating some of the 
background material. Some of the specific guidelines should be studied 
with a view to revision as necessary to reflect changing conditions such 
as the lessened urgency for nuclear power, development of multilateral 
agencies, and the emergency of new and underdeveloped countries 
which are becoming full- voting members of the United Nations, the 
IAEA, and other international organizations.
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